What is discourse, and how has the new interdisciplinary field of !
discourse studies developed? What are the linguistic and other struc
tures of discourse at various levels of analysis? How do people ~ and
their minds - go about producing, understanding and remembering -
text or talk? How are these mental processes interactionally shaped:

Covering a great variety of genres, both written and spoken, Discoursi
as Structure and Process explains how discourse is organized, how °
discursive form and meaning are related and what the functions are

of style and rhetoric in the communicative context.
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Preface

.H.Em book offers a first introduction to discourse studies, a new cross-
&mniﬁo that comprises the theory and analysis of text and talk n
virtually all disciplines of the humanities and social scie For the main
areas of discourse studies, the respective chapters feature literature reviews
explanations of theoretical frameworks and many concrete &mooznmm
analyses.

Besides providing a current state of the art, the chapters in this book
rmﬁ.” especially been written for newcomers to the field: students who take a
mmﬁn.ﬁ_. course in discourse analysis or choose this topic as part of their own
‘discipline, as well as scholars from other disciplines who (finally) want to
wbo.i what this study of discourse is all about. Esoteric jargon has been
avoided in favor of a style of presentation that is accessible to all students
and scholars in the humanities and social sciences,

There are several other introductions to the study of discourse. Most of+
them are now dated, or suffer from other limitations, such as very partial
Qm@ moBamBmm partisan) coverage of only a few domains of this new
@mo_EEa. The chapters in 9..% olumes of the present book offer insight
into w.wnoma range of topics and areas, ranging from linguistic, mgwﬁn and
rhetorical approaches, to psychological and especially also social directions
ww H..omomnor. Some deal with written texts, others with informal as well as
institutiona! dialogue in a multitude of social contexts. Some focus on
m,cmﬁ.mﬁ structures of discourse, others on the orderly organization of
ongoing talk by language users as well as on the broader social, political and
o_.bﬂﬁﬁ implications of discourse. The book highlights most important
&.Enumﬂosm and levels of discourse description, and the authors do so from
&m.oﬂg_.” theoretical perspectives. And in addition to more theoretical and
descriptive approaches, critical and applied perspectives are represented here.
In sum: this is the most complete introduction to discourse studies to date.

However, the study of discourse is a hnge field, and it is being practiced
by many scholars in many countries. Thus, despite their comprehensive set-
up, even two volumes are unable to cover everything. For instance, there
was no space for a chapter on the sound structures of discourse. Of the
many discourse_.genres-~discussed as examples throughout the various
chapters, only two important ones, namely argumentation and storytelling
could be dealt with in separate chapters. .

Hrm.mm,Eo is true for the various social domains and issues of discourse
analysis: space limitations only allowed us a separate chapter on political
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discourse analysis, so that no special treatment could be given to, for
example, medical, legal and educational discourse, among many other
discourse domains. But again, the variety of the examples in the various
chapters amply makes up for this limitation. Of the pressing social issues
dealt with in separate chapters, we have focused on those of gender and
ethnicity, although discourse is obviously involved in the reproduction of
many other forms of domination and inequality, such as those of class, age,
nationality, religion, language, sexual orientation, and so on.

The authors who contribute to this book are among the most prominent
in the discipline, wotldwide. Women and men from several countries were
invited to join this project, so as to guarantee theoretical, analytical and
cultura] diversity — a criterion that is often ignored or impossible in one-
author monographs. For the same reason, several chapters are co-authored
by well-known senior as well as bright junior scholars in the field.

Despite this variety, however, many theoretical approaches, in many
countries and many langnages, are not represented by separate chapters
here. Thus, as is so often the case, the requirement of English as a domi-
nant academic language prohibited contributions from prominent discourse
scholars who only write in, for example, Japanese, Chinese, Russian,
French, Spanish, German and TItalian, among other languages. Linguistic
limijtations and lack of cross-cultural data also prevented most authors
from analysing more examples from more langnages and more cultures, an
aim that only an ideal book with multilingual authors can ever realize.

The book has been divided into two separate volumes that may be read
independently of each other. The first focuses on the analysis of verba
structures and cognitive processes, the second on discourse as interaction. i
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soctety. This division roughly corresponds to the traditional separation
between the study of discourse in the humanities and psychology on the
one hand, and in the social sciences on the other. As several chapters show,
this division has become increasingly arbitrary, and there are several
chapters that precisely aim to integrate these different approaches. Despite
the inevitable specialization of each mature discipline, I hope that increas-
ing integration will overcome the current divisions in the field.

I would Jike to see this book as an ongoing project, in which future
editions in several languages follow the developments in the field, and in
which new versions of chapters realize as much as possible the scholarly
and social ideals of theoretical, analytical and cultural diversity. Readers
from all over the world have a special responsibility in such an endeavor,
and are invited to send me their critical comments as well as suggestions for
improvement. I hope that teachers will provide feedback about their
experiences with the use of this book in class. It is only in this way that the
book may become a joint project of the growing global community of
students and scholars of discourse.

Teun A. van Dijk

1
The Study of Discourse -

Teun A. van Dijk

What is Discourse?

This ?8-40:56 introduction provides an elaborate answer to the simple
question novices tend to ask when they note the ubiquitous presence of the
term ‘discourse’ in the humanities, the social sciences and even in the mass
media: “What exactly is discourse, anyway?

It would be nice if we could squeeze all we know about discourse into a
handy definition. Unfortunately, as is also the case for such related con-
cepts as ‘language’, ‘communication’, ‘interaction’, ‘society’ and ‘culture’
the notion of discourse is essentially fuzzy. As is so often the case mom
concepts that stand for complex phenomena, it is in fact the whole

discipline, in this case the new cross-discipline of discourse studies (alsd

called ‘discourse analysis’), that provides the definition of such fundamental

[ ——.

concepts.

.Eosnﬁﬁ we need to begin somewhere, and we usually do this with a
.cﬁa%. and general characterization of the phenomena being studied in a
discipline. This will be the task of this chapter. Further details and refer-
ences-about various domains of discourse studies will then be given in the
n_.q.mﬁﬁnwm that follow. After this summary of the major characteristics of
&mom_ﬁmm_ I briefly sketch the development of the discipline of discourse
studies and then formulate some general principles shared by many
contemporary approaches to discourse. In a way, thus, this chapter gives an
introduction to the introductions in the rest of the book. 7

From Common Sense to Theory

Before we begin with the more theoretical description of discourse one
expects to find in the discipline of discourse studies, a few words are in
order about the common-sense notion of ‘discourse’ as we know it_from
everyday language use and the dictionary. Here, the term .@
usually refers to a form %ﬁ@m@m@&@gﬁnng@mbn more manmamm_\w
to spoken language or ways of speakinig, for instance when we refer to ‘the
discourse of former President Ronald Reagan’.

>ﬁo”&2. increasingly popular but still informal, use of the term may be
found in the media and some of the social sciences, for instance, when they
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refer to ‘the discourse of neo-liberalism’. In this case, ‘discourse’ refers not
merely to the language use of neo-liberal thinkers or politicians, but also to
the ideas or philosophies propagated by them. Indeed, studies of neo-
liberalist discourse may not pay attention to language use at all.

Discourse analysts try to go beyond such common-sense definitions.
They agree that discourse is a form of language use. But since this is stili
quite vague and not always adequate, they introduce a more theoretical
concept of ‘discourse’ which is more specific and at the same time broader
in its application. They want to include some other essential components in
the concept, namely who uses language, how, why and when.

One characterization of discourse that embodies some of these functional
aspects is that of a communicative event. That is, people use language in
order to communicate ideas or beliefs (or to express emotion), and they do
so as part of more complex social events, for instance in such specific
situations as an encounter with friends, a phone call, a lesson in the
classroom, a job interview, during a visit to the doctor, or when writing or
reading a news report.

These examples also suggest that whatever else may happen in these
sometimes complex communicative events, the participants are doing
something, that is, something else beyond just using language or com-
municating ideas or beliefs: they interact. To emphasize this interactional
aspect of discourse, it is sometimes also described as a form of verbal
interaction.

Even after this first approximation to the concept of discourse, we
already have encountered its three main dimensions: (a) language use, (b)
the communication of beliefs (cognition), and (c) inferaction.in_social
situations. Given these three dimensions, it is not surprising to find that
several disciplines are involved in the study of discourse, such as linguistics
(for the specific study of language and language use), psychology (for the
study of beliefs and how they are communicated), and the social sciences
(for the analysis of interactions in social situations).

Tt is typically the task of discourse studies to provide integrated descrip-
tions of these three main dimensions of discourse: how does language use
influence beliefs and interaction, or vice versa, how do aspects of inter-
action influence how people speak, or how do beliefs control language use
and interaction? Moreover, besides giving systematic descriptions, we may

between language use, beliefs and interaction.

< .t

Text and Talk

Although we now have a first characterization of what discourse analysts
understand by ‘discourse’, there are some complications that need to be
resolved. First of all, language use is of course not limited to spoken
language, but also involves written (or printed) language, communication
and interaction, as is the case when we read our daily newspaper, our

4
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textbooks, our mail (on paper or e-mail), or the myriad of different text
types that have to do with our academic or other work., Although many
discourse analysts specifically focus on spoken language or talk, it is
therefore useful to include also written fexts in the concept of discourse.
There are many similarities between the ways people speak and write when
using language to communicate their ideas, and the same is true for
listening or reading to spoken and written discourse,

However, such an extension of the concept is not without complications.
Thus, talk as we know it from everyday conversations, parliamentary
debates or job interviews, is typically a form of interaction, involving
language users as speakers and recipients. This is less obvious for such
types of text as letters, news reports, textbooks, laws or scholarly contri-
butions like this one. These seem to be objects, or products of verbal acts,
rather than forms of interaction.

And yet, just like talk, texts also have ‘users’, namely authors and
Emmonm. So we may also speak of ‘written communication’ or even of
‘written interaction’ although the participants here do not usually interact
face-to-face, and the readers seem to be more passively involved in the
interaction: except for an exchange of letters or in a media debate they
seldom react to writers by writing back. This does not mean of course that
when reading and understanding they are less active than listeners. Thus,
despite a number of notable differences, there are enough similarities
between spoken and written language use, communication and interactiorr
to warrant inclusion of both these modes of discourse in one general notion
of ‘discourse’, o .

It is true though that discourse analysts also sometimes use their own
notions somewhat casually. Although they may characterize discourse as a
communicative event or as a form of verbal interaction, they often focus on
the verbal dimensions, that is, on what is actually being said or written by
language users as part of such an event or action. Thus, in the same way as
‘text’ is mostly used to refer to the product of writing, ‘talk’ is often studied
as the product of speaking or as ongoing interaction, without paying much
attention to the language users involved or the other aspects of the whole
communicative event. Theoretically, it is however emphasized that
discourse studies should deal both with the properties of text and tal¥
and with what is usually called the context, that is, the other characteristics
E. the social situation or the communicative event that may m%mﬁ_sm&om:w
influence text or talk. In sum, discourse studies are about falk and text in
context. e

—_—

The Ambiguity of 'Discourse’

There is another complication, So far, I have used the term ‘discourse’ in a
rather abstract way, as was also the case for ‘language’ and ‘communica-
tion’. Thus, when we characterize discourse as a communicative event we
refer to discourse in general. In a similar but slightly different way we may
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also generally refer to specific types or social domains of language use and
discourse, for example with such terms as ‘medical discourse’ or ‘political
discourse’.

On the other hand, we use the word ‘discourse’ more concretely, as a
count noun, and refer to a single, particular conversation or news report, as
in ‘this discourse’ or ‘a discourse on the front page . . .". In that case, we
may even use the plural ‘discourses’ when referring to several instances of
text or talk.

Usually this ambiguity is not much of a problem: from the context or the
surrounding text (the ‘co-text) we may generally infer whether the general
or the particular meaning is used. However, we should be aware of the
theoretical difference between the abstract use of ‘discourse’ when referring
to a type of social phenomenon in general, and the specific use when we are
dealing with a concrete example or token of text or talk.

Unfortunately, the ambiguity does not stop here. Above we have already
encountered another use of ‘discourse’ (as in ‘the discourse of liberalism’)
which is not limited to language use or communicative interaction, but
which may rather or also refer to ideas or ideologies. Although we find this
usage also in discourse studies, it is obvious that it makes the term even
more fuzzy than it already is, and many discourse analysts will therefore
avoid it. Sometimes this very general system of discourse and ideas is called
an order of discourse, a notion we may find in more philosophically inspired
discourse studies.

Delimiting discourses

There is a third complication, Tn most situations we are able to identify and
delimit a particular discourse: as is the case for an interaction or a com-
municative event, we know where it begins and where it stops or whether
we have one or more discourses. But there are situations where this is less
obvious. Whereas a (one) conversation usually can be identified and
delimited as such, what about a long parliamentary debate about an issue,
a debate that may go on (with interruptions or ‘adjournments’) for days? Is
this one discourse, or a compound discourse consisting of various install-
ments (on different days), or a sequence of discourses (the speeches of
MPs), or what? The same would be true for a debate on an issue on the
editorial page of a newspaper, or the serial instaliments of a movie on
television, or the various ‘articles’ in an encyclopedia, or in this very book
for that matter. ,

In other words, as soon as we begin to look somewhat closer at the
everyday reality of discourse, we encounter complications which we are
unable to solve with common-sense notions of discourse. In that case we
may need theoretical notions that define the beginning or the end of text
and talk, their unity or coherence, intertextual relations between different
discourses, intentions of speakers or writers, settings, time, place, and other
aspects of the communicative context. Thus, given the examples just
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mentioned, we might have to distinguish between ‘simple’ and ‘compound’
discourses, or between discourses and ‘discourse complexes’.

Theoretical Description

At this point, then, the limitations of a more intuitive and informal char-
acterization of discourse as it was given above show that we need a more
explicit and theoretical approach to account for the many properties of text
and talk.

Instead of simply saying, for instance, that discourse is a form of
‘language use’, we need to spell out what this means, for instance by
describing what such language use consists of, what its_components_are,

how these components are ordered, or.how._they.may. be.combined-into
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communication or about the actions being accomplished when people
engage in discourse.

At this point the descriptions of discourse focus on_various §fructures.
Thus, a grammar may describe sentences as series of words that occur in a
specific order. Some of these sequences make grammatical or meaningful
sentences, while others do not. Similarly, if we want to provide a structural
description of discourse, we might start by considering it as a sequence of
sentences, that is, as sentences that follow each other in a specific order.
Some of these sequences will constitute meaningful, coherent and accept-
able discourses, but others will not. In other words, a structural description
should spell .out the _varous. relations and conditions that define the
“discursivity’ of sequences of sentences..

From this point on, common sense and some school knowledge about
langnage and grammar will soon no longer be sufficient to answer the more
specific and technical questions about these and other structures of
discourse. We need to know more about the properties of the sentences or
other components and constructs of discourse, as well as about their
mutual relations, about the rules that govern the way they may or should
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be Gombinigd ot the other conditions or constramts that may be ffivolved.
This 1s true not only for a description of discourse as language use, but also
for its other main dimensions, namely the study of discourse as the
communication of beliefs, or as a form of social interaction, as well as for
the ways language use, communication or interaction are related to the
social context.

Obviously, such an enterprise is not a simple matter. Therefore, as is the
case for specialization in other disciplines, discourse analysts may focus on
one aspect, level or dimension of text or talk, or even on one general class
of discourse, like media discourse. Such a division of labor may follow the
a.aon.mmo& distinctions being made between different properties of
discourse, as I already did for the very general distinction between the
language use, communication (cognition) and interaction dimensions of
discourse.
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Each of these dimensions may itself show different owmnmoﬁamaom” For
instance, when we focus on discourse as a form of language use, that is, on
the verbal aspect of utterances, linguistics usually makes a Emﬂmuronom_
distinction between different levels of such utterances, as if Enw were
buildings or other constructions. Similarly, I begin with what 1s Hﬂ.wﬂ
metaphorically called the ‘superficial’ or ‘observable’ level of expression,
and then work ‘down’ to the ‘deeper’ or ‘underlying’ levels of form,
meaning and action. Once we know a bit more about &wooﬁmo.mm _mnm.zmmo
use, we move to a characterization of its ooBﬂEEnmﬂﬁ and interactional
dimensions. This order of analysis is rather arbitrary: we might just as well
have started with these latter dimensions, especially since these are often
used to explain why langnage use has the properties it does.

!

lehpe 6

Discourse as Verbal Structure AL ﬁ? §

Sound, Sight and Body

As was the case, historically, in modern linguistics, discourse analysis may
also begin with the analysis of a separate level of wgaEmEa manifes-
tations or expressions, namely auditory sounds and visual marks (letters,
figures, colors, etc.} on paper, boards or computer screens (or of course
electronic traces on computer disk). This is how language is used when we
speak or write, hear or read discourses. We may then focus, as does
phonology, on the abstract structures of these sounds of spoken discourse,
and examine how pronunciation, emphasis, intonation, <o__.55. and other
properties that result from speech contribute to the J%EE. sound
structures of discourse. Thus, sounds may relate sentences Q.ﬁ.z. instance
_through contrastive emphasis), signal verbal acts such as @E.“m:ouw mark
the beginning or the end of a discourse segment, or characterize change of
speakers.

This book unfortunately had no place for a separate chapier on the
phonological study of the sound structure of discourse, but it .éo&a be a
perfectly legitimate part of an introduction to discourse wﬂ&mm. It does,
however, have a chapter on the written, printed, or graphical mmﬁoﬂm. of
discourse (see Chapter 10, Volume 1, by Gunther Kress, Regina .ﬁn;a-
Garcia and Theo van Leeuwen). Also because of the bias of ﬂ.m&aoumw
linguistics for spoken language, the visual aspect oﬁ.. &mooﬁmm. was @E& m._u:
is) often ignored in discourse studies. However, within the sister &.mQEEo
of semiotics (the study of signs), it is made clear that nm@@ﬂmp@ in .?omn
times of multi-media communication, such an analysis of the visual dimen-
sions of discourse is indispensable. Studies of advertising, textbooks or
television programs obviously need such cross-media or multi-modal
analysis. .

In spoken discourse, sounds do not come alone either. .mmué_..& Jq.umm. of
non-verbal activity, such as gestures, face-work, bodily position, proximity,
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applause and laughs, will usually and relevantly accompany talk, and
therefore need analysis in their own right as part of the whole communi-
cative event. Again, this is a domain of discourse analysis that has
remained relatively unexplored. Yet, together with the sounds of discourse,
non-verbal activity plays an important role in the interpretation of the
meanings and functions of discourse in face-to-face interaction (or of course
in understanding discourse in movies). Being angry shows not only in the
selection of special words, or in the volume, pitch or intonation of sounds,
but also in displaying an angry face or angry gestures. This example clearly
shows that communicative events consist of more than just words.

This discussion about the auditory, visual and bodily aspects of discourse
presupposes a well-known distinction made by language users themselves as
well as by discourse analysts, namely between two different modes of
discourse: talk and fext. Talk or spoken discourse comprises everyday
conversations and other types of dialogue, such as parliamentary debates,
board meetings or doctor—patient interaction. Text or written discourse,
like the one you are now reading, defines the large set of discourse types
comprising, for example, news reports in the newspapers, scholarly articles,
novels, textbooks and advertising. In a more technical sense, the term ‘text’
has sometimes been used in discourse analysis to refer to, for example, the
abstract (‘underlying’) structures of discourse, or to transcripts of talk,
Here, however, we only use the term more or less in its everyday meaning
of ‘written discourse’. "

The lists of different discourse types just formulated also show something
else. We may use properties of discourse, such as whether they are spoken
or written, as criteria for a fypology of discourse: they define sets or classes
of discourse types. Combinations of such criteria may be used to define
‘natural’ discourse types, or genres, that is, types that are also known and
used as such by language users, such as conversations, ads, poems and news
reports in the paper.

: -3
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This decomposition of discourse into its various levels or dimensions may
be continued also for the other aspects that chat&cterize talk or #ext. Still
following the lead of linguistic grammar, for instance, we may expect that
discourse analysis also pays attention to the abstract forms of sentences in
discourse, such as the order of words, phrases or clauses or other properties
of sentences that are studied in syntax. .
Unlike traditional linguists, however, discourse analysts go beyond the
sentence boundary in this case, and focus on the ways the forms of sentences
are influenced by surrounding sentences in text and talk. This means that in
a discourse approach to grammar, the well-formedness or grammaticalness
of sentences is relative. For instance, an isolated sentence consisting of only
a verb would usually be not only ungrammatical but also partly
incomprehensible. But as part of a discursive sequence of sentences, such
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incompleteness may be quite normal, because the ‘missing’ grammatical (and
other) information can be supplied by a previous sentence.

The order of words or phrases in a sentence is not arbitrary. It may have
various functions in relation to other sentences in discourse. For instance, in
English and many other languages the first noun phrase (NF) of a sentence
generally tends to express information that is already known (‘given’) to the
recipient (for example, because it was inferred from previous sentences or
from the context) whereas the latter parts of the sentence tend to express
information that is ‘new’. Word order may also have other functions, such
as signalling contrast, or emphasis, or a choice among several alternatives.
Similarly, the ‘normal’ word order of a sentence may change as a conse-
quence of the structure or the information of previous sentences.

One of the phenomena most studied in discourse syntax is how sentence
forms signal the distribution of information throughout a discourse. We
may tell a story about a woman and may begin to refer to her by using a
name such as ‘Jane Doe’, or a full indefinite NP such as ‘a lawyer’,
identifying the person. Then later we may refer to the same person with a
definite NP such as ‘the woman’ or ‘the lawyer’, or only with pronouns
such as ‘she’ or ‘her’.

In sum, the formal structure of sentences in discourse is not independent
of the rest of the discourse (or the context). Interestingly, however, it is not
merely the form of previous sentences that plays a role, but also what
information is conveyed by these sentences, what or who they refer to, what
the recipients are assumed to know already, or what they focus their
attention on. These are all notions that rather belong to a semantic or
cognitive approach to discourse (see below). This shows that the syntactic
study of discourse (such as about the discursive functions of word order,
definite NPs or pronouns) needs to be integrated with a study of other
levels and dimensions of discourse. This is also the reason why Chapter 4,
Volume 1, by Susanna Cumming and Tsuyoshi Ono, who discuss these
aspects of discourse in more detail, is called not ‘Discourse Syntax’ but
more broadly ‘Discourse and Grammar’.

Meaning

Crucial in many discourse descriptions is the level of meaning, as it is
typicalily analysed in semantics. ‘Meaning’ is, however, a very fuzzy concept,
which itself has many meanings. At this point, however, we mean the
abstract, conceptual meanings of words, sentences, sequences of sentences
and whole discourses. Linguists often call these abstract meanings of
discourse semantic representations.

Psychologists and cognitive linguists take a more empirical approach to
meaning and emphasize that it is not so much that discourse itself ‘has’
meaning, but rather that meaning is something assigned to a discourse by
language users. This process of meaning assignment we all know under
such terms as ‘understanding’, ‘comprehension’ or ‘interpretation’. In this
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case, meaning is rather associated with the mind of language users. Also the
notion of information will be used in such a more psychological approach
to Bnminm" although it should be emphasized that information is a more
.mgonm notion: people have much information (including knowledge) that
is not necessarily expressed in discourse meaning.

In the same way, some social scientists may claim that such meanings are
mw.muna and social, and should therefore be associated not so much with the
mind, but rather with interaction, or social! groups or societal structures
We shall come back to these cognitive and social approaches to Boﬁ:.u.
and other aspects of discourse below, &

Note .EE in everyday language (and in the social sciences) also the term
content is often used to refer to the meaning or information of a discourse.
.UumnoE.mn analysts usually avoid this rather vague term, which is still used
in such methods of text analysis called ‘content analysis’ (a method which
in fact has less to do with meaning than with the more observable aspects —
mostly words — of discourse).

mmor. level of discourse description has its own, typical concepts. Thus, in
semantics we have a special term for the meaning of a whole o_mdmo. or
sentence, namely a proposition. Thus, whereas discourse syntax focuses on
the formal structure of sentences, discourse semantics rather studies the
.mﬂ.:oﬂ.:o of propositions, and especially the relations between propositions
in a discourse. As is the case for all other levels of discourse analysis, here
we H.msm the discursive relativity principle: propositions are H.smsnsnm& by
previous propositions in text or talk. Indeed, one need not bé a discourse
HE.mEﬁ to know that the meaning of a sentence %Unuaw on what has been
said (meant) before.

One semantic notion, already briefly mentioned above, is fairly crucial in

such an wb.&%&w. namely that of coherence: how do_the meanings of

fintniviuhpisifoyeliete

mnwmwmnmfr?m:m,@Sﬁc&mgm|mnm&mmcﬁmn ..,.mm_.wm;ﬁomn&omqﬁn may
study such coherence relations for sentences that .‘wm_m_,pn&mﬁq mo:oﬂ each
other (the micro level of analysis), but also for the meaning of discourse as
a whole (the macro level of analysis). In both cases we in fact are explaining
s&m..ﬁ makes discourses meaningfil, and how a discourse is different from an
arbitrary (incoberent) set of sentences.

At the micro level, meaning relations between propositions of a discourse
o.wmw a number of coherence conditions. These relations may have a finc-
tional s.mﬂ:.o. For instance one proposition may function as a specification
m«umuﬁ.ummno? illustration or contrast with respect to a Huua&ocm
proposition, In a simple sequence like ‘John is late. He is always late’
the mon.oﬁa sentence expresses a proposition that is a generalization of Em
proposition expressed in the first sentence. :

A typical example of another functional relation: is specification, which
we find each day in our newspaper in the news reports. These ﬁzw:.w begin
with sentences that express very general propositions (in their headline and
Wom& followed by sentences that express propositions that provide increas-
ingly specific details. Similarly, the chapters in this book often use the
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functional relation of example or illustration: after mentioning a general
property of a discourse, they may give one or more examples (as I did in
the previous paragraph).

In the same way, a semantic analysis of discourse may spell out how
meaning or information is emphasized or being placed in or out of focus.
Also, depending on their discursive ‘environment’, meanings may function
as the fopic of a sentence, that is, what/who the sentence ‘is about’. Thus, in
the example of the previous paragraph, the concept ‘John’ (expressed by
the words John and he) is the topic of the two sentences. In all these cases,
these varjous functions of meaning depend on the meaning or information
of the previous part of the discourse or the context (or rather on the
knowledge the language user invested in them or inferred from them).

The semantics of discourse is not restricted to such functional or other
meaning relations between propositions. It also needs another notion, that
of reference — the ways discourse and its meanings are related to the real
or imaginary events that people talk about, namely its so-called referents.
One seemingly simple rule for the local coherence of a discourse is that its
propositions must refer to (be about) events or situations that are related
(according to the speaker at least). Thus, discourse may be coherent if its
sentences refer to facts that are causally related, as in the constructed
example ‘Jean was late. Her plane was delayed. She had to wait for
hours.’

As suggested, such coherence is relative to the speakers and their
knowledge. This brings in a cognitive aspect which we shall deal with
below. Often such a coherence condition also means that the propositions
of a discourse will be about the same people or objects, which are some-
times called discourse referents. We bave seen in the section on syntax that
such discourse referents may be referred to by different expressions,
depending on whether the recipient is supposed to know or to think about
the referents. Full descriptions may be needed in order to identify a new (or
recall a previously mentioned) discourse referent, but after that a simple
pronoun (and sometimes not even that) may suffice to know what or whom
we are now talking about. (Chapter 3, Volume i, by Russell S. Tomlin,
Linda Forrest, Ming Ming Pu, and Myung Hee Kim gives details of these
and many other aspects of discourse meaning).

With the description of the macro level of discourse meaning we leave
traditional linguistics and grammar behind us, and encounter such typical
discourse notions as fopics or themes. Discourse topics (which are not the
same as sentence topics) are so to speak the global meanings of discourse,
of which they define the overall (macro) coherence. If we formulate the
topic(s) of a text or talk, we answer such mundane questions as “What was
she speaking/writing about?, questions that in this case ask for the upshot
or gist of a discourse, that is its most important information. Topics are
crucial for text and talk. Without them we don’t know what we are taiking
or reading about. They define the overall ‘unity’ of discourse, and are
typically expressed in such discourse segments as headlines, summaries or
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conclusions, They also happen to be the information that we usually
remember best of a discourse. In sum, global meanings or topics are
essential in processes of communication.

. For instance, the news report that opens today’s newspaper may have as
its main topic ‘that an agreement has been signed for peace in Bosnia’.
Such a topic embodies at an abstract and higher level of Bnmacmw the more
detailed information conveyed by the rest of the news report, and thus also
defines the global coherence of such a text. In a sense, the topic ‘sum-
marizes’ the more detailed meanings of a discourse. In the same way,
scholarly articles, everyday. conversations or parliamentary debates Bmm
also have one or more of such topics.

Style

Most linguistic grammars are limited to the levels of expression (sound and
form) and meaning of sentences. We have gone beyond the limitations of
such grammars and also paid attention to meaning and referential relations
between sentences, and even to (global) meanings of whole discourses.
However, discourse has many more properties and these are not usually
accounted for in grammar or even in linguistics. :

.Obm other aspect of discourse, for instance, is its style, a notoriously
difficult notion to define. One way of defining style is in terms of variation.
For instance, in order to describe the civil war in Bosnia, we may refer to
the various groups of participants in terms of ‘fighters’, ‘rebels’, ‘insur-
gents’, ‘terrorists’, etc. The choice of a specific word in this case may
mom..msa on the type of discourse (for example news report, editorial or
political propaganda), or on the group membership, position or opinion of
the speaker or writer. That is, in order to refer to the same people, we may
use different lexical items, If such variation is a function of the context
(speaker, perspective, audience, group, etc.) we usually call it a property of
the style of the discourse. :

We may also use variable pronunciation, writing, visual elements,
gestures, word order, or sentence order, to describe the same events, and
also this functional variation may be part of the style. In sum, style is
usually a context-bound variation of the expression level of discours ' The
meanings in that case remain the same: if not, we would speak not of a
stylistically variant discourse, but of a different discourse altogether. But
even then we might find stylistic variation: we may speak about the same
topic or events (referents) and do so with different local meanings (details)
as would be the case for accounts of the ‘same’ events in a serious .@mur.ﬁw“
broadsheet and a tabloid newspaper. Obviously, two different news reports,
next to each other in the same paper, and about different topics or events,
would not constitute stylistic variants of each other. In other words, this
concept of style usually assumes that at least something (meaning, topic,
events) remains the same, so that we are able to compare how the dis-
courses ‘say the same thing’.
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A stylistic analysis may also define a collection of typical &.mnﬁﬁﬁ
characteristics of a genre (story vs report), a speaker (calm vs oBoﬂc.um,.c_ a
group (women vs men), a social situation (formal vs informal), a literary
period (classic vs romantic), or even a whole culture (Anglo vs ﬁme.ov and
so on. Usually, we then will focus not only on contextual variations of
words or sentence forms, but also on many other properties of discourse to
be discussed below, such as typical ways of storytelling or politeness
strategies. There are many other aspects of style not mentioned rmn.m_ and
these will be dealt with in Chapter 5, Volume 1, by Barbara Sandig and
Margret Selting (for cultural variations of style, see also Chapter 9, Volume
2, by Chff Goddard and Anna Wierzbicka; other chapters also regularly
refer to style).

Rhetoric

Closely related to a stylistic analysis is another awdmummob of discourse
which we may call rhetorical, although rhetoric originally r.mm a much
broader meaning, namely the art or study of persuasive public &mooE.m.m
(see Chapter 6, Volume 1, by Ann M. Gill and Karen go&dn&.. In this
broader sense, which goes back to Antiquity, rhetoric may be considered as
the forerunner of what we would now call discourse studies. One central
element of this classical thetoric focused on the special means that make
discourse more memorable and hence more persuasive, namely the figurae
or figures of speech. Whereas all discourse necessarily :m.m style, not mﬁ
discourse has such figures, which we may also call ‘rhetorical structures’:
alliteration, rhyme, irony, metaphor, hyperbole, etc. )

Thus, more generally, rhetorical analysis will typically focus on such
persuasive ‘devices’, that is, special structures at all &mnoﬁmm. 54@._@ that
attract attention, for example because of unexpected repetition, inverse
order, incomplete structures or changes of meaning. >E~o¢mw. qm&ugw&
studied especially for structures within sentences, it goes without saying
that also whole sequences or discourses may be more or less hyperbolical,
jronic or metaphorical. And although these rhetorical structures are
typically related to the persuasiveness of discourse, it mﬁ& w.mz.cw be
emphasized that such a persuasive function of text or talk is not limited to
its rhetoric, but may also depend on style or meaning or coherence.

Schemata

There is one other level of discourse which is not often dealt with
separately and in a homogeneous way, namely that of its c<nﬂm,=.».o=ﬁﬁ
structures, also called schematic structures O SUDETSIructures. mE.r this
separate level is not difficult to define. If for instance we admit \&mﬁ
discourses have an overall meaning or topic, what still seems to be _mowﬁm
is an abstract overall form in which these global meanings will fit. That is,
‘in the same way as the form of sentence is described in terms of word
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order (syntax), we may decompose the form of whole texts and talk into a
number of fixed, conventional components or categories and formulate rules
for their characteristic order. Indeed, also without theoretical knowledge
about schematic structures, we are usually able to identify the ‘beginning’
and the ‘end’ of a discourse, or the headline of a news report, or the
opening greetings of a conversation, or the conclusions of an argument. It
should be stressed again that these are formal notions: whatever the
meaning . (content) of a news report, it will always have a headline
category, which has as its function to begin and summarize the report.
And whatever we say at the end of a conversation or a meeting or write at
the end of an article, it will usually function as some kind of closure
category. .

In sum, in an abstract sense we may anpalyse a discourse in terms of a
number of typical formal categories and their specific order and function,
much like we do when we analyse a sentence in terms of subject, object,
etc. Thus, many types of discourse will begin with a summary and end with
a conclusion category. Arguments may consist of various premises and a
conclusion, and stories may be abstractly composed of categories among
which a complication and a resolution appear to be crucial. That is,
together with their style, various genres may be described in terms of these
typical schematic categories. Whereas news reports and other stories, as
well as many scholarly discourses, typically begin with summaries and end
with some kind of conclusion, poems, advertisements and other types of
‘discourse do not. :

Note that, as elsewhere so far, we are here dealing with aebstract struc-
tures. How language users actually go about constructing their concrete
texts and conversations, and thus how they ‘accomplish’ coherence, topics,
summaries, headlines or closures, requires another type of analysis. More-
over, a story may typically exhibit narrative structures, but obviously has
many more properties than such a schematic organization, for example
accounts and explanations of actions, character and situation descriptions,
temporal organization and a variable style and perspective, all depending
on context and narrative genre. These and other aspects of narrative and
argumentative texts are dealt with, respectively, in Chapter 7, Volume 1, by
Elinor Ochs, and Chapter 8, Volume 1, by Frans H. van mbEnHNP Rob
Grootendorst, Sally Jackson and Scott Jacobs.

Discourse as Action and Interaction in Society

With each pext step in the definition and analysis of discourse, we
encounter structures that are further removed from the traditional scope of
linguistics, Indeed, we now enter a domain that comes closer to that of the
social sciences, namely that of action and interaction. That is, discourses do
not only consist of (structures of) sound or graphics, and of abstract
sentence forms (syntax) or complex structures of local or global meaning
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and schematic forms. They also may be described in terms of the social
actions accomplished by language users when they communicate with each
other in social situations and within society and culture at large. It is also
for this reason that the chapters on discourse as action and interaction are
grouped together in a separate volume of this book.

Speech Acts

The first approach to the study of language use as action is still fairly
abstract, and was initiated in the philosophy of language. it emphasizes the
fact that when people use language they are doing several things at the
same time. Thus, what was desc: ibed above as abstract structures of
sounds, may also be described more actively as a locutionary act, that is,
producing an utterance in some language. At the same time, ‘meaning’ may
be characterized more actively as a verb and not as a noun, that is, as a
semantic (or propositional) act. New in this approach, however, was the
focus on the social dimension of what we do when we produce a mean-
ingful utterance in some context, that is, the accomplishment of a speech
act or illocutionary act, such as an assertion, a question, a promise, a threat
or a congratulation.

Whereas the abstract forms of sentences obey syntactic rules that govern
their well-formedness, and semantics has its own conditions of meaningful-
ness, these speech acts must also satisfy a number of typical conditions,
which are called appropriateness conditions. These conditions, however,
pertain not only to the expression (words, syntax, etc.) or meaning of the
utterance, but also to their situational context, such as the intentions,
knowledge or opinions of the speaker. For instance, one condition for the
appropriateness of the speech act of a promise is that the speaker intends fo
do something and believes that this future act will please the hearer. The
theoretical account of such speech acts and their conditions is usually
located in a field commonly called pragmatics, which more generally
focuses on the study of language use as action in the sociocultural context.
Since this is also one major goal of discourse studies, we may consider
pragmatics as a subdiscipline of discourse studies (see Chapter 2, Volume 2,
by Shoshana Blum-Kulka, for details).

Whereas the initial studies of speech acts, following the usual sentential
bias of traditional linguistics and p ilosophy of language, focused on
isolated speech acts, a discourse approach will of course be interested again
in the sequences of speech acts which are realized by text or talk. Also at
this level, thus, we may specify conditions of pragmatic coherence for such
sequences, for example when some speech act may express the apptro-
priateness condition, such as an acceptable reason, for a previous or
following speech act (as in ‘Could you please shut the door? It is 50 cold in
here’, where the assertion accomplished by the utterance of the second
sentence provides an explapation for the reasonableness of the preceding

request).
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Also in analogy with the semantic account of discourse meaning, we may
further assume that sequences of speech acts may be .wﬁnamauwaa_ at a
more abstract level, as one global speech act, or macro speech act. F@wo& a
whole news report may function as a complex assertion, an editorial as ovua
macro mooﬂ._mmnou_ and a ransom note overall as a macro threat, even when
Em:. constituent speech acts are of a different nature (a ransom note may
consist only of assertions). That is, the macro speech act here may be
mmmn.a& as the overall illocutionary function of the discourse as a whole
defining at the same time its overall pragmatic ¢oherence. u

Conversation as Interaction

Interestingly, once we engage in the analysis of discourse as action and

IR

interaction, we find THat Text and_talk_are part of & complex hierarchy of
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different .mmwm,.‘lq.m‘mmwfmmﬂmwmEnmﬁmmormoﬁmmuﬂuoaﬂn&mcoﬁ.Huoom__n
engage in various types of interaction, such as taking turns in conversation
mﬁmoﬂs.m others and defending themselves, opening and closing &m_omsam.
negotiation, agreeing and disagreeing with each other, responding ﬁ“
previous turns or preparing next turns, presenting themselves in positive
ways, face keeping, being polite, persuading each other, teaching, and so
on. Many of these acts may be accomplished at the same time. Hymm Enmﬁm.
that besides the sequential analysis of such actions, we also need to do a
‘vertical’ analysis of all the acts we may accomplish ‘by’ accomplishing
others, like buying a house by signing a contract.

.E._o vast domain of conversation analysis, and in broader -terms all
studies of discourse as interaction, deal with various types of these social
acts as they are accomplished in their social and cultural contexts. Thus
,EBUF_ taking turns at talk follows complex rules and strategies mom
selecting next speakers at specific positions of talk. Similarly, people make
complex moves in ‘doing’ politeness, for instance in order to avoid hurting
the ,.mm.ﬁm. of their interlocutors. Conversations are not simply stopped, but
E.\._doﬁm:a go through complex collaborative ‘work’ to close talk mmuno;
v:mﬁ.m_ur and the same is true for initiating, closing or nmwsmmﬂm topics. Very
detailed studies, at the boundary of sociolinguistics, discourse analysis
ethnography and sociology, have been made of a myriad of these and om.ah.
properties of ‘talk’ as ‘situated’ social interaction, whether in informal
n.osﬁnmmmoum between friends in a bar, or in more formal talk in institu-
tions. Chapter 3, Volume 2, by Anita Pomerantz and B.J. Fehr, and
Chapter 4, Volume 2, by Paul Drew and Marja-Leena Sorjonen, provide
further details about this influential approach to discourse. T

Abstract Structures versus Actual Language Use

”E_m ws&wmmm of discourse as interaction does not merely focus on another
._Ei of ﬁﬁuw_ utterances, besides expressions, forms or meanings. Indeed
it may take into account @l previous levels discussed above, but always as -



i6 Discourse as Structure and Process

part of what language users actively do or accomplish as participants of
talk. Tn other words, the conduct of discourse is an activity that may
involve the contextually relevant, strategic production of sound, making
gestures, fabricating semantic representations or performing speech acts as
well as engaging in interactional forms of turn-taking, impression
formation, negotiation, persuasion, or the reproduction of racist prejudices.
Yet, in a sense we may say that the earlier. levels.of .verbal.activity. are

. . lllnl‘l-ll!!l-!l' - 3
oriented towards the accomplishment of the relevant. social actions. Lan-

guage users speak in order to be understood and to communicate ideas,
and they do that, both as individual persons and as social group members,
in order to inform, persuade or impress others or in order to accomplish
other social acts in social situations, institutions or social structures.

Moreover, whereas many of the linguistically inspired eatlier studies of
discourse often have a more abstract nature, and provide structural
descriptions and formulate general rules, such as of coherence or narrative
structures, the interactional approach is rather congenial with the
sociolinguistic emphasis on the study of actual Jlanguage use.

Thus, instead of abstract, ideal structures, there has been a general
tendency in discourse analysis, also outside the study of conversation, to
avoid the study of abstract or ideal structures, and to focus on how people
actually speak and write in social situations. This may mean that sentence
forms are incomplete or not quite meaningful, that speech acts are in fact
inappropriate, or that negotiation, topic change or closing a conversation
seem to fail. We may find false starts, repetitions, contradictions, irrelevan-
cies, redundancies and other breaches of the normative rules for appropriate
discourse. In sum, actual language use, especially in mundane, spontaneous
everyday communication, may appear very ‘messy’.

And vet, instead of simply treating such manifestations of messiness as
‘errors’ or ‘deviations’ from general rules, we need to study them in their
own right. Indeed, what may appear as a violation of some rule or
regularity, may turn out to have a_very specific interactional or contextual
function. That is, besides the<Hiormative’ aspects of language and discourse,

as we know them from the rules of grammar, the rules of well-formed HEWs
report formatio ndi

_the abstract conditions of speech acts, this more
realistic and(émpirieal’ approach. takes text and talk.as how.they.actually
are..

““Nevertheless, most scholars will seek for order, even in what at first sight
may appear as irregularity and messiness. Thus, even in ongoing spon-
taneous speaking and writing, language users follow rules and effective
strategies when making a sentence, a topic or a headline, concluding a
meeting, congratulating or disagreeing. These rules and strategies are not
personal, but socially shared, implicitly known and used in a speech com-
munity. Even apparent mistakes, flaws, problems, inconsistencies, devia-
tions, and other breaches of the rules may be managed in a meaningful and
orderly way. This allows not only the participants themselves but also the
discourse analysts to make sense of what is going on.

HHe oludy W LAGLOUNSE I/
Cognition

Making sense, understanding, interpretation, meaning and many other
notions used above belong not only to the realm of discourse structures and
social interaction, but also to that of the mind. For instance, both an
abstract and a more realistic account of word order, sentence meaning,
coherence, narrative schemata, speech acts or conversational interaction
always presuppose that language users have kmowledge. They know the
.nEam @_mﬁ govern such structures, they know the strategies and the contexts
in s.?or they apply. To understand a sentence, to establish coherence
between sentences or to interpret the topic of a iext presupposes. that
Hmu.m:mma users share a vast repertoire of sociocultural beliefs. The choice of
lexical items, the variation of style or the use of rhetorical devices similarly
presupposes that language users express opinions or ideologies, and thus
contribute to the construction of new ones or the modification of existing
ones with their recipients.

Thus, although it is sometimes useful to abstract from the mental nature
o”m grammars, rules, norms, knowledge or opinions in an account of
&mooﬁmm and communication, it is obvious that a fully fledged theory of .
discourse would be seriously incomplete without a mental (cognitive or
emotional} component. It is especially cognitive psychology that has
focused on these mental dimensions of language use, for instance in terms
of the various mental processes and representations, usually located=in the
memory of language users. These play a role in the production as well as in
the comprehension of text and talk, & .

At one level of analysis, such processes and representations are unique, in
a._a. sense of characterizing individual language users in specific ooBBL.E-
om.Eﬁ contexts. Such uniqueness explains the personal variation of all
discourse: discourses are generally different from each other, even when
produced in similar social situations, if only because different language
users make different uses of the same sociocultural repertoire of knowledge.
. On the other hand, and more interestingly, the knowledge language users
have about grammar and discourse rules is of course socially shared, so that
Eﬁsm_ understanding is possible. With other members of their group
ooEBE@J\ or culture, social actors share norms, values and es om.
ooH.E.ncEnmmoP as well as social representations such as knowledge and
opinions. In other words, in addition to individual cognition, discourse
especially involves sociocultural cognition.

As is the case in the interactional approach to discourse, a cognitive
approach is not limited to mental representations of abstract rules and
other forms of knowledge. Also here, analysts are interested in how
language users actually go about producing and understanding discourse.
Psychologists are interested not so much in ideal language users as in real
ones. .wmwmmmm rules, therefore, they focus on sfrategic processes that are
consciously or unconsciously applied by language users in the production
or understanding of sentences, topics or stories.
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Similarly, as is the case for an interactional approach, a cognitive
discourse analysis emphasizes that such mental processes are constructive.
The mental representations derived from reading a text are not simply
copies of the text or its meaning, but the result of strategic processes of
construction or sense-making which may use elements of the text, elements
of what language users know about the context, and elements of beliefs
they already had before they started to communicate.

And again as in interaction, such processes are context-sensitive. for
instance, they may depend on the aims, interests, goals, expectations or
other mental representations of the language users. Unlike the rules of
grammar, these processes are not necessarily systematic but may contain
mistakes, operate with incomplete information and function at various
levels at the same time, as long as they are fast and efficient in order to
reach the goals of communication and interaction, such as mutual
understanding and the appropriate accomplishment of the desired actions
in a specific situation.

In other words, some phonological or graphical information may be
combined with some syntactic, semantic or contextual information in order
to quickly infer, within the time span of say one or two seconds, which
speech act or other act is being accomplished by a speaker. Of course, this
also requires that mistakes may later be corrected, as we also know from
repairs in conversation. ;

In sum, actual understanding is always an ongoing (on-line), tentative
process, which allows for continuous reinterpretation. Thus, partial mental
analysis of a fragment of a text may interact with the activation and
contextual adaptation of geperal knowledge and opinions from memory.
Bottom-up processes of word and sentence understanding may be
combined with abstract, top-down ‘guesses’ about the expected structures
of a sentence, story or conversation. Various modules may be put to work
to do specialized jobs, such as processing words, clause structure, semantic
coherence or speech acts or closing a conversation.

During understanding language users thus gradually build not only a
representation of the text and the context, but also representations — in so
called mental models — of the events or actions the discourse is about.
What we usually remember of text or talk, thus, is not so much their
exact words, or even their meanings or actions, but rather such a model,
that is a schematic representation of our (subjective) beliefs about some
event or situation. If we tell others about what we have read in the paper
this morning, we are thus not so much reproducing news reports as

communicating our (sometimes biased) models constructed on the basis of |

such reports.

And conversely, when we want to say something, a model will serve as
the starting point for the production of discourse. Some beliefs will be
selected as relevant for communication in the present context and will serve
as input to the construction of the (local and global) meaning of the

discourse.

L
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The same is true for interaction: language users activate or build, and
continuously update, a model of the current context, and of the actions
they engage in, actively or passively. Making sense of text or talk, then,
involves the construction of such models based on semantic meanings of
the discourse, as well as on its interactional meanings or functions, together
with the specific application of more general, socially shared knowledge
and opinions. These are merely some of the aspects of a cognitive account
of discourse: for details, see Chapter 11, Volume 1, by Arthur C. Graesser,
Morton A. Gernsbacher and Susan R. Goldman.

Although the main tenets of this cognitive analysis of discourse pro-
cessing are widely accepted in psychology, some interactional approaches
prefer to focus on the observable and social, and hence on the discursive
constructions of mental representations and processes. The mind is here
seen as interactionally and socially relevant only when actually displayed in
text and talk. Rather than to speculate about what such invisible minds
may look: like or do, it is here proposed to systematically examine the
discursive nature of the mind (for details, see Chapter 12, Volume 1, by
Susan Condor and Charles Antaki).

Discourse and Society

Most of the studies of discourse take place in one or more of the main
areas described above: form, meaning, interaction and cognition. How-
ever, we have also seen that the context plays a fundamental role in the
description and explanation of text or talk. Although there is no explicit
theory of context, and the notion is used by different scholars with a wide
variety of meanings, we may briefly define it as the structure of all
properties of the social situation that are relevant for the production or
the reception of discourse. Context features not only influence discourse,
but also vice versa: discourse may typically also define or change such
context characteristics.

. Hu. the same way as we distinguished between local and m_m‘cm_ structures
in discourse, we may also speak of local and global structures of contexts.

Among the local contextual constraints of discourse, we find for instancea
setting (time, location, circumstances), participants and  their various
n.ogzaomaﬁ and social roles (speaker, chairperson, friend, etc.), inten-
tions, goals or purposes, and so on. The global context becomes relevant as

soon as we identify ongoing discourse or other actions as constitutive of
organizational or institutional actions and procedures (legislation, a tral,

wmmoEnm, news reporting, etc.), and when participants are involved in the

interaction as members of social categories, groups or institutions (women

vs men, blacks vs whites, young vs old, supervisors vs subordinates; or the

§5m§m participants in education, parliament, the court or the police) Q,_oH

detail, see Chapter 4, Volume 2, by Paul Drew and Marja-Leena Sorjonen,

and Chapter 7, Volume 2, by Dennis K. Mumby and Robin P, Clair).
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In sum, as soon as we take such a contextual approach to discourse
more seriously, we involve many aspects of society and culture in our
analysis. For instance, the selection of specific pronouns as forms of more
or less polite address (as is the case for fu and vous in French) presupposes
that language users (and discourse analysts) know about social relations.
Lexical variation (for example, between ‘terrorist’ and ‘freedom fighter’)
implies that speakers have different opinions and ideologies. Speech acts
such as commands presuppose differences of power and authority. At all
levels of discourse, we thus find the ‘traces’ of a context in which the
social properties of the participants play a fundamental role, such as their
gender, class, ethnicity, age, origin, position or other forms of group
membership.

This does not mean that such social contexts are always ‘given’ ot ‘static’
and that language users and their discourses passively ‘obey’ the constraints
of their group, society or culture. On the contrary, discourse and its users
have a ‘dialectic’ relation with their context: besides being subject to the
social constraints of the context, they also contribute to, construe or change
that context. Flexible negotiations may be engaged in as a function of the
demands of the present context and the more general constraints of culture
and society. Group power may be obeyed in discourse, but also challenged.
Social norms and rules may be creatively changed or broken and such
violations may give rise to new social arrangements.

Gender

Many men — sometimes blatantly, sometimes more subily — engage in the
sexist ways of speaking (with or about women) which prevail in their
group. When actively doing so, they at the same time contribute to the
reproduction of the system of gender inequality. Of course, they may also
(partly) change such social constraints and challenge the status quo; for
example by refraining from exercising control over virtually all aspects of
text, talk or context, such as genre, topic, style, turn-taking or storytelling,
at the expense of female participants in communicative events {for details
of the role of gender in discourse and communication, see Chapter 5,
Volume 2, by Candace West, Michelle M. Lazar and Cheris Kramarae).

Ethnicity

Similar remarks of course hold for the relations of text and talk on the one
hand, and ‘race’ and ethnicity on the other, and more generally for intra-
and intercultural discourse and communication. Thus, a history of slavery
and segregation, continuing racism, as well as cultural factors have created
the conditions for special discourse patterns in the African American
community in the United States.”More generally, ethnic or ‘racial’ groups
may develop their specific ways of speaking, which may give rise to mutual
influence and adaptation, as well as to problems of intercultural com-
munication and understanding. Intercultural and interethnic relations may
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also take the form of dominance: people may engage in the reproduction
of ethnocentrism and racism through prejudiced talk about ethnic or
‘racial’ minorities and (other) immigrants from the South (for details, see
Chapter 6, Volume 2, by Teun A. van Dijk, Stella Ting-Toomey, Geneva
Smitherman and Denise Troutman).

Culture

What is here summarized for the study of the role of discourse in society,
also applies to the even broader account of the role of discourse in culture.
m..on. virtually all forms of discourse discussed above we have withessed
variations among social actors and especially among groups. The same is
true for cultural characteristics and variation. Telling a story, accomplish-
ing a command, being polite and changing topics are not subject (only) to
general or universal rules: people across the globe may do these things in
different ways.

These cultural differences may be related to other aspects of culture, such
as norms and values, social relations or institutions. We have seen that as
soon as members of such ethnic groups or cultures communicate with (or
about) those of other groups or cultures, discourse differences may either be
cooperatively and tolérantly accepted, or give rise to misunderstanding and
conflict, and even to dominance, exclusion and oppression of the less
.ﬁoémumz. Hence, the study of intra- and intercultural communication is an
important domain of a multidisciplinary discourse analysis (for details, see
several chapters of this book, more specifically Chapter 9, Volume 2, by
Cliff Goddard and Anna Wierzbicka).

Social Discourse Analysis

It is this broader account of discourse in society and culture which may be
seen as the culmination of discourse studies. In such a vastly complex
framework we are able to go beyond the mere study of discursive sentence
combinations, coherence, speech acts, conversational turns or topic change.
Whereas some of the properties of these structures and strategies are
relatively autonomous and context-free, many of them interact witlf many
of the properties of the local and societal contexts briefly summarized
above,

Indeed, if we want to explain what discourse is all about, it would be
insufficient to merely analyse its internal structures, the actions being
accomplished, or the cognitive operations involved in language use. We
need to account for the fact that discourse as social action is being engaged
in within a framework of understanding, communication and interaction
which is in turn part of broader sociocultural structures and processes.
Thus, storytelling may be constitutive of corporate culture, argumentation
and rhetoric in parliament may be an inherent part of legislation, and
educational discourse may define the social process of schooling. We have
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seen that specific properties of talk about immigrants may contribute to the
reproduction of racism. Gender inequality may be expressed and confirmed
by male text and talk but also challenged by feminist discourse. Political
power abuse usually takes place through various properties of discourse,
and may involve propaganda, manipulation or legitimation as types and
functions of discursive communication, but so might political resistance (for
details, see Chapter 8, Volume 2, by Paul Chilton and Christina Schéiffner).
In sum, what appears to be mere local talk and text in many ways enacts as
well as constitutes complex processes and structures at the more global,
societal level.

Obviously, such forms of social discourse analysis are not exactly simple.
They require integrated analysis at all levels and dimensions discussed thus
far. Although even here we may focus on only a few properties of
discourse, such as on the use (and abuse) of a pronoun or speech act, or on
how topics are controlled, the relationships between discourse and societal
structures are often indirect and highly complicated. Thus, use of pronouns,
for instance, may need to be linked with sentence structures, meaning,
interaction, mental models, identity and socially shared beliefs before it can
be linked with power differences between (members of) groups or institu-
tional structure and routine. ;

In sum, if discourse analysis is a multidisciplinary enterprise, this is most
certainly the case for such a social discourse analysis. This is equally true
for all forms of applied discourse analysis which deals with the practical
applications of discourse studies in, for example, education, the media,
politics, Iaw or other fields where various forms and uses of text and talk
play such a fundamental role (see Chapter 11, Volume 2, 3 Britt-Louise
Gunnarsson).

Critical Discourse Analysis

Finally, even when engaging in social discourse analysis, the analysts may
do so in a distanced and disinterested way, trying to be ‘objective’, as the
dominant norms of scholarship require. However, they may also become
more actively involved in the topics'and phenomena they study, as one
would most probably do (whether intentionally or not) as soon as one
studies power abuse, dominance and inequality as it is expressed or repro-
duced by discourse, The critical scholars make their social and political
position explicit; they take sides, and actively participate in order to
uncover, demystify or otherwise challenge dominance with their discourse
analyses.

Instead of merely focusing on their discipline and its theories ‘and
paradigms, such discourse analysts focus on relevant social problems. That
is, their work is more -issue-oriented than theory-oriented. Analysis,
description and theory formation play a role especially in as far as they
allow better understanding and critique of social inequality, based on
gender, ethnicity, class, origin, religion, language, sexual orientation and
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other criteria that define differences between people. Their ultimate goal is
not only scientific, but also social and political, namely change. In that
case, social discourse analysis takes the form of a eritical discourse analysis.

An increasing number of discourse analysts have shown interest in such a
critical approach to text and talk. Beyond observation, systematic descrip-
tion and explanation, they decide to make one crucial further step, and see
the discourse analytical enterprise also as a wo:anm_ and moral task of
responsible scholars. They emphasize that it is not always possible, or
desirable, to neatly distinguish between doing ‘value-free’ and technical
discourse analysis on the one hand, and engaging in social, cultural or
political critique on the other. They will claim that one can no less study
racist discourse without a moral position about racism than a medical
researcher can study cancer or AIDS without taking a position about the
devastating nature of such diseases, or a sociologist can study the uprising
of exploited peasants without being aware of the nature of their oppression
and the legitimacy of their resistance.

In sum, discourse is an inherent part of society and partakes in all
society’s injustices, as well as in the struggle against them. Critical scholars
of discourse do not merely observe such linkages between discourse and
societal structures, but aim to be agents of change, and do so in solidarity -
with those who need such change most (for details, see Chapter 10, Volume
2, by Norman Fairclough and Ruth Wodak).

E3

Types of Discourse Studies

After this elementary introduction to the various structures, levels and
dimensions of discourse, and the corresponding approaches in discourse
studies, we may step back for a moment and consider the resulting frame-
work in more general terms. As we shall see below, when we examine some
of the basic principles of doing discourse studies, we may distinguish some
general fypes, styles or modes of analysis.

One prevalent one is that between studies of fext and Ekq Text analysis
tends to deal more often with (abstract) structures of written discourse.as.a
fixed object, whereas the study of talk rather. focuses.on- ;Eouoe&&mnun
aspects .of..spontaneous--interaction. The first will be more inspired by
linguistics, and the latter rather by the social sciences. And yet, despite the
vast differences. of these approaches, they are both after order, rules,
regularities in the detailed analysis of structures and Ewﬁmm_.ma of text and
talk. Both are more descriptive, less explanatory and tend to ignore broader
(for example cognitive or societal) contexts.

In the same way we might distinguish between more abstract, formal
studies, for instance in grammar and artificial intelligence, and more
concrete studies of actual texts and talk in specific, socio-historical contexts,
that is, of the ways actual language users and social actors go about (often
quite imperfectly) speaking, making sense and doing things with words.
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Another well-known distinction is that between rheoretical and descriptive
approaches on the one hand, and applied and critical ones on the other, the
latter rather focusing on social issues, relevance and the use of discourse
analysis in society.

We may even distinguish between ‘styles’ of research, cross-cutting the
various distinctions made above, and establish a distinction between more
empirical research working with concrete discourse data, corpora and their
analyses or experiments on the one hand, and more philosophical, specula-
tive or impressionistic ways to write about discourse on the other hand.

Another obvious criterion for different approaches is based on discourse
types of genres. Indeed, many discourse analysts exclusively focus on con-
versation, whereas others prefer to study news, advertising, narrative,
argumentation, or political discourse, among the myriad of other genres or
domains of the world of text and talk. Each of these approaches may bave
developed its own concepts, methods and procedures.

Other distinctions or categorizations may be made. All of them may be

practical and, like beginners or outsiders, experienced discourse analysts
also often make them in their everyday lives. They often associate them-
selves more with one direction or orientation than another; some scholars
feel more inclined to meticulous analyses of real talk, whereas others prefer
to focus on abstract theory building.

But then again, many others may at least in principle reject such a
division of the field into directions, approaches or schools. They may
precisely advocate that constant remewal in the field comes from new
combinations of approaches, across subdisciplines, methods, theories or
types of phenomena studied. They may refuse the artificial distinction
between theory, description and application, and may study the same
phenomena both in text and in talk, and do so in abstract terms as well as
in the more empirical terms of actual language use and interaction. Given
their broad orientation, critical scholars for instance may want to consider
all levels and dimensions, and all methods and approaches, as long as they
contribute to our insight into the role of discourse in society and the
reproduction of inequality. It is this¢¥ariety that is one of the appealing
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At the same time, as we shall see below, integration of approaches may
run parallel to variety and subdisciplinary specialization. Across thé Various
directions of research above, this chapter has identified three main
approaches: (a) those which focus on discourse ‘itself’, that is on structures
of text or talk; (b) those which study discourse and communication as
cognition; and (c) those which focus on social structure and culture. This
triangle of discourse—cognition—society is indeed the site of multidisciplinary
discourse analysis.

However, we have seen above that each point of the triangle s related to
the two others. We are unable to explain text structure and interaction
without a cognitive account, and cognition without the realization that
knowledge and other beliefs are acquired and used in discourse and in
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social contexts; whereas cognition, society and culture, as well as their
reproduction, need language, discourse and communication. Thus,
wherever we start in the triangle, we will soon discover that systematic
description, analysis and explanation need to follow the interdisciplinary
sides that connect with the other points of the triangle. Any form of
exclusion or reduction will soon run into problems when it is unable to
account for part of the phenomena it set out to study ‘in their own right’,
In sum, adequate discourse analysis, even when temporally studying only
some aspect of the discourse triangle, will soon need to become multi-
disciplinary and integrated. o

[ S

B )

The Emergence of Discourse Studies

Under different names, this modern study of discourse, as briefly described

“above, emerged in the 1960s more or less at the same time in several

disciplines in the humanities and the social sciences. Of course, text and
talk have been analysed before that, for instance in literary scholarship,
history and mass communication research, and at least since ancient -
rhetoric provided a detailed account of the properties of public speaking.

Ethnography

However, it was only in the mid 1960s that the idea of a new and~more
systematic and explicit cross-discipline for the study of discourse began to
take shape. Anthropology set the stage with the first ethnographic accounts
of ‘communicative events’ or “ways of speaking’ in their cultural contexis.
It emphasized that speakers of a language not only know their grammars,
but as cultural members also have a broader communicative competence.
They also share cultural knowledge of rules about how to talk together
appropriately, for instance how to warn someone, how to tell a story, or
how to engage in disputes or political debates.

“Structuralism and Semiotics

Inspired by the so-called Formalists and other Russian scholars of the
1920s and 1930s, structuralism offered a broader framework for the study
of narrative, myths, literature, film and other semiotic practices, first in
France, later also elsewhere. These approaches had much influence on the
structuralist analyses of other than literary texts or stories, for instance in
media studies. Typically lacking in these studies were accounts of cognitive
processes as well as of social interaction and societal structures.

Discourse Grammar

Some linguists, mainly outside the generativist mainstream, began to realize
that the study of language amounted to more than writing formal
grammars of isolated sentences. They began to think in terms of text or
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discourse grammars and other linguistic approaches to discourse, and
especially focused on semantic and functional relations between sentences,
for instance on how texts are coherent and how information or focus is
distributed in texts. As is the case for the structuralist (literary, semiotic)
approaches to discourse, this linguistic approach ignored actual language
use and hence also the social dimensions of discourse. On the other hand,
these discourse grammars did establish connections with ideas on discourse
processing in psycholinguistics and cognitive psychology.

Sociolinguistics and Pragmatics

At the same time, sociolinguistics and pragmatics emerged as new
directions of research in the language sciences. Some of this work also
focused on the discursive nature of language use, speech acts and verbal
interaction. As is the case for the studies in the ‘ethnography of communi-
cation’, mentioned above, these approaches were not satisfied with a formal
account of discourse structures, but emphasized the necessity to study
actual langnage use in their socially and culturally variable contexts.

Ethnomethodology

Also at the end of the 1960s, an approach in Eﬁboﬁnﬁo_om_nm_ micro-
sociology called ‘ethnomethodology’ began to focus on the rich field of
everyday interaction and especially on conversation. It examined in detail
such apparently mundane phenomena as how people change turns at talk,
and what kind of social interaction is accomplished by such talk, as
explained above. This development would later have a tremendous influ-
ence in several other disciplines: conversation analysis became one of the
core domains of the new cross-discipline of discourse studies. In this
approach few links were established with formal linguistic and cognitive
studies of text or talk, while at the same time there was some distance from
more classical (macro) sociological ways of accounting for social structure.

Cognitive Psychology

A few years later, in the early 1970s, and inspired by questions of learning
and knowledge acquisition, cognitive and educational psychology started its
successful and influential research on the mental processes of text compre-
hension. Especially within the broader framework of what later would be
called ‘cognitive science’, this development took place in close cooperation
with the computer m_EEm:ou of text understanding and the study of the
role of knowledge in the field of artificial intelligence. As suggested above;
some of this work also integrated insights from text-linguistic approaches.

Social Psychology and Discursive Psychology

Surprisingly lagging behind, despite its attention to many discourse-relevant
phenomena (such as socialization, persuasion and attribution), social
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psychology followed suit only in the later 1980s. However, given the
obvious relevance of discourse in social interaction and the construction of
social representations, some social psychologists, mainly in Great Britain,
developed their own ‘discursive psychology’. Departing from the dominant
cognitive paradigm, and inspired by ethnomethodological principles, they
especially emphasized the interactional accomplishment of psychological
phenomena such as understanding, explanation, opinions and ideologies.

Communication Studies

Slowly, and throughout the 1970s and 1980s, the various branches of
communication studies witnessed a growing awareness of the usefulness of
detailed discourse analysis of, for example, mass media messages as well as
of interpersonal, intercultural or business communication. Indeed, we may
expect that the many overlaps between the concerns of discourse and
communication studies will in the future lead to further integration or even
a merger of these different approaches to communication and language use.

Other disciplines

Similar remarks may be made about the emergence of discourse analysis in
the other disciplines of the humanities and social sciences. Thus, interest-
ingly, the study of interaction in the courtroom drew attention not so much
in legal studies as in the sociology or social psychology of talk and inter-
action. On the other hand, historians hardly needed to be reminded of the
eminently textual nature of most of their sources, and of the narrative
aspects of historiography, as was the case for theology, studying the Bible
or other sacred texts. In fact, in this long list of the various discourse
disciplines only political science seems to be systematically absent. And yet,
it needs little argument that text and talk are central and constitutive parts
of the political process. Instead of detailed discourse analyses of political
text and talk, however, there is a rich tradition here of the study of political
communication and rhetoric, a tradition going back at least to the rhetoric
of Aristotle and other classical rhetoricians.

/-
Diversity and Integration

As is the case in other new scholarly domains, such as biochemistry or
cognitive science, interdisciplinary endeavors often bring most interesting
forms of theoretical renewal. Similarly, the enthusiastic discoveries of the
fascinating world of discourse and its sociocultural contexts took place
especially at the boundaries of the established disciplines, where Eoonnuop_
and methodological cross-fertilization is most intense.

However, given the different philosophies, approaches and methods in
their various ‘mother-disciplines’, the. various developments of discourse
analysis hardly ﬁnoanoom a unified enterprise,. True, text grammarians and

WLk e




28 Discourse as »tructure ana irocess

cognitive psychologists understood each other and worked together. The
same soon happened between microsociology, sociolinguistics and ethno-
graphy. However, vast domains of the study of discourse remained rather
disparate and isolated, as was initially the case for stylistics, rhetoric and
argumentation studies.

Obvious links, such as between mind and interaction, were not estab-
lished, thus keeping most of the psychological and social approaches to
discourse apart until today. Ideas on the coherence of written texts were
not taken up in the study of the coherence of conversations, and vice versa,
strategies of interaction in situated talk were often ignored in the study of
texts. Fundamental notions, such as ‘meaning’, were dealt with in totally
different ways in formal discourse semantics, cognitive psychology and the
sociology and ethnography of interaction.

Other regrettable forms of fragmentation took place along the inevitable
linguistic boundaries, nmwmomm:%mqﬁm English- and French-speaking
worlds of discourse and discourse analysis. Some famous French struc-
turalist and post-structuralist scholars were (sooner or later) available in
English, and even became fashionable internationally, especially in the
more literary and philosophical directions of discourse studies. Italian,
Spanish and Latin American studies of discourse were initially mainly
oriented towards these French approaches. The more analytical and
empirical directions of most work in English had little impact in this Latin
sphere. Conversely, those writing in English were seldom reading studies in
French, or those in German or Russian for that matter. Largely unwit-
tingly, such scholars, mainly in the USA and the UK, thereby expressed
and reproduced the cultural hegemony of English and of English-language
scholarship in the world, as is unfortunately aiso the case for this book.

However, despite this diversity in the vast ‘trans-discipline’ of discourse
studies, the last decade has also' witnessed many attempts at integration.
For the study of the ‘mental side’ of discourse, cognitive science provided a
unified framework for the integration and mutual inspiration of linguistic,
cognitive, neurological, logical and formal philosophical approaches. On
the sociocultural side, the common focus on situated social interaction and
talk required synthesis and favored mutual interest among scholars working
in pragmatics, sociolinguistics, sociology and ethnography.

Some scholars never accepted the deep division between cognition on the
one hand, and interaction, society and culture on the other, and favored the
study of cognitive anthropology or social cognition as a basis for the study
of discourse as involving both sociocultural and cognitive dimensions.

In sum, discourse studies on the one hand partly reproduced the well-
known disciplinary limitations of specialization or arbitrary divisions of
Jabor and interest (as between cognitive and social psychologists or between
sociologists and ethnographers). But on the other hand, it defined a domain
of study which by itself promoted cross-disciplinary influence and integra-
tion. Despite the usual specialization, therefore, we may expect further
integration of various directions of discourse studies in the future. This will
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especially be the case when young researchers are no longer educated only
in one of the mother-disciplines mentioned above, but will be able to focus
on discourse studies as an autonomous discipline. For them, writing
grammars, analysing cognition, or studying interaction and societal struc-
tures will not be totally different things, but simply different aspects of one,
complex scholarly enterprise, namely to describe and explain diseourse.

Principles of Discourse Analysis S\Qr,c\ 0 QT mw\,(a ( I . @/Z, A

Having explained the different properties of discourse and the correspond-
ing domains of discourse analysis, we finally need to summarize some of the
basic principles of ‘doing’ discourse analysis. Despite .a vast variety of
approaches and methods, each discipline, even a cross-discipline such as
discourse studies, usually has a number of norms that most scholars some-
how will follow in order to do ‘good’ scholarship in that domain. Some of
these principles bave developed as a critical reaction against earlier
dominant paradigms in the respective mother-disciplines of discourse
studies. This implies that these norms are historical, and subject to change.
Although each of these normative principles would require lengthy expla-
nation, I merely summarize them here, and refer to the chapters in this book

for more detailed discussion and illustration. At some points, however, I

briefly state my own (critical) view of currently prevailing principles.

1 Naturally Occurring Text and Talk Perhaps most pervasive in the
study of discourse is the virtually exclusive focus on actually or naturally
occurring talk and text. Unlike much work in formal linguistics and
philosophy, invented or constructed examples (as we used above)} are
avoided in favor of examples and corpora of ‘real data’, for instance tape
or video recordings of conversations, or actual texts used in the mass media
or education. Data are in principle not edited or otherwise ‘sanitized’, but
studied ‘as is’, that is, close to their actual appearance or use in their
original contexts.

2 Contexts Discourse should preferably be studied as a constitutive part
of its local and global, social and cultural contexts. Text and talk insmany
ways signal their contextual relevance, and therefore context structures
need to be.observed and analysed in detail, also as possible consequences of
discourse: settings, participants and their communicative and social roles,
goals, relevant social knowledge, norms and wvalues, institutional or
organizational structures, and so on. Despite the general recognition of the
importance of contextual analysis, this principle is unfortunately more
preached than actuaily practiced. :

3 Discourse as Talk Wheteas much earlier discourse study, such as in
literature or the media, focused on written texts, most contemporary
discourse studies are oriented towards the amalysis of ongoing verbal
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interaction in informal conversations as well as other, more formal or
institutional dialognes. Indeed, talk is often considered as the basic or
primordial form of discourse. On the other hand, although the earlier
neglect of mundane, everyday conversation warranted such an orientation
in discourse studies, it should not lead to a corresponding neglect of the
vast domain of written (and sometimes no less mundane or everyday) texts
in society.

4 Discourse as Social Practice of Members Both spoken and written
discourse are forms of social practice in sociocultural contexts. Language
users are engaged in discoutse not merely as individual persons, but also
as members of various groups, institutions or cultures. Through their
discourse, thus, language users may enact, confirm or challenge more
comprehensive social and political structures and institutions.

5  Members’ Categories It has become widespread practice, especially in
conversation analysis, not to ‘impose’ preconceived notions and categories
of analysts, but (also) to respect the ways social members themselves
interpret, orient to and categorize the properties of the social world and
their conduct in it, including that of discourse itself. Obviously, such a
principle should not be interpreted to mean that analysts do not go beyond
common-sense categories of language users, or should not develop theories
that systematically and explicitly account for discourse as social practice.

6 Sequentiality The accomplishment of discourse is largely linear and
sequential, in the production and understanding both of talk and of text.
This first implies that at all levels, structural units (sentences, propositions,
acts) should be described or interpreted relative to preceding ones, as is
most obvious in various forms of coherence. This discursive relativity may
also involve functionality: later elements may have special functions with
‘respect to previous ones, It also implies that language users operate, both
mentally and interactionally, in an ‘on-line’ or ‘ongoing’ fashion, that is
tentatively, possibly erroneously, but with the opportunity to reinterpret or
repair previous activities and understandings.

7 Constructivity Besides being sequential, discourses are constructive in
the sense that their constitutive units may be functionally used, understood
or analysed as elements of larger ones, thus also creating hierarchical
structures. This applies to forms as well as to meaning and interaction.

n
8 Levels and Dimensions Discourse analysts tend to theoretically decom-
pose discourse at various layers, dimensions or levels and at the same time
to mutually relate such levels. These levels represent different types of
phenomena involved in- discourse, such as sounds, forms, meanings, or
action. Language users on the other hand strategically manage several
levels or dimensions of discourse at the same time.

11 ..u..—.‘_f_v~ M LAToLUAT o 1

9  Meaning and Function Both language users and analysts are after
meaning; in their understanding and analysis, they will ask things like
‘What does this (she) mean here?, or ‘How does this make sense in the
present context?” As is the case for other wnbninm this principle also has
functional and explanatory implications: ‘Why is this being mEEBgE
here?

10 Rules Language, communication as well as discourse are assumed to
be rule-governed. Text and talk are analysed as manifestations or enact-
ments of these socially shared grammatical, textual, communicative or
interactional rules. At the same time, however, the study of actual discourse
will focus on how rules may be violated, ignored or changed, and what the
discursive or contextual functions are of such real or apparent violations.

11 Strategies Besides rules, language users also know and apply expedient
mental as well as interactional strategies in the effective understanding and
accomplishment of discourse and the realization of their communicative or
social goals. This relevance of strategies may be compared to the game of
chess: chess players need to know the rules in order to play chess in the first
place, but will use tactics, gambits, and special moves ﬁ&:ﬂ an overall .
strategy to defend themselves or to win.

12 Social Cognition Less generally recognized but no less relevantis the
fundamental role of cognition, that is, of mental processes and represen-
tations in the production and understanding of text and talk. Féw of the
aspects of discourse discussed above (meaning, coherence, action, etc.) can
be properly understood and explained without having recourse to the minds
of language users. Besides personal memories and experiences of events
(models), the shared sociocultural representations (knowledge, attitudes,
ideologies, norms, values) of language users as group members also play a
fundamental role in discourse, as well as its description and explanation.
Indeed, in many ways, cognition is the interface between &moocnmo and
society.

e

Conclusion

Contemporary discourse analysis has come a long way since the garly.
linguistic.studies of Eouo:sm and semantic coherence, the first observations
of turn-taking in talk, the initial ethnographic studies of ‘ways of speaking’
in various cultures, or the early experiments with text comprehension. It
has become not only a vast and multidisciplinary enterprise involving at
least half a dozen disciplines, but also fairly sophisticated in several of its
areas. So much so that unavoidable specialization has taken place and
mutual comprehension is not always guaranteed. In that respect discourse

analysis has come of age, and is now much like the other disciplines in the
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humanities and the social sciences, although its cross-disciplinary nature
guarantees continuous renewal and inspiration at the borders of existing
domains of knowledge. That is, despite vast differences of approach and
method, we now find systematic analyses of text and talk from formal
linguistics and artificial intelligence, to cognitive, social and educational
psychology, to literary scholarship, semiotics and virtually all the social
sciences.

In this first introduction I have characterized discourse as essentially
involving three main dimensions, namely language use, cognition, and
interaction in their sociocultural contexts. Instead of vaguely summarizing,
paraphrasing or quoting discourse, as is still often the case in social
scientific approaches, discourse analytical studies distinguish various, levels,

bt

units or constructs within each of these dimensions,.and formulate.the. rules
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and strategies of their normative or actual uses, They functionally relate

such units or ievels among each other, and thereby also explain why they

are being used. In the dame way, they functionally connect discourse -

structures with social and cultural context structures, and both again to the
structures and strategies of cognition. Discourse analysis thus moves from
macro to micro levels of talk, text, context or society,.and vice versa. It
may examine ongoing discourse top down, beginning with general abstract
patterns, or bottem..up, beginning with the nitty-gritty of actually used
sounds, words, gestures, meanings or strategies. And perhaps most import-
antly, discourse analysis provides the theoretical and methodological tools

. for a well-founded critical approach to the study of social problems, power

and inequality.

Following a number of characteristic principles, discourse analysis is thus
taking its own place within the humanities and the social sciences. It has
shown that it is able to provide insights in many social and mental
phenomena that other disciplines might ignore or neglect. In that sense,
discourse analysis is not a method one can simply apply while doing
psychological, sociological, anthropological or political scientific research.
As is the case for other important new cross-disciplines, such as the
cognitive and neural sciences, or interdisciplines such as molecular biology
or biochemistry, discourse studies claims to be an autonomous domain of
study, with its own characteristic objects and phenomena, theories, methods
and principles. For linguists and psychologists, discourse studies emphasizes
that language use and thought typically and functionally manifest them-
selves in discursive social interaction. For social scientists, discourse
analysis stresses that social and political institutions, organizations, group
relations, structures, processes, routines, and many other relevant phenom-
ena, also need to be studied at the level of their actual manifestations,
expressions or enactment in discourse as language use, communication and
interaction.

There are few disciplines that offer such a broad, multidisciplinary,
multicultural and socially relevant approach to human language, cognition,
communication and interaction. Few disciplines allow students to focus on
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small but significant details of text and talk, as well as on the fascinating
processes and representations of the social mind, and at the same time on
the fundamental social and political issues and problems of our time. Few
disciplines offer so many opportunities to combine formal precision with
broad explanatory frameworks on how people use language, think and
interact, and thus enact and reproduce their groups, societies and Cultures.

Recommended Reading

For references and recommended reading about the various levels and
dimensions of discourse analysis, see the respective chapters of this book.
For the history of discourse studies, especially also in the field of linguistics,
see also Chapter 2, Volume 1, by Robert de Beaugrande and references
given there. The other chapters usually also give a historical overview of
the respective domains and directions of discourse analysis.

For new developments in the various domains of discourse studies, see
the journal Text, and for discussion of the social, political and critical
dimensions of discourse analysis, see the journal Discourse and Socizty.
Pragmatic approaches to discourse appear in the Journal of Pragmatics.
Psychological (but also other) studies on discourse may be found in the
journal Discourse Processes.

Earlier well-known overviews of and introductions to discourse analysis
and its major domains include the following books:

Atkinson and Heritage (1984): one of the classic selections of articles on conversational
interaction. See Chapters 3 and 4, Volume 2, for other references.

Beaugrande and Dressler (1981): a classic and still useful history of and introduction to the
grammar and other linguistic aspects of discourse.

Brown and Yule (1983): a well-known introduction to the analysis of discourse, focusing
especially on such semantic aspects as topic, focus, information, coherence and reference.

Coulthard (1994): besides the many collections and overviews of spoken discourse analysis, this
volume especially deals with aspects of written texts, such as expository discourse,
newspaper editorials, narrative and scholarly discourse. '

Drew and Heritage (1992): besides the overviews and selections of studies on informal
conversations, this volume extends conversational analysis to the study of talk in
institutional settings, for example mediz interviews, doctor—patient interaction, 4 job
interviews, and courtroom interaction,

Fairclough {1995): one of the recent books that focuses on the various aspects of a more
critical approach to discourse, such as ideology, power and hegemony.

Renkema (1993): translated from thie Dutch, this book provides a first introduction to both
written and spoken discourse analysis. It also discusses the psychology of text
comprehension. .

Schiffrin (1993): this book is especially useful as an introduction to the study of discourse as
interaction, such as pragmatics, conversation analysis and the ethnography of speaking.

Tannen (1994): one of the rccent books of an author who has written extensively about
conversation and the differences between male and female styles of talk. For discussion of
this approach and further references, see Chapter 5, Volume 2, by Candace West, Michelle
M. Lazar and Cheris Kramarae,

van Dijk (1985): this is a detailed overview of the whole field of discourse analysis, focusing on
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the various disciplines (vol. 1), levels (vol. 2), conversational interaction (vol. 3) as well as
societal functions of discourse (vol. 4).

van Dijk and Kintsch (1983): a general and still influential discussion of the various cognitive
strategies of discourse comprehension, and of the role of knowledge and models in
processing.
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2
The Story of Discourse Analysis

Robert de Beaugrande

In the mid 1990s, providing a user-friendly introductory survey of the
research trends which have contributed to discourse analysis is a tough
problem. My solution is to ‘tell a story’ highlighting the main ideas that
have helped or hindered discourse analysis, crediting projects or researchers
only for illustration. Many citations and references are found elsewhere.’

‘Science’ as Map-Making

In the popular ‘story of science’, scientists observe things in the real world
and then describe or explain them accurately, steadily piling up more facts
and marching on towards the final truth. A more accurate, thomgh less
dramatic, story would tell of scientists drawing a series of maps for a rugged
and periodically shifting rerrain that is not located in the ‘real world® of
ordinary experience yet is connected to it in ways the scientists determine.
This terrain requires specialized methods for observing, describing, or
explaining. Each map fits the vision of its makers and the intentions of its
users, putting some features or places into sharp perspective and ignoring
others, just as ordinary maps look different if they show roads, climates,
altitudes, or mineral deposits. No scientific map is ever final or complete,
just as no ordinary map ever becomes identical with the terrain.

Again like an ordinary map, a scientific map gets fested by seeing how
well it helps people find things. The natural sciences make maps of a sparse
terrain — one that can be disconnected from the rich and messy world of
ordinary reality. Looking at the world around us and the society we live in,
we do not see the forces and particles of physics, or the compounds and
polymers of chemistry, or even the cells and neurons of biology. But these
sciences give us reliable maps revealing these things in the underlying order
of reality, and give special instruments for observing, such as microscopes
and particle accelerators. Some instruments can even intervene in those
orders, for example by splitting atoms, synthesizing compounds, or
removing unhealthy cells, .

The human sciences, in contrast, face a rich terrain closely connected to
human activities. Here, observing ordinary experience is much easier than
deciding what “underlying order’ to look for and what instruments to use
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for observing, let alone for intervening, for example to render humans more
co-operative (see final section). SR

The human sciences have drawn two kinds of maps. Qutside indps try to
record what people are actually observed to do, such as how people-within a
culture and a society behave in the roles of chiefs, priests, warriors, hunters,
farmers, and so on. Inside maps try to infer from observations and intro-
spections what people think and believe and how they organize their
imowledge of the world and of their society. Drawing both kinds of maps
together might be worthwhile, using the one kind to better understand the
other and trying to show the whole big picture of human life. But until
recently, most scientists and philosophers have recommended drawing only
one kind or the other to suit the changing fashions of science. The recent
struggle to regain the big picture was a major motive for discotirsé analysis,
as we shall see. :

Disconnecting the ‘Science of Language’ from Discourse _..<

This general ‘story of science’ sets the scene for our more specific ‘story of
language science’. Surely, science should investigate the capacities of
human beings for using the natural languages developed by a culture or
society for communication in everyday life. But language is immensely rich
— vastly connected to many things in many ways. How can science tackle it
or keep it from spilling into the terrain of other human sciences, like
history, anthropology, sociology, and psychology?

The ‘language science’ of the twentieth century, known as modern
linguistics, resolved to disconnect language and study it by itself* But in the
world of human beings, you won’t find a language by itself — the ‘Dutch
language strolling by the canals, or the English language having a nice cup
of tea, or the German language racing madly along the autobahn. You
only find discourse, that is, real communicative events. So ever since,
linguists have been trying to recomstruct language disconnected from
discourse, believing that it should be done to create a proper ‘science’ and
not seriously questioning whether it actually could be done.

Let’s watch what happened in the ‘story of language science’ during the
first half of the twentieth century. Language got divided up into various
‘domains’ to be studied separately, starting with the ones that are easier fo
disconnect from discourse. Linguistics made a fine start by describing the
simplest language sounds in the domain of phonology. It offered a grand
vision of ‘underlying order’: beneath all the practical sound-units that
speakers of a language actuaily produce or recognize Lies an ideal system of
theoretical sound-units called phonemes we can precisely describe. In
physical terms, for pronouncing the sound of ‘d’ in an English word like
‘daunting’, the front teeth stop the flow of air and the vocal chords vibrate;
just try it. If the vocal chords didn’t vibrate, yow'd get in ‘taunting’. So
we can classify the sound of ‘d’ as the “voiced dental stop’ in the system of
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‘English phonemes’. The system nicely connects back to the real world and
yields a convincing ‘map’ of the anatomy of the mouth, nose, and vocal
tract with the locations and events for producing ‘phonemes’. In mental
termas, each ‘phoneme’ must allow us to tell the difference between words
that are also different in meaning, say ‘daunting’ versus ‘taunting’. So we
get both an outside map of how sounds are pronounced, and an inside map
of what sounds speakers tell apart in words. Moreover, our ‘phonemes’
match the letrers in the alphabet, which was tidied up and enlarged to make
the international phonetic alphabet for recording the ‘phonemes’ of any
language. :

The next domain of language to study was the simplest meaningful forms,
called morphemes, described by morphology - strategically, the two names
thymed with ‘phonemes’ and ‘phonology’. These theoretical units corre-
spond to word-parts as practical units. You find ‘morphemes’ by writing
down language samples and ‘segmenting’ them into the smallest pieces that
still seem to mean something. For example, the utterance ‘the labels seemed
blurred and unreadable’ would have 6 words but 11 morphemes:

(1) the + label + s + seem + ed + blur + ed + and + un + read + able

Whritten this way, little ‘maps’ show language data as a left-to-right series of
smallest meaningful units in the same order they are spoken or written.
Again, the connection to reality seems clear through the visual image of the
segments. But wait: a visual image is far less ‘real’ and permanent than the
human vocal tract; and written segments can mislead. If we had ‘ineffable’
or ‘impossible’, not ‘unreadable’, in sample (1), where are the morphemes?
English has no verbs ‘to eff’ or ‘to poss’; a native speaker may not know
that the stems were borrowed from Latin via French. Do we count them
anyway?

Other problems soon arise. How do we make the whole big map of all
the ‘morphemes’ in a language, like the phonologists’ map of all the
phonemes? Listing all word-parts plus all indivisible words is an enormous
job. And identifying the ‘morphemes’ by segmenting transcribed utterances
doesn’t tell us just how to classify the pieces. In (1), we already see different
types of meanings. Some units like -ed’ have sparse meanings (such as ‘past
tense’), while others like ‘read’ have rich meanings (such as ‘inspect and
understand writing’). The sparse ones come in ittle sets, such as the set of
present and past endings on verbs, whereas the rich ones come in big sets,
such as the set of verbs like ‘blur’ and ‘read’. Not surprisingly, the sparse
little sets were picked to be the main ‘morphemes’, while the rich big sets
were called lexemes, the theoretical units corresponding to words as
practical units, and handed over to the domain of lexicology.

We readily recognize the pattern in the science of language called
‘modern linguistics’. The resounding success in describing sounds estab-
lished the idea that you can indeed disconnect language from real discourse
and discover an underlying order. After that, language science had some
standard ‘rules’:
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Study one domain of language at a time.

2 Describe each domain as a system of theoretical units corresponding to
the practical units in the data.

3 Describe each unit by the features that clearly identify it from the rest
(for example, being a ‘voiced dental stop’ or being ‘past tense’).

4 Investigate by carefully franscribing the native speaker’s utterances,

segmenting them into umits, and classifying the units.

These ‘rules’ worked well in ‘phonology’ and got transferred into ‘morph-
ology’, where they worked under more special conditions. In ‘lexicology’,
they started to break down because the number of units is so vast and
many have no features to clearly identify them. So lexicology was often left
along the margins of linguistics or assigned to ‘lexicographers’, who explore
how to make dictionaries. :

The next domain had an old name waiting for it: syntax, a name for
‘tying things together’. The units to be tied would presumably be ‘mor-
phemes’ and ‘lexemes’. But what does the ‘tying’? We can only inspect the
pieces; we have to infer the ties. And the usual tactics of segmenting data
and then classifying the pieces involve untying the pieces, which doesn’t
help much. :

To be consistent, the theoretical units would be syntagmemes,® corte-
sponding to phrases and clauses as practical units. But how many units
would the whole system have, and how should we find and classify them?
Compare sample alternative wordings (1a)—(1d): do we give each sentence
its own separate description or do we try to show how they are all related?

(la) the labels were blurred and unreadable
(1b) the labels were blurred and unread

(1e) the labels were too blurred to be readable
(1d) the blurred labels weren’t readable

Linguists decided to show the relations among similar sentences. The
‘outside maps’ of the units as we find them ‘in’ language data were traded
for ‘inside maps’ of underlying patterns and rules that explain how units get
tied together to produce the data we find.

This shift raised another important issue for our story: not which data
you study but where you go searching for your data. The project of studying
‘language by itself” doesn’t say where because language isn’t found by itself.
The search methods that most firmly established linguistics as a science
were developed by fieldwork linguistics. You draw outside maps by going
out to ‘work’ in the “field’ of cultural and social activities and carefully
recording what native speakers of previously undescribed languages are
actually observed to say. Your work is difficult and obliges you to live for
extended periods in remote areas. In exchange, you have the privilege of
working at the cutting edge of your science and describing a language that
was unknown to other scientists.
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Also, you have the huge practical advantage of meeting authentic data of
natural language in actual contexts of situation, instead of language by itself,
Gradually, you join the social practices of interaction and conversation,
which supply continual tests: if your conclusions are wrong, you'll get
corrected, misunderstood, teased, or ignored. So you have constant oppor-
tunities to check your results before you present them as a ‘map’. And you
can justly claim to have made the map the bard way, without relying on
personal intuitions the way. you could do for your own native language.

The other search method has no special name, so I invented the term
homework linguistics. You draw inside maps of language by staying at home
or in your office and using introspection and intuition to determine what
native speakers kmow about their language. Being a native speaker yourself,
you might decide that fieldwork and authentic data aren’t necessary for
doing linguistics. You can do your homework with your own invented data
and state the ‘rules’ you were presumably following,

At this point in our story the main definition of a ‘language’ also got
shifted: it became not a set of systems of theoretical units corresponding to
the practical units you find in the data, but rather a system of underlying
patterns and rules that arrange and transform the data. Looking back at
samples (la)—(1d) this system would explain a complicated pattern by
transforming it into simpler patterns, such as by changing (1a) into (le).

(1a) the labels were blurred and unreadable o
{le) something blurred the labels + someone couldn’t read the labels

The system did not have to explain why the more complicatéd pattern
might be actually uttered. So linguistics could continue officially studying
‘langnage by itself’, represented by handfuls of invented sentences and still
disconnected from ordinary discourse.

But here our story begins to look bleak. After three decades of research
on syntax, no such system of underlying patterns and rules has yet been
produced for any natural language. All we have is a pile of fragtments such
a system might contain, but no idea how they fit together and how we can
supply the rest. The problem is simple and, I am convinced, unsolvable: the
arrangement of words in phrases and sentences is decided only partly by
syntax, and partly by speakers’ knowledge of the world and of their %aﬂ.m@.
To explain the arrangement, we must reconnect language with that knowl-
edge and shelve the project of describing language by itself, And we must
quit working with invented data and start working with authentic data. These
prospects are precisely what discourse analysis intends to achieve.

Reconnecting the ‘Science of Language’ to Discourse: Large-Corpus
Linguistics

My story so far naturally has'been too simple. Many distinguished linguists
never proposed to disconnect language from discourse, such as American
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tagmemics, the Prague School, and British systemic functional linguistics,
whose projects are reviewed later in this chapter. And fieldwork linguists, as
T said, maintained the connection in practice regardless of their official
theories.

Nonetheless, the majority view in linguistics has usually been that dis-
course is too rich and diversified, too intimately tied to the ordinary world
of human activities, such as casual conversations among friends or family,
to be a proper object for science. In the vision of one leading discourse
analyst, Joseph Grimes (1975: 2), ‘linguists’ might feel ‘like the Dutch boy
with his finger in the dike’, fearfully imagining ‘the whole wild sea out there
. . . business letters, conversations, restaurant menus, novels, laws .
movie scripts, editorials, without end’. So we can appreciate why ‘discourse
analysis’ has, until recently, rarely been a title for academic courses, or for
chapters in introductory textbooks, or for sections in conferences on
linguistics.

Today, the scientific trend carrying the label of discourse analysis is
increasingly conceived to be a programmatic counter-current to the self-
conscious ‘disconnection programme’ sketched in the previous section. We
emphatically define language as a system integrated with speakers’ knowl-
edge of the world and society. This system should be described in hnguistic,
cognitive, and social terms, along with the conditions under which speakers
use it. Our precepts might seem to make the job of describing language
messier and less disciplined than the old programme. In fact, I shall claim
just the opposite.

For the old programme, language was a uniform and stable system
defined in its own terms: it had one ideal underlying order beneath the mass
of particular data. If this idea were correct, then linguistics should plainly
reveal three kinds of success:

1 The coverage of a language should keep getting wider.

2 The various descriptions should converge.

3 Linguists or linguistic schools should reach a firm consensus about how
to proceed.

But we actually see a mixed picture: very high success in phonology and
fairly high in morphology, middling in lexicology, and low in syntax. In my
story, the mix has to happen because these domains are not equally easy to
disconnect from real discourse, especially after you’ve booted out fieldwork
with authentic data in favour of homework with invented data. To make
real headway on coverage, convergence and consensus, we must regard
language as a diverse and dynamic system designed to provide the means
for human communication. The system does not have or need one under-
lying theoretical order because it is constantly creating mudtiple modes of
practical order wherever discourse takes place. When you try to disconnect
the system from discourse, those modes of order dissolve, and you start
imagining all sorts of complicated rules for ‘assigning structures’, ‘dis-
ambiguating meanings’, and so on — for solving the very problems you've
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created by disconnecting. But if you insist on connections between language
discourse, these problems don’t arise.

To see my point, let’s examine one recent linguistic approach, which has
by far the most real data ever assembled. Large-corpus linguistics, as
pioneered by John McHardy Sinclair and his team, exploits the advanced
technology of powerful computers with spacious memories to gain ‘access to
a quality of evidence that has not been available before’ (Sinclair 1991: 4).
Intrigningly, the Sinclair team, whose ‘functional linguistics’ I cited at the
start of this section, were among the earliest linguists to call their research
‘discourse analysis’ (for example, Sinclair and Coulthard 1975; see later).
Today, Sinclair compares his computer to the instruments and technologies
that enabled swift advances in other sciences, such as the microscopes and
particle accelerators I mentioned at the beginning of the chapter. Of course,
the computer differs by displaying evidence that was easy to observe before,
but too plentiful and diverse to manage. The computer enables us to see
patterns that don’t emerge either from modest sets of samples or from
introspection and intuition — a very different ‘underlying order’ than sets of
‘theoretical units’ and ‘syntactic rules’. Instead of just making general
statements about ‘the English language’, we can use the data base to explore
how general or specific our statements ought to be.

My data here were taken from the ‘Bank of English’ corpus at the
University of Birmingham, storing around 200 million words of authentic
spoken and written English discourse from books, newspapers, radio
broadcasts, telephone conversations, mailings, radio broadcasts, and so on.
The primary data display consists of the key words we pick to search for,
plus their collocations, that is, the ‘company they usually keep’.* For the
English verb ‘warrant’ as key word, some of the corpus data I found are
shown here:®

< their circumstances simply do not warrant charitable assistance. <t> For >

< bark disease. Degenerating trees warrant specialist attention. Felling or >

< Costa Rica’s economic conditions warrant the cut in aid, which the
country > .

< insists there is enough evidence to warrant an investigation # One
suggestion > -

< the national objectives at stake warrant the deaths of U.S. troops # O1l, >

< these old homes are chilly enough to warrant guests wearing thermal long
johns > :

< revelations of an affair did not warrant my leaving the Government. <t>1 >

Before looking at the data, I had no clear idea of the meaning and uses of
the verb ‘warrant’, and I hardly use it myself. Now, I can define the meaning
as: ‘provide an occasion where a reaction would be appropriate or expected’.
I can also tell which people are likely to utter such data: ones who might be
expected to react, or somebody reporting what they said. The contexts imply
public exposure, where the discourse would raise large issues like ‘economic
conditions’ or ‘national objectives’. So the typical speaker represents some
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institution or authority, and the data also tell what kind: government,
judiciary, military, sports, business, science, and medicine. To use the word
is to engage in a subtle gesture of power — maybe why I don’t use it.

The data also showed me something else my intuition couldn’t supply: the
occasions doing the ‘warranting’ are usually bad ones, so that the reaction
would control the ill effects or punish the persons responsible. The most
common collocation was whether ‘evidence warrants an investigation’ or a
“rial’, recalling the legal discourse with the noun ‘warrant’ in collocations
like ‘search warrant’ or ‘warrant for arrest’. So if we read ‘there wasn’t a
single incident to warrant any action from me’ we can assume it was a bad
“incident’ calling for retaliatory ‘action’. Often, the situation is even more
specific: when something bad happens or gets discovered, excuses are made
why the expected reaction won't happen, as when the ‘revelations of an
affair did not warrant my leaving the Government’, or when somebody
else’s ‘circumstances simply do not warrant charitable assistance’ from me.
Such uses are gestures for showing power while denying responsibility.

Authentic discourse samples also show that infrequent data may be no
harder to manage than frequent data. We easily tell what is meant when
‘degenerating trees warrant specialist attention’ or when ‘old homes are
chilly enough to warrant thermal long johns’. Even odd or <mmﬁo.“am8
appear simple, e.g.:

(2) < shampoos are effective enough to warrant os_u, one shampoo per
wash. >

(3) < the White House says these air leaks do not warrant military
interception >

Example (2) was probably intended to praise a commodity, the shampoos
(substances) that ‘warrant only one shampoo’ (one act of use). In military
discourse like (3), an ‘air leak’ can have the unusual meaning of aeroplanes
or missiles rather than air passing through.

As you see, describing authentic language data does not get messier and
less disciplined when we retain the connections to human knowledge of
world and society. On the contrary, the data only get that way when we try
to disconnect them by segmenting them into theoretical units or writing
‘underlying rules’ or ‘features’.

Large corpuses offer valuable support for the project of discourse anal-
ysis to return to authentic data. This support is all the more vital now that
the label has caught on, and many studies claim to be ‘discourse analysis’
while still writing abstract ‘rules’ for invented data, rather like a textbook
called ‘modern astronomy’ but still teaching astrology.

Large-corpus linguistics also promises unprecedented advances in cover-
age as big teams of linguists with sophisticated software collaborate in the
description of corpus data. Descriptions would tend to converge, thanks to
maintaining rich connections. And we should reach a consensus because we
are using our shared linguistic, cognitive, and social skills, which are also
shared by the people who produced the data in the first place.
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Now, Joe Grimes was right about that “whole wild sea’ that a science of
discourse must confront, as quoted near the start of this section. But having
so much data has the advantage of forcing us to consider and explain the
human relevance that justifies us doing one project in discourse analysis
rather than some other. Even my brief demonstration with ‘warrant’ raised
the issues of power and responsibility you soon encounter when you quit
segmenting or analysing ‘sentence structures’ and start asking who says
what and why,

Language and Discourse, Science and Power

The popular ‘story of science’ (invoked at the very beginning), observing
things in the ‘real world” and describing or explaining them accurately,
handily conceals the prospect that science has power — power to say what
the ‘truths’ shall be, who gets to state them and decide what they mean,
and who gets to learn them and where. Even better concealed is the
prospect that science also has responsibility — to consider and influence how .
its results will be used to make life better or worse, safer or riskier, more
humane or inhumane. This responsibility is greatest when the object of
investigation happens to be discourse, the main human channel for
organizing life and deciding who knows or does what: whether knowledge
and power will be shared or hoarded, whether people accept of deny
responsibility for what they do or say, and so forth. &

Now, if a science of discourse analysis neglects its responsibility, we are
not just being cynical or lazy; we are also bypassing the most humanly
relevant issues within our own domain. If participating in discourse carries
social responsibility, participating in a science of discourse carries far more,
as we get a steadily clearer and larger picture of how some people are much
better than others at using discourse to reach their goals.

To prevent misunderstandings, we must stress the contrast between our
programme and the campaign of traditional grammar. Since ancient times,
language guardians have been rallying to ‘preserve good language’ and
‘rescue it from destruction by vulgar speech’. They have invoked such lofty
ideals as ‘logic’ and ‘purity’, but their real motive has been to legitirfize the
language variety of powerful people as the only ‘correct’ or ‘proper usage’. In
this way, other people could be disempowered by excluding them from
public discourse or else forcing them to participate with feelings of anxiety
or humiliation. So most of the ‘incorrect’ or ‘improper’ usages were picked
out from the normal language of the social groups who were to be dis-
empowered,

We must understand that the issues of usage over which the campaign
was usually fought were unrelated to successful communication, and why.
They were technical or finicky points worked out or just made up by the
‘language guardians’, typically schoolmasters or clerics who were naturally
self-conscious about their speech and keen to supplement their meagre
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‘incomes by giving lessons or writing books and treatises about ‘correct
usage’. Having no scientific methods of gathering and sorting data, the
guardians just followed their own intuitions and wishful thinking.

Over the years, long disorganized lists have been compiled and passed
along, in handbooks or schoolbooks, of all the things you should or should
not say. In school, pupils are regaled with bales of confusing and imprac-
tical advice purporting to ‘improve’ their language. Most of the pupils who
prosper come from social backgrounds whose language varieties already
resemble the ‘proper’ variety. A few others succeed in switching to the
‘proper variety’ through great diligence, but risk sounding a bit awkward in
‘proper society’ and very awkward among friends and family. The rest just
leave school convinced they still don’t speak or write ‘good English’, now
regarded as a mysterious game whose rules change from teacher to teacher
and never get clearly explained. Indeed, it’s a game everybody is told to
play if they want a good life, but the rules are made so confusing and
complicated that people need special lessons at exclusive places fittingly
called, until recently, ‘grammar schools’.

In this game, prissy and irrelevant rules have a good market value to
mystify ordinary people. If you proclaim it “wrong’ to ‘put a preposition at
the end of a sentence’, people struggle to say fussy thing things like (4} and
‘hesitate to say things like (5) and (6), where the alternatives are plain awful.

(4) to whom did you give it? (not: whom did you give it to?)
(5) what did she look like? (awful: like what did she look?)
(6) he’s worth listening to (awful: to him is worth listening)

Such ‘rules’ are in effect unworkable solutions for imaginary problems, and
reveal an insensitivity for English grammar: an expression such as ‘look
like’, ‘listen to’, or ‘pay for’ is not verb plus preposition but rather a
phrasal verb that can no more be taken apart than can ‘resemble’ or ‘hear’.

T am not suggesting some grand conspiracy among teachers of English;
many have sincerely aspired to improve the English language and to help
ordinary people. Instead, educational practices have evolved and survived
to suit the findamental contradiction in the ideclogy of Western societies
between inclusive theory and exclusive practice (Beaugrande, 1996). In
theory, all citizens have the same basic human rights to free speech, public
education, scientific training, and so on; in practice, the great majority are
systematically excluded. We can find this contradiction in all our demo-
cratic institutions, above all in our public schools, which in theory offer
everyone equal chances to succeed by merit and in practice programme
many young people for a lifetime of failure and poverty (Lemke, 1990).
Applied to language, the same contradiction favours approaches that in
theory teach everyone to speak ‘properly’ and in practice select pupils from
privileged backgrounds — quite apart from what the teachers might intend.

The first organized resistance against the campaign of language
guardians was mounted when ‘modern linguistics’ declared its resolve to
describe actual usage. what people do say and not what language guardians
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think they should say. ‘The non-standard speaker’ was sensibly counselled
to ‘take pride in simplicity of speech and view it as an advantage’
(Bloomfield, 1933: 499). But this resolve was stunted by the project,
sketched earlier, of orienting the description toward some ideal underlying
order of ‘units’ and ‘rules’, which was too near the old ideals of ‘logic’
and ‘purity’ invoked by grammarians. Providing accurate registers of the
‘phonemes’ and ‘morphemes’ of many languages and langunage varieties
does not yet account for the effective discourse strategies genuinely essential
to successful communication. Nor does it supply practical alternatives for
language teachers who would gladly relinquish the old campaign against
‘incorrect grammar’. So the prospects for concerted interaction between
English teachers and linguists have not moved very far beyond the
programmatic stage of hopeful talk about a ‘revolution in teaching’
(Postman and Weingartner, 1966).

I raise these issues becauss we can expect the programme of discourse
analysis for supporting effective communication to be both accidentally
misunderstood and deliberately misrepresented in contexts of institutional
power, where language is currently a major pretext for denying human rights
(Phillipson and Skuttnabb-Kangas, 1994). Language guardians will resent us
for demystifying their campaign not to ‘improve langnage’ but to protect
privilege and legitimize social and ethnic discrimination. Homework linguists
with fancy ‘theories of syntax’ will call us “unscientific’ and absurdly lump us
together with the language guardians. Both of our opponents’ parties are.
high in power and low in responsibility, and bent on maintaining the status
quo. :

Yet another danger looms, as Teun van Dijk has foreseen. If we do
discover and describe the strategies for effective communication, our results
can be co-opted by the same manipulators, indoctrinators, and exploiters
who have long been using discourse to seize and secure their power —
politicians, demagogues, bureaucrats, profiteers, and advertisers. We cannot
prevent them, but we can help ordinary people use discourse to resist their
schemes and scams, provided we can make our results widely available in
plain language and in readable (or listenable) sources. Either we take our
own advice and communicate effectively — or we don’t deserve to be
believed any more than our opponents, the snobbish guardians and gliy’
homeworkers.

The Programme of Discourse Analysis: Looking Back

So far, I have told you why discourse analysis was resisted for so long and
why I think its time has come. I have also suggested why large-scale
projects for helping people to participate in discourse more effectively run
counter to powerful interests in society and science. Next, we can look at
the resources and outlooks for a programme of discourse analysis along the
lines I have been pursuing.
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It’s essential to consider which disciplines might be contributors. One
obvious candidate we have already met: the linguists who developed
methods for fieldwork on previously undescribed languages. Instead of
‘language by itself’, you analyse discourse encountered in human inter-
action, a principle emphasized by American tagmemics (for example, Pike,
1967). Also, you benefit from being ‘defamiliarized” from your own culture
and meeting “strange’ ways of saying and doing things. Evelyn Pike told a
story about one culture whose language she was studying, where locations
are expressed by the points of the compass rather than the sides of the body.
At the approach of a poisonous snake, somebody yelled ‘jump to the east!

Fieldwork also reveals differing notions about what a language needs to
express. For example, Mumiye, a Niger-Congo langnage, has special forms
to indicate when an action is ‘progressive’ (is continuing) or ‘durative’ (goes
on for a longer time), such as “yi’ in (7) and (8) and ‘maa’ in (9) (data
reported by Danjuma Gambo, in Longacre et al., 1990: 151f). The piece-
by-piece translations indicate what the morphemes contribute, while the
idiomatic translations suggest what an English speaker might say:

(7) kpanti nwang kn  sha-yi
chief sat  food eating-DURATIVE
‘the chief sat eating and eating’

(8) sombo da-yi di ya biika . jaa gbaa
squirrel go-DURATIVE go take FOCUS child hoe
‘the squirrel was going to go take a small hoe’

(9) kura gbéia yuu naa
tortoise returning road PROGRESSIVE
‘the tortoise was returning on the road’

English has no special form for ‘durative’; and its ‘progressive’ form with
“ing’ need not indicate that something went on for a long time. Often, it
indicates an action going on when something else happened (such as ‘the
tortoise was returning when he met the squirrel’). For some actions, we can
use repetition (‘eating and eating’) but for others this would sound odd (for
example, ‘returning and returning’ might suggest several different returns
rather than one long one). Yet we can rely on our world-knowledge, for
example that tortoise take a long time to travel — just as the world-
knowledge of Mumiye speakers grasps a small hoe as a ‘child hoe’ although
nobody saw hoes bear children.

Studying discourse data from unfamiliar languages makes you more
sensitive to data from familiar ones. People’s sensitivities to a language like
English have long been dulled and distorted by unreliable schoolroom
‘grammars’ (see previous section). Moreover, English has been dominated
by written culture, encouraging the belief that the order of language only
emerges when written down in neat sentences - a belief shared by many
homework linguists. So we have not properly appreciated the different
and highly elaborate order of everyday spoken language, as uncovered by
‘conversational analysis® (see below).
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In contrast, the more remote languages of Africa, Asia, Oceania, and
South America have been centred on oral cultures. They have been spared
campaigns against ‘incorrect’ usage, and the bookish equation of orderly
language with written language; some never devised writing systems at all.
High values were placed on speaking skills in communal activities such as
story-telling, which vitally supported cultural traditions against the Tavages
and dislocations of slavery and colonialism. Whole systems of spoken
discourse signals were developed to organize the story-line with its indi-
vidual events and their participants, as discovered by Longacre and his
group (1990) in some 40 languages of East and West Africa. In Gimira, an
Omotic language of Ethiopia {(data reported by Mary Breeze, in Longacre
et al., 1990: 27, a ‘switch reference marker’ (shown as S/R) is used at the
high point of a story when the main characters alternate major actions. We
see the marker in the nasal sound “n/m’ affixed to verb-forms in the story
(10) about a man named Gartn who was up a tree collecting honey when
he was spotted by a hungry leopard (FUT = future; LOC = location; SUB
= subject; STAT = static verb-forms indicating the setting):®

(10) panc’i yi tok’an  yisti ific gapmk’an  wognsi
leopard-SUB his foot-LOC being tree branch-LOC having-sat
hammsagyis maki bak’u. Taci peski hamiSidni icu Gartn
g0-FUT-STAT-he saying waited thinking not-to-go refused Gartn
nasi esa  myac’a kabnsi yi apm hazn m’'msi-
man-SUB honey bees  having-wrapped his face-LOC E_.cﬁum-wﬁﬂ
myac’am  dusti woc’i koskan wot’i #i€amm
having-eaten by-bees being-stung running valley descending
ylam - gurt’i yisti dodn wornti hank’u,
leaving-S/R by-it trembling being ground-LOC descending went

‘The leopard being at the foot of the tree, he had been sitting on
the tree branch and waiting, saying and thinking it would go. It
refused to go. Gartn wrapped the honey and the bees and threw
them in its face. The bees stung it and it ran away down into the
valley. After it had gone, trembling he descended to the ground and
left.’

s

Both the piece-by-piece translation and the more idiomatic one show rapid
switches of the agent (the one who does the action) between ‘leopard’ and
‘Gartn’, who are named only once each. We can use world-knowledge to
infer from context who is meant, though I have cleared up the English
translation by switching between the pronouns ‘he’ and ‘it’. The switch
reference marker only appears for the two decisive actions of Gartn’s
‘throwing’ (‘haz-n’) and the leopard’s finally ‘leaving and descending’
(§iam-m") from the valley, and not for less decisive actions like ‘sitting’
and ‘thinking’. We see here how forms and patterns relate to the total
discourse and are not merely ‘morphemes’ or ‘sentence structures’ to
segment and classify.
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We can still find a few discourse signals in traditional English stories. In
an 1878 rendering of the familiar folktale “Tom Tit Tot"? (a demonic cousin
of Rumpelstiltskin), ‘well’ systematically appears at important turning
points in the story, often with a shift of time:

(11) Well, once there were a woman and she baked five pies [through a
misunderstanding, the king proposes marriage to her daughter if she
will spin for him] Well, so they was married [king orders her to spin or
die] Well, she were that frightened [she bargains with a demon to do
the spinning; she must guess his name or be ‘his’] Well, the next day
her husband took her into the room and there were the flax [demon
appears and spins] Well, when her husband he come in: there was the
five skeins [a cycle of spinning and name-guessing begins] Well, every
day the flax and the vittles was brought [king unwittingly reveals
name] Well, when the gal heerd this, she fared as if she could have
jumped outer her skin for joy [she tells the demon his name] Well,
when that heerd her, that shrieked awful and away that flew into the
dark

We hardly notice such uses of ‘well’ because the word has many other
functions, for example as a conversational signal indicating you are about
to give a sponianeous opinion.® Also, these functions do not figure in
traditional grammar books; and ‘well’ is not deemed ‘proper’ for written
English.

Data like those from Mumiye and Gimira indicate why fieldwork
naturally leads into discourse analysis. But only around the mid 1970s did
such work adopt the term ‘discourse analysis® (led by Grimes, 1975; 1978;
Longacre, 1976). By then, linguistics was turning away from the project to
disconnect language from discourse and favouring alternative projects.

The most important alternative was functional linguistics, which has had
several branches. A Czechoslovakian branch, sometimes called the Prague
School and founded by Vilém Mathesius and his pupils, exploited their
knowledge of Slavic languages like Czéch and Slovak, where the order of
words in a sentence is more flexible than in English and depends crucially
on degrees of knownness’ and ‘focus’. In comparison to the more ordinary
version (12), the English order (12a) emphatically focuses on the ‘problems’
by fronting the expression ahead of the sentence subject. In contrast, the
Czech version in (12b) (REFL PRON = reflexive pronoun) is not emphatic,
showing that ‘what is regarded as unusual in one language need not appear
8o in another’ (Firbas, 1992: 125f). :

¢

(12)  a computer could take in its stride most of these problems
(12a) most of these problems a computer could take in its stride

(12b) vétdinou problemil by si podcitat
with most problems it-would REFL PRON computer
hravé poradil

with-great-ease it-cope

A e o

The functional sentence perspective, as this approach has been called
(bibliography in Firbas and Golkova, 1976}, revealed previously unnoticed
ways for text and context to influence the arrangement of English
sentences. In Katherine Mansfield’s short story ‘At the Bay’ {analysed by
Firbas, 1992: 26ff, 74f), the setting is made the opening theme for Linda
Burnell’s appearance on the scene. As in many discourse beginnings, the
communicative dynamism — how ‘informative’ the content is — starts out
high for the opening sentence (13.1) presenting first the ‘setting’ and then
the main person in the story as the subject of the sentence and her
‘dreaming’ action as the main verb. Putting the setting in a long phrase
ahead of the subject suggests that the story will highlight the setting.

(13.1) In a steamer chair under a manuka tree that grew in the middle of
the front grass patch, Linda Burnell dreamed the moring away.
(13.2) She did nothing. (13.3) She looked up at the dark, close, dry
leaves . .

Though we cannot anticipate a ‘steamer chair’ or an exotic ‘manuka tree’,
it is normal for a chair to be placed ‘under a tree’ and for a tree to ‘grow’
in a ‘grass patch’; in such a pastoral setting, ‘dreaming’ is a typical action
t0o. In contrast, the dynamism of {13.2) is uniformly iow: the pronoun
subject ‘she’ is already identified, and the activity of ‘doing nothing’ is
expected from a ‘dreaming’ person. The dynamism of (13.3) is a bit higher,
with the same pronoun subject ‘she’; and someone in a reclining chair
under a tree easily looks up and sees ‘leaves’, though we might not
anticipate them being ‘dark’ or ‘close’. & .

Starting the story-line for the whole discourse in this way indicates that
the main character is Linda Burnell and that we’ll learn what she ‘dreams’
about. Also, prominently placing the setting at the start suggests that the
dream will be associated with the tree; a lengthy reverie about ‘Qowers’
indeed ensues, and about Linda ‘feeling like a leaf’. As a British writer,
Mansfield probably hoped the ‘manuka’ species of tree would make the
story more informative than a typical British tree. In the Gimira story (10),
in contrast, the ‘tre¢’ setting remains unspecified, the ‘thematic’ focus of
attention being the plight of a man who, if ‘dreaming’ about anything, is
dreaming about being safe at home away from leopards. '

The British branch of functionalism, led by linguists like J.R. Firth,
Michael Halliday, and John Sinclair, also rejected the disconnection of
‘language by itself” and studied what speakers actually say. Sinclair’s group
pioneered ‘discourse analysis’ through fieldwork on classroom’ discourse.
Instead of “linguistic units’ and ‘rules’, the main terms highlighted discourse
moves like initiation, nomination, and follow-up by the teacher, and bid and
response by a learner, as in (14):°

(14) Initiation T Give me a sentence using an animal’s name as
food, please.
Response L1 We shall have a beef for supper tonight.
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Follow-up T Good. That’s almost right, but ‘beef’ is uncount-
able so it’s “we shall have beef”’, not ‘“we shall have

a beef”.
Initiation Try again, someone else.
Bid L2 Sir.

Nomination T  Yes Freddie.
Response L2 We shall have a plate of sheep for supper tonight.
Follow-up T No, we don’t eat ‘sheep’, we eat ‘mutton’, or

‘lamb’.

Initiation Say it correctly.

Response L2 We shall have a plate of mutton for supper
tonight, .

Follow-up T Good. We shall have mutton for supper. Don’t use
‘a plate’ when there’s more than one of you.

Such discourse plainly occurs only in classrooms, pursuing the old
campaign for ‘correct’ usage (see earlier). The pupils are not to tell what
they like to eat and why, or how to cook it. The task is far more artificial:
saying ‘an animal’s name as food’, which easily traps pupils with the tricky
English usage of French loan-words for the foods (e.g. ‘mutton’, ‘beef’,
‘veal’) instead of the animals’ usual names. Communication is subordinated
to fine points of usage that the teacher illustrates without giving useful
explanations. . :

Several British functionalists were guided by knowing oriental languages
like Chinese, rather than Slavic ones; and they too brought new insights
into English. They developed a view of language being a network of options
that are assigned their functions when language is used in discourse. Instead
of ‘correctness’, the key criterion is markedness, for example to emphasize
‘these problems’ in (12a). This ‘network’ view carries the British brand
name of systemic functional linguistics and assumes that the organization of
a language is expressly designed to support its use.

One classic demonstration, also a model for stylistics, was given by
Halliday (1973) for William Golding’s The Inheritors. To evoke a
‘Neanderthal tribe’s point of view’, Golding uses clause patterns whose
‘subjects are not people’ but ‘parts of the body or inanimate objects’; the
effect is ‘an atmosphere of ineffectual activity’ and ‘helplessness’, and a
‘reluctance to envisage the “whole man™ . . . participating in a process’
(1973: 123, 125). When the Neanderthal Lok watches a person from a more
advanced tribe shooting an arrow at him, the event is expressed as a series
of natural processes performed by a ‘stick’ and a “twig”:

(15) 'The bushes twitched again . . . The man turned sideways in the bushes
and looked at Lok along his shoulder. A stick rose upright and there
was a lump of bone in the middle . . . The stick began to grow shorter
at both ends. Then it shot out to full length again. The dead tree by
Lok’s ear acquired a voice. “Clop!” His ear twitched and he turned to
the tree. By his face there had grown a twig. (Golding, 1955: 106f)

PR SRy M IR TR SRR YT -

These choices deliberately omit the connection between ‘stick’ and ‘twig’ in
a single weapon of bow and arrow, plus the causes and effects involved,
such as bending and releasing the bow, seen head-on as a stick ‘growing
shorter at both ends’ and then ‘shooting out to full length’ and propelling
the ‘lump of bone’ and its shaft to ‘the tree by his face’. Lok’s notion of a
‘dead tree’ suddenly ‘growing a twig’ symbolizes the Neanderthal§’ archaic
and mystified world-view, dooming them to a destruction they can neither
understand nor resist, at the hands of a more evolved people.

Another contributor to discourse analysis would be the discipline of
sociolinguistics, which reconnects language with society by studying the
language varieties corresponding to differences in social, regional, and
economic status. These varieties differ not just in sound patterns, but also
in discourse patterns, depending especially on whether the participants
come from a more ‘written’ or more ‘oral’ culture. When shown a series of
pictures and asked to tell the story, middle-class children from written
cultures specified nouns for things like ‘boys’ and ‘window” in (16), whereas
the working-class children from oral cunltures, assuming anybody can see
what’s meant, used pronouns like ‘they’ and ‘he’ and pointing expressions
like ‘there’, as in (16a):'

{16) thres boys are playing football and one boy kicks the ball and it goes
through the window
{16a) they’re playing football and he kicks it and it goes through there

In Basil Bernstein’s (1964) unwisely named deficit hypothesis, working-class
people with a more ‘restricted code’ are also more limited in their mental
capacities than middle-class people with a more ‘elaborated code’. This
hypothesis triggered a storm of controversy because both common sense
and science wrongly assume that ‘intelligence’ is a fixed and innate
capacity, which would lead to the offensive hypothesis that the working
class is genetically inferior; Bernstein was claiming instead that social
conditions create disparities in mental capacities, including ones for using
language. The idea that intelligence is a social construct is repugnant to
many Western scientists and educators, because it demystifies our funda-
mental contradiction between inclusive theory and exclusive practice (see
previous section), and the alibi of education that failure is caused by the
biological and psychological limitations of individuals. Moreover,
Bernstein’s work suggested that the ‘remedial programmes’ tacked onto
ordinary schooling to bring pupils’ language varieties into line with the
‘standard’ would be ineffective ~ as we now know. Improvement demands
transforming the social conditions under which intelligence and discourse
competence are constructed, away from producing and legitimizing
inequalities and toward supporting equality in practice as well as in
theory (see next section). ,

The most detailed picture of real talk in soclety has been supplied by the
analysis. of conversation in ethnomethodology. Its home discipline was
sociology, which developed its own methods to study language rather than
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borrowing them from linguistics. Harold Garfinkel qu&.navo;nm moEEm
the term ethnomethodology after such terms as ‘ethnoscience’ or ms_Eo-
medicine’ for people’s common-sense knowledge of irm.a ‘science’ or
‘medicine’ do. His method proposed studying real conversational amﬁm. and
uncovering the participants’ common-sense ‘methodology’ for ordinary
social interactions. o

This method focused far more on real speakers than linguistics, mna‘Euo.u
oral culture, this time in familiar languages like English. Oouénmm.&on is
usually managed by its participants mc,_..ﬁ,ﬁmraw and fluently, ,.39 few
conspicuous breaks or disturbances. The significance of utterances 18 clearly
a2 function of the ongoing interaction as a whole rather than just .Em
meanings or words or phrases. Witness this bit of taped onnénmmuos
collected by Emmanuel Schegloff (1987: .mom.WQ (small capitals show
emphasis; brackets show overlap; colons indicate lengthened sounds):

(17.1) B: WELL, honey? I'll probl’y SEE yuh one a’ these days
(17.2) A: OH:: God YEAH
(17.3) B: [ Uhh huh!

(174) A: | We- .
(17.5) A: ButIc-Ijis couldn’ git down | there .
(17.6) B: Oh- Oh I know I'M not askin

TEW tuh [ come down

(17.7y A: | Jesus I mean I just didn’t have five minutes yesterday

Two middle-aged sisters who haven’t visited each other for some time are
convetsing on the telephone. Sister B probably w:n:%. to mmmn.a m o_omE_m
with the usual reference to a future seeing (17.1), as in English ‘see ya’,
French ‘au revoir, German ‘auf Wiedersehen’, etc. But sister A under-
stands a complaint about not having visited, S.a makes excuses for .ﬁ&%
she Sis’ couldn’ git down there’ {17.5). wwm,ﬁnn B &&.u_mwm that a.ﬁ mﬁwnno_m.ﬁn.m
A’s problems and signals that she was not pressing her m_wmﬁm to a Sm_m
(17.6), overlapping with A’s excuse of ‘not having five minutes yesterday
G.W.Mw.boangoao_ommma like Schegloff emphasize that the conversational
analysis can document its own interpretations s&r those nm_mam by the
actual participants, in this case, A’s misunderstanding m.Em B’s Aoumﬁn to
amend it. The theory thus stays far closer to the practice g.rmu in home-
work linguistics’. Though ‘often unnoticed or =canawgﬂ¢9m8&._w omm_c\&
observation or even effortful recollection of how talk goes’, Em .%ﬂu_ma
practices and features of the conduct of talk — w@m:mnonm.. m.ucsvmnosm_
apparent disfluencies, or inconsequential nromnw.m . . . are strikingly access-
ible to empirical inquiry’ (Schegloff, 1992). This lesson should be noted by
inguists and philosophers.
:s%ﬁwﬁ«ﬁuﬁm& _amwon came more easily to s.po discipline called .nmua
linguistics (early survey in Dressler, 1972). Hu_.m&.nﬁ_u?. moaw early ‘text
linguists’ tried constructing a disconnected theoretical unit of _m.umammn by
itself” called (what else?) the texteme and represented by complicated and
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impenetrable formulas. But a text disconnected from context resembles a
miscellaneous array like a pattern on wallpaper.

Most text linguists gradually reconnected texts to discourse participants’
knowledge of world and society. We developed the concept of rextuality:
not just a set of ‘theoretical units’ or ‘rules’, but a human achievement in
making connections wherever communicative events occur (cf. meﬂm_.mbmn
and Dressler, 1981). The connections among linguistic forms like words or
word-endings make up cohesion, and those among the ‘meanings’ or
‘concepts’ make up coherence; intentionality covers what speakers intend,
and acceptability what hearers engage to do; informativity concerns how
new ot unexpected the content is; situationality concerns ongoing
circumstances of the interaction; and infertexiuality covers relations with
other texts, particularly ones from the same or a similar ‘text type’.

We can demonstrate these seven principles with a short ‘classified’ advert
from Psychology Today (August 1983, p. 82) under the heading ‘Para-
psychology™ . :

(18) HARNESS WITCHCRAFT’S POWERS! Gavin and Yvonne Frost, world’s

foremost witches, now accepting students. Box 1502P, Newbern, NC
28560,

Here, general intertextuality specified the text type ‘classified advert’.
Intention and acceptance are typical: the writers publicize an offer for the
readers to take up. The ‘text type’ shapes the modest cohesion, showing just
one ordinary sentence, a command with the imperative (‘harness!”), and one
incomplete phrase resembling a sentence (like ‘are now accepting students’).
No command is given to ‘contact us’, “write us’, or ‘dispatch us your raven
or your flying broom with a parchment of inquiry’ — just the address. These
choices are strategic, especially the opening commands implying that the
action can be successfully performed — precisely what readers need to be
convinced of here. : .

Coherence centres on the topic of ‘witcheraft’, which common sense
holds to be the activities of ‘witches’ and to grant extraordinary ‘powers’.
This central topic is combined somewhat picturesquely with the ‘student’
topic of enrolling in courses and (not mentioned here!) paying fees. The
concept ‘foremost’ helps connect the two topics, since stories of ‘wifches’
often tell of superlatives, and students should be attracted to the “foremost’
authorities in a. field. In return, a submerged contradiction impends
between claiming to be able to ‘harness’ such ‘foremost powers’ versus
being obliged to seek fee-paying ‘students’ instead of just using the ‘powers’
to conjure up spirits who reveal buried treasure. .

The informativity (or ‘communicative dynamism’ in the ‘functional
sentence perspective’) starts out high, not merely by claiming that witch-
craft has real ‘powers’ in today’s world but also by inviting ordinary
readers to ‘harness’ them. Also quite high is the extravagant, untestable
claim to being the ‘world’s foremost’, although such inflated claims are so
commonly made in US advertising that American readers imay not be
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surprised. Perhaps the offer to ‘accept students’ has some surprise value too
(shouldn’t witches have ‘apprentices’?), though less so in a classified column
offering paid services. . :

The situationality seems the most significant principle of textuality here.
The Frosts'' evidently expect some readers to believe the advert and to
become ‘students’. This prospect must be viewed in the social context of
rising superstition, especially in areas like the American Southeast (in this
case North Carolina), as a desperate response to a ‘modernism’ too com-
plicated and interconnected for many people to comprehend or control
(Beaugrande, 1996). The feeling of powerlessness creates a vacuum some
people try to fill by ‘harnessing powers’ of any imaginable kind.

This social point can be supported by specific intertextuality by noticing
how other ads in the same magazine offer to solve your problems:

(19) Master the power of suggestion for $49.95. . _

(20) How TO REPROGRAM YOUR SUBCONSCIOUS ‘FAST! New Secret
Technique (Microshifting).

(21) DISCOVER HOW MIND POWER BREAKTHROUGH WORKS! Latest
Subliminal and Hypnosis/Sleep-Learning tapes.

(22) NEW SUBLIMINAL TIME COMPRESSION ‘audio’ technique anEE.Nnm
perception, resolves problems, energizes creativity. Free scientific
report. .

(23) ERASE DEBTS with litfle-known law — CREATE wealth!

Despite some diversity, the shared discourses’ strategies are obvious. To
explain why these marvellous plans or devices are not wmnmozm already, they
are called ‘mew’, ‘secret’, ‘little-known’, etc. Calling them also_‘fast’ and
easy panders to the readers’ presumed inability and impatience to mor.a
their own problems. How much you must pay is rarely mentioned, as in
(19) (for Americans, $49.95 is much less than $50), versus ‘free’ infor-
mation, as in (22). Powerless people are probably short on cash, and might
think you'll be safe from bill-coilectors once you have magic powers W..om.
turning them into hoptoads. These quasi-‘scientific’ ‘parapsychological’ aids
may contrast starkly with ‘witcheraft’, but nothing prevents a mmmvmmmﬁm
person from combining ‘subliminal’ and ‘hypnotic’ tactics with magical
incantations in order to leave nothing untried. In the words of a well-
known social psychologist, “the United States sometimes seems to be a huge
carnival of disorder and self-help, with shamans and prophets. seeking new
converts and rallying followers, all promising comfort, solace, and a better
life’ (Erchak, 1992: 117). S
Reconnecting language to knowledge of the world has also been the
main issue in the discipline of artificial intelligence. Computer programs
that can interact more ‘intelligently’ with humans must understand dis-
course in ‘natural language’, not just the artificial programming languages
invented for computers. This work shows how much rich world-knowiedge
is involved just in participating in simple conversations or accepting a brief
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mﬁoaﬁ mmua answering questions about it, such as for a prosaic news item like
(24).

(24) A New Jersey man was killed Friday evening when a car swerved off
Route 69 and struck a tree. David Hall, 27, was pronounced dead at
Milford Hospital. The driver, Frank Miller, was treated and released.
No charges were filed, according to investigating officer Robert
Onofrio.

The program can apply a schema or script for “vehicle accidents’, specifying
relevant data about what caused the accident, who was killed or injured,
and whether charges were filed. This prior knowledge supports the swift
comprehension of the news item along with appropriate inferences, for
example that the ‘driver’ lost control rather than deliberately beading for
the tree with the intent to knock it down and cart it home for firewood.
But how much world-knowledge and how many inferences are likely to
be humanly relevant? In principle, North American readers should know
that the ‘tree’ was a large northern outdoor tree rather than a dwarf bonsai
on a window sill or a Christmas tree in a shopping mall; that Hall was
taken to ‘hospital’ by an ambulance and not by Miller’s car or by canoe,
rickshaw, or skateboard; that Miller was ‘treated’ by dressing his injuries -
and not by giving him a fancy dinner; that he was ‘released’ by being
allowed to leave the hospital rather than being unlocked from the chains
into which the irate police had clapped him; that Onofrio is an ‘officer’ in

“the highway patrol and not on a ship or in a bank; and so on. Yet it seems

unreasonable to demand that all this be stored in human memory. Such
things would more likely be constructed only if the context required it.

This conclusion has in fact been reached in the discipline of discourse
processing. This field crystallized in the late 1970s and early 1980s to
support research in ‘the many disciplines that deal with discourse — socio-
linguistics, psycholinguistics, linguistics proper, sociology of language,
ethnoscience, educational psychology (e.g. classroom interaction), clinical
psychology (e.g. the clinical interview), computational linguistics, and so
forth’ (Freedle, 1977: xvi). As Freedle’s wide vision suggests, the field is a
transdiscipline strategically situated to address issues or problems from
multiple angles. 4

The central issue had not received adequate attention elsewhere: how
do people actually process a discourse during real communication? For
centuries, various disciplines have discussed ‘using language’ and ‘interpret-
ing texts’ without really explaining how language can operate so quickly and
easily. Philosophers and grammarians had assumed some ideal logical
system, perhaps instilled by God or innately transmitted among humans;
linguists had assumed some underlying orderly system of units and rules.
But nobody felt responsible for drawing detailed inside maps of the system
at work.

Discourse processing finally took -the issue seriously, and what they
found was a big surprise. Instead of holding a complete system ready with



a0 AEHCOUTSE dos SUWULILUTE diul T IVLCos

great batches of rules, processing designs its own series of systems on line.
The key evidence came from robust experimental findings on priming in
human text reception during reading (Kintsch, 1988). An item such as a
word is primed when it’s active in memory, as if standing at attention and
waiting to be called. Primed items are consistently recognized and
responded to more rapidly than others, for example by pressing a key to
signal that a word either is or is not an English word (a ‘lexical decision
task’). Surprisingly, the experiments indicated that when a word 1is
recognized, all its meanings are initially ‘activated’, not just the relevant
one for the context. Yet very soon the irrelevant ones are ‘deactivated’,
while the relevant ones raise their activation and spread it out. Suppose you
are a speaker of American English reading a text on a moving computer
display containing this passage:

(25) The townspeople were amazed to find that all the buildings had
collapsed except the mint. ,

The text suddenly halts at ‘mint’, and the display gives you a target item to
decide if it’s a real word. For a brief interval of roughly half a second, your
response would show priming for both the relevant ‘money’ and the
irrelevant ‘candy’, but not for the inferable ‘earthquake’ (what made the
‘buildings collapse’). Thereafter, the irrelevant item would lose its activation
while the relevant and the inferable items would gain. Evidently, the context
‘self-organizes’ during this tiny interval without running complicated rules.
Several important conclusions follow that may profoundly change' our
views of language and discourse. One of them I have anticipated: language
works so well by connecting with world-knowledge, for example about
buildings collapsing. Another one seems more disturbing: what people use
in communicating is not the language but one small version of it that self-
organizes expressly to support the discourse. Drawing maps of how that is
done goes far beyond our accepted theories, which would make it resemble
a tremendous miracle. But in real life, it’s not miraculous, it’s ordinary, in
fact easy. How can that be? : &
Reconnecting laniguage to knowledge of society has been a main issue in
the disciplines of social psychology (for example, Billig, 1986; Potter and
Wetherell, 1987), social cognition (Fiske and Taylor, 1984), and rhetorical
psychology (Billig, 1991)."3 An ideology is popularly held to consist of fixed
ideas, for example that communism is the root of all evil, including
violence at rugby matches (you didn’t know? stay tuned!). In discourse,
however, an ideology can easily produce inconsistencies, typically linked to
the basic contradiction between favouring human rights (inclusive theory}
and restricting who should have them (exclusive practice). We can thus
observe the same concept being used in discourse for opposite images of
different social groups, such as the concept of ‘violence’ among New
Zealanders talking about rioting at a rugby match against the South
African Springboks in April 1981. For the police, interviewees explained
the violence as an understandable ‘human’ response to ‘provocation’ (26),
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(27). But for the protestors, the violence was either a pleasurable goal for
‘trouble-makers’ who had no ‘moral’ positions on the ‘issue’ of apartheid
(28) or else the action of ‘well-meaning’ people ‘stirred up’ by ‘extremists’
{29) and ‘communists’ (30):'*

(26) policemen are only ordinary people/they must have had a lot of
EOMMowmou and I don’t blame them if at the last they were a bit
rou,

{27) 1think the police acted very well/they’re only human if they lashed out
and cracked a skull occasionally, it was/hah/only a very human action

(28) 1 feel very strongly that it gave trouble-makers who weren’t interested
in the basic moral of it an opportunity to get in and cause trouble to
beat up people/to smash property

(29) it was mainly extreme groups which took over/um and stirred people
up

(30) what reaily angered me that a certain small group of New Zealanders
. . . who are communists I believefled a lot of well-meaning New
Zealanders who abhor apartheid and organized them you know/to
jump up and down and infringe the rights of other New Zealanders

These discursive constructs make it possible to ignore or excuse the
msﬂumaama of rights’ both by ‘skull-cracking’ police and by the South
African government. The viclence on one side was a ‘human’ reaction to
wilful and malicious ‘trouble-makers’ who did not favour human rights but

‘infringed’ them. The adaptive value of such accounts is obvious in a

country that has long infringed the rights of the Maoris, a black minority
who are not even immigrants but the original inhabitants of New Zealand,
Ideology can also harness language for inverting things into their
opposites. In modern times, the scariest example is how preparations for
war get transformed into means to ‘keep the peace’ because, as with the
bugbear of ‘communism’, huge sums of money can be made in the defence
industry that makes such ‘generous contributions’ to political parties. How
this transformation affects language and discourse was described by George
Orwell in 1946 with an uncanny prescience of the future (say, Americans in
Vietnam in the 1970s or South Africa’s mercenaries in Anglo and
Mozambique in the 1980s): i

F our time, political speech and writing are largely the defence of the indefen-
sible. Things like the continuance of British rule in India, the Russian purges and
deportations, the dropping of atom bombs on Japan can indeed be defended but
only by arguments that are too brutal for most people to face . . . political
language has to consist largely of euphemism, question-begging, and sheer cloudy
vagueness. Defenceless villages are bombarded from the air, the inhabitants
&Eou out into the countryside, the cattle machine-gunned, the huts set on fire
with incendiary bullets; this is called pacification.

Yet mEu.r m_.mmbm abuses should not distract us from the subtler “politicizing’
of public discourse at large and increasingly also the discourse of the home,
the school, and the workplace, where delicate hierarchies of power are
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played off to block or undermine solidarity (cf. Apple, 1985; Wilden, 1987).
As the material crisis worsens the competition for diminishing world
resources, cultural differences are made into grounds for confrontation. The
de facto multiculturalism of most ‘modern’ societies is fiercely attacked by
a militant right-wing monoculturalism that mystifies claims to cultural
supremacy for middle- and upper-class native white males behind an
allegiance to the values of ‘law and order’, ‘patriotism’, “family’, and
‘Christian morals’ (cf. Fish, 1994). Few people would object to such values
or, if they do, right-wing discourse has a gallery of buzzwords ready to burl
at them: ‘soft on crime’, ‘unpatriotic’, ‘Satanic’, and (of course} ‘com-
munist’.

Predictably, the chief targets of nmE.EEm monocultural discourse are
ethnic minorities and immigrants (cf. van Dijk, 1987; 1991; Essed, 1991),
where old feelings of racism and colonialism can handily be reawakened (if
they ever were asleep). A leading discourse strategy is to transform the
victims into victimizers'> by hatching ‘conspiracy theories’ and making the
minorities and their defenders into scapegoats for the economic and
political problems actually nwcwnm g the greed, waste, and corruption of
the ruling white males. Consider:'®

(31) Our traditions of fairness and tolerance are being exploited by every
terrorist, crook, screwball, and scrounger who wants a free ride at our
expense. (Daily Muail, 28 November 1990)

(32) Nobody is less able to face the truth than the hysterical ‘anti-racist
brigade’. Their intolerance is such that they try to silence or sack
anyone who doesn’t toe their party line. (The Sun, 23 October 1990)

(33) Liberal academics [have] abandoned scholarly objectivity to create
academic disciplines that were in actuality political movements .
ethnic studies, women’s studies etc. have one intent only, that is:
undermining the American education system through the transforma-
tion of scholarship and teaching into blatant politics. (Florida Review,
12 October 1990)

Such discourse betrays a characteristic motivation gap: making victims into
victimizers requires accusing them of seizing the initiative to do things for
which they could have no reasonable motivation, such as ‘academics’
striving to ‘undermine the education system’ that gives them a livelihood.
The discourse either doesn’t mention the real initiative coming from the
right wing or else portrays it only as ‘fighting back’. Historical parallels to
the anti-Semitic discourse of the Hitler era are all too patent. :

Discourse analysis must not just describe and demystify the discourse ow
cultural confrontation and victimization, If we make angry counter-attacks
on racists, we get drawn into their own mode of confrontational discourse.
Developing alternative strategies for cultural integration and co-operation
is much harder, and certainly will not be achieved without concerted
projects and explicit models, to which I now turn,
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The Programme of Discourse Analysis: Looking Ahead

Our highest and hardest goal will be to achieve the wholeness of a trans-
disciplinary perspective where we can make connections among the vast
panorama of issues crowding onto our agenda, and can draw both ‘inside
maps’ and ‘outside maps’ in co-ordination with each other. Such an
expansive programme poses daunting tasks indeed, but is urgently justified
by the geopolitical sitnation today. The close of the twentieth century is
pervaded by a sense of impending crisis, even among the dwindling por-
tions of the world’s population whose fortunes are still secured. Some of the
causes are widely known, especially the material crisis of resources brought
on by the wasteful exploitation of the environment for immediate profit
and by the voracious consumption of surplus commodities by small elites.
Far less attention has been devoted to the twin knowledge crisis and com-
munication crisis. The ‘modern’ world as a whole possesses an exploding
body of specialized knowledge that is locked up in discourse accessible to
only a few people concentrated in centres of wealth and power, and not to
many persons who need it for controlling their own lives and careers. They
desperately struggle on to cope with life in a ‘modernized’ world where
everything seems connected but almost nobody understands how. So people .
fail to make connections, especially their responsibilities to family, neigh-
bourhood, society, and future generations, and subsist on selfishness, con-
frontation, and exploitation. Alienation and anxiety abound, punctuated by
senseless violence. _

The failure to connect is clearly reflected in regressive strategies that are
short term in tushing toward immediate goals, confrontational in asserting
your goals by denying other people’s, and destructive of resources. Pro-
gressive strategies are long term in weighing your goals against future
conditions, co-operative in integrating your goals with other people’s, and
constructive of new resources, Clearly, progressive strategies can be
supported through discourse but are unlikely to be unless we can provide
explicit models showing how.

So discourse analysis increasingly raises the Hﬁombnoﬁ of not merely
describing discursive practices but transforming them into more progressive
practices. Our framework would be the ideology of ecologism, wherein
theory and practice are reconciled through human co-operation in con-
sciously sustaining a life-style in harmony with our social and ecological
environment, and in programmatic opposition to the dominant ideology of
consumerism. It is unfortunately no exaggeration to say that the survival of
the planet over the next century or so hinges on developing more pro-
gressive strategies of discourse for sharing and accessing crucial knowledge
and for communicating about our problems and conflicts.

For such a challenge, we can pursue concurrent transdisciplinary .Ed-
grammes, Qur cultural programme would assess how discourse can help
consolidate cultural groups and encourage mutual respect, and can demon-
strate how multiculturalism is the highest opportunity for realizing the whole
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spectrum of human potential. Our social programme would address the
relations between discourse and the processes of socialization in such arenas
as the home, the school, and the workplace. Our cognitive programme would
address the access and use of knowledge through discourse in an age of rising
specialization. Finally, our linguistic programme would address the strategies
for using language resources in progressive modes.

Could our own ‘story’ ever come to some happy end? If we take the
question literally, no. Our vast programme can have ‘no nb%.. much as
utopia is always in front of us (Freire, 1980): ours is a ‘never-ending story’.
But we can be more than ‘happy’ if we manage to provide a relevant and
useful description of the processes and practices of discourse in the service
of ecologically sound coexistence.

Notes

1 Sources include Koch (1972), Dressler and Schmidt (1973), Beaugrande (1980; 1985;
1984; 1996), Cicourel (1980), Beaugrande and Dressler (1981), Kalverkdmper (1981), Brown
and Yule (1983), Benson and Greaves (1985), Coulthard (1985), van Dijk (1985), Macdonnell
(1986), Heinemann and Viehweger (1991), Coulthard (1992), Mann and Thompson (1992).

2 For a detailed discourse analysis of linguistic works, see Beaugrande (1991},

3 From Pike (1967}, but less popular than other ‘-emes’.

4 Firth (1968: 106fF, 113, 182).

5 See Beaugrande (1995) for a fuller analysis with more samples.

6 I have made the idiomatic translation a bit more readable.

7 On this story, see Beaugrande (1980).

8 See Schriffrin (1987} on ‘discourse markers’ in English.

9 Sinclair and Brazil (1982: 45) offer this as ‘an example of the kind of follow-up that is
familiar to teachers’ without saying if it is from a native or a foreign language classroom.

10 From Hawkins (1969): not actual data but clusters of tendencies that he found.
11 Could this be a pseudonym associated with the poems “Two Witches” by Robert mu._.omﬁ

12 Data adapted from Cuilingford (1978: 4ff, 130-72). A problem with AL Rmmwamd is the
invented quality of English texts made easier for the computer. I have rewritten Cullingford’s
text into a version more typical for radio or newspaper. B

13 On problems in these intermediary fields with balancing the social against the cognitive
or psychological when representing beliefs or attitndes, see van Dijk (1987: especially Chapter
5). :
: 14 Data from Potter and Wetherell (1987: 1221f).

15 My translation of Ruth Wodak’s term Opfer-Téter-Umkehr.
16 T am indebted to Teun van Dijk for (31) and (32); compare van Dijk (1991) and Essed
(1991). :
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Discourse Semantics

-

Russell S. .._.03_5\ Linda Forrest,
Ming Ming Pu and Myung Hee Kim

The Problem of Meaning

It is remarkable how well, how routinely, we communicate with one
another. Whether we relate the common and trivial events of our day-to-
day lives or argue passionately for our ideologies; whether we read a simple
newspaper account of a world event or an academic paper on the intri-
cacies of human language; whether we compose a simple thank-you note or
a legal brief, our problems remain the same: how can we ensure that our

comprehender gets the message we intend, and how do we derive the

message intended from what we hear or read? Our problems as lingunists
also remain the same: for the comprehender, whether listening or reading,
we must describe and account for how meaning is derived from any of
these multiple sources; and, for the producer, whether speaker or writer, we
must account for how meaning is conveyed. This problem of meaning, this
problem of discourse semantics, is a complex one, involving interplay
among a wide array of linguistic and non-linguistic processes.
Let us consider a very simple example, the text fragment in (1).

(1) Text fragment
1 ... puck knocked away by Dale McCourt,
& picked up again by Steve Shutt/
Now Shutt coming out, into the Detroit zone/ _
He played it out in front/ ¢
5 There’s Lemaire with a shot.
and it was blocked by Reed Larson/

The fragment is a short segment transcribed from the concurrent and on-
line description of an ice hockey game, The professional announcer rapidly
produces his description as the events unfold before him. One can see that
the announcer alternates between active and passive voice (lines 4 vs lines
1, 2, and 6), between nominal and pronominal form, and between
existential or presentative clause type (line 5) and simple clauses (line 3).
What is it about the message the announcer must convey that leads to the
selection of these alternative structures? QOur initial and intuitive guesses,
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some grounded perhaps in our traditional schooling, is that the difference
between the active and passive is related to which referent is given more
emphasis or is somehow, at least at the moment, more important; that the
selection of the proper names versus the pronoun is related to keeping clear
which referent one targets at a given moment, and that the selection of the
existential is tied to whether or not the referent has been recently ‘on stage,’
as it were, as the action unfolded.

This chapter provides an introduction to the concepts and processes
:uamaﬁum our intuitions about how matters of erphasis and importance
and prior knowledge contribute to the meaning one derives from text and
discourse during comprehension, and how they contribute to and shape
decisions about the use of language structures in the service of larger
meanings.

The remainder of this section provides a framework for this effort.

Metaphors of Discourse Interaction

The way one thinks of discourse has a strong effect on the kind of theory
or model of discourse semantics one creates. The most naive metaphor can
be called the conduit metaphor of discourse. In this view, the speaker
packages his intended meaning into a textual artifact. This artifact, in
essence, contains the meaning intended by the speaker. It is conducted to
the listener in either spoken or written form. The text is then unpacked and
its meaning extracted from the text artifact by the listener,

Within the conduit metaphor one is invited to think of language and
texts as containing meaning, It invites one to think of meanings as inherent
to the text itself or to the clauses and words which make it up. Failure by
the speaker to be clear derives from a failure to match well intended
meaning with the details of text as produced. Failure by the listener to
comprehend arises from the failure to extract proper semantic detail or
nuance from the text itself. Language, in a sense, is viewed as a precision
instrument, which is used to craft a precise meaning, fully embodied in the
text. The text becomes both the target of analysis and the source, some-
times the only source, for explanatory information regarding its structure
and meaning.

An alternative metaphor, the one we will oEd_..wom here, can be called the
blueprint metaphor of discourse. In this view, the speaker holds a con-
ceptual representation of events or ideas which he intends should be
replicated in the mind of the listener. The listener is neither helpless nor
passive in the endeavor but actively engages in constructing her own
conceptual representation of the matters at hand. The speaker behaves as a
sort of architect and his linguistic output, the text, can be viewed less as a
fully fleshed out semantic construct than as a blueprint to aid the listener
during the construction of a conceptual representation. Just as a true
blueprint contains no actual building materials but depicts by convention
how existing materials should be employed in constructing a given edifice,
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so the text itself contains little or no meaning per se but serves by conven-
tion to guide the listener in constructing a conceptual edifice.

One can demonstrate the utility of the blueprint metaphor over the
conduit metaphor with a brief demonstration or ‘thought’ experiment.
Consider a simple task — like putting on your favorite sweater. Try to write
a passage which instructs a naive reader — a very naive reader — on how to
put on a sweater. No matter how much detail is provided in the text itself,
the text will never alone, never without the employment of other sources of
information, be adequate to get the sweater on. The conceptual model of
sweater-wearing the speaker has in mind is more complex than can be
captured in the text, and the text can only be helpful to the reader as it
exploits and builds on conceptual models of sweaters and donning and
whatever else can be brought to bear on the task.

Building or interpreting text blueprints requires dealing with two funda-
mental problems. The first is integrating the semantic information provided
in each utterance into a coherent whole,! The speaker must select pertinent
concepts and events from his experience and organize this in a2 way helpful
to the listener. The listener must integrate utterances heard into a coherent
representation which permits her to access or construct concepts and events
virtually identical to those held by the speaker. We can call this the
problem of knowledge integration.

The second fundamental problem is managing the flow of information
between speaker and listener in dynamic, real time interaction. The speaker
will help the listener succeed in knowledge integration in part by directing
the listener’s efforts to process the information provided through the text.
For example, the speaker will help the listener by exploiting information
held in common as a prelude to or anchor for information the speaker
believes will be novel or unexpected for the listener. The coherence of the
knowledge held by the listener will be affected by -how cohesive the infor-
mation is that the speaker offers. We call this the problem of information
management.

Knowledge integration requires effective information management, but
effective information management is not enough to account for knowledge
integration.

e

What Is Linguistic and What Is Not

The social and cognitive processes of discourse creation and comprehension
involve a complex array of both linguistic and non-linguistic processes. It
will prove immensely useful to keep in mind that both sorts of processes are
implicated in our understanding of discourse and text and that the dividing
line between linguistics and psychology cannot be neatly drawn. These
processes include at least three different types:

1  Morpho-syntactic codings: grammatical codes employed automatically
and generally non-consciously by speaker and listener to shape the flow
and decoding of information during production and comprehension.
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2 Implicatures: signals employed under routine conditions by the speaker
and which result in common and rapidly drawn inferences by the
listener.

3 Planning and inference: high level processes of planning on the part of
the speaker and inference on the part of the listener which set general
directions for less global processing by speaker and listener.

These issues will be dealt with more fully in the next main section where we
discuss the problem of knowledge integration in discourse.

Four Central Threads of Information Management

The ease with which the listener can integrate knowledge into a coherent’
vision of the concepts and events the speaker has in mind is determined
largely by how well the speaker controls the flow of information to the

listener. Information flow (Chafe, 1979; 1980a; 1987; 1994) depends on the

effective control of four distinct kinds of information:

1 Rhetorical management: participants must be clear about the goals and
intentions of the discourse interaction as these constrain greatly the
propositional content of production and the construal of what is heard.

2 Referential management: @m&o%mﬁg must keep track of the ..nwouoam.

and propositions they have in common.

3 Thematic management: participants must keep track of the central
elements around which the discourse is developed.

4 Focus management: the participants must keep track of which referents
they are dealing with at any given moment and must take steps to
ensure they are on the same one(s).

Each of these four threads will be pursued in separate sections in this
chapter.

The Granularity of Discourse Interaction: Three Key Levels

Discourse is neither flat nor linear in its organization; it is hierarchical, with
clauses forming higher order structures, paragraphs, which in turn combine
to form larger episodes or sections of discourse. For our purposes, it is
important to distinguish three key levels:

1 Global coherence: the participants develop a sense of what the overall
natrative or procedure or conversation deals with.

2 Episodic coherence: the participants are sensitive to smaller scale units
which contribute to EQU& coherence but which display an internal gist

of their own.
3 Local coherence: the participants make sense of the contribution of
individual sentences or utterances.

These three levels of granularity will be important to keep in mind as we
pursue each of the four threads of information management.

e WAl e S Wl § W St Ml Dar R TRAT T LS s il
Historical Perspective

The pragmatic notions discussed below emerged from research traditions
seeking answers to questions of discourse and syntax (see Cumming and
Ono, Chapter 4 in this volume), in particular to questions of typological
differences between languages. For example, the precursor to Prague
School work on functional sentence perspective was a volume by Weil
(1887), originally published in 1844, which appealed to pragmatic and
cognitive rationales to explain differences between the less constrained
word orders of Latin and Ancient Greek and the more constrained word
orders 'of modern European languages.

In the same vein, Prague School research was directed, as it is directed
today, at explaining differences between languages like Czech and English.
All of the pragmatic notions discussed below arose historically from
attempts 10 explain otherwise opaque structural contrasts. Why, after all,
should a language-‘need’ simple voice alternants like English passive, let
alone complex systems typical of Philippine Austronesian languages like
Tagalog or Cebuano, when the essential semantic content of passive and
active is identical?

The central concepts employed in developing theories of discourse
semantics have a long history. This chapter will respect that history, linking
current conceptualizations with their historical antecedents.

L3

Methodological Issues and Dilemmas

While it is not particularly fashionable to be concerned with methodology,
it is nevertheless E%onmﬁ to examine a number of issues tied to the
methods employed in the analysis of discourse semantics. Of particular
interest will be the contributions made to discourse studies by introspection,
by text counting procedures, and by experimental methods, Methodological
issues are taken up later in the chapter.

Cognitive and Discourse Semantics

E
There has always been an interest in the relationship between discourse and
text structure and their processing and storage in the mind. As early as the
nineteenth century, scholars such as von der Gabelenz appealed to
primitive ideas of attention in discussing ‘psychological subject’ (related to
notions of topic and theme), Similarly, early psychologists like Stout also
explained linguistic behavior by appeal to the activity of the mind (cf.
Lambrecht, 1994 or Gundel, 1974). More recently, many linguists, within
both discourse studies and more general linguistics, have begun to appeal to
cognitive notions in their theoretical efforts, in particular -to ideas of
activation (memory) and attention. The penultimate section examines the
promise this line of research holds for the future of discourse semantics.
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Knowledge Integration in Discourse

To appreciate the richness and complexity of discourse semantics in
discourse production and comprehension, let us consider two examples.
First, from the point of view of the speaker, consider the drawing in Figure
3.1. Describe the scepe as you examine it for the first time, perhaps even
recording your description, for a listener who cannot see the drawing.

There are a number of important matters one must deal with in devel-
oping a theory of discourse semantics. First, the speaker must have in mind
some sort of conceptual w@wm%ﬁnngu of the subject matter under
discussion. It is this representation which is the fundamental ‘meaning’ the
speaker works with in constructing a discourse. Most of the time as lin-
guists we think of the conceptual representation as a set of propositions,
sometimes referred to as a text representation or text base {Kintsch, 1974;
van Dijk and Kintsch, 1983), but a conceptual representation need not be
simply or only propositional. In the case of the Figure 3.1 the speaker will
form some sort of visual representation for the picture, which he will access
when speaking. For other kinds of experience, there may well be other
kinds of representation. For example, a conceptual representation for, say,
tasting coffee may well be different from one for listening to music, which
in turn may be distinct from that for shifting gears in a car. And, we must
remember that we can create conceptual representations as well as access
them from memory or perceptual experience.

In addition, one should keep in mind that conceptual tepresentations are
dynamic. While the picture in Figure 3.1 ig itself static, our viewing of it is
not: our eyes move from one element to another, pausing here and there,
skipping here and there, forming smaller scale images and impressions. In
the same vein, most conceptual representations are dynamic: we do not
view pictures so much as we do scenes and other sorts of unfolding events.
Even our abstract efforts are dynamic, as we leap from idea to idea or slog
through a difficult argument. Conceptual representations are thus founda-
tional for understanding discourse production.

The conceptual representation alone, though, is not the meaning of the
discourse. Somehow the speaker must select information from the overall
conceptual representation and build a text from that selected information.
The speaker will select information he believes the listener needs, and that
information will be presented to help the listener make good sense of what
is heard. How the spcaker manages information plays a critical role in
discourse production and comprehension. Discourse management involves
(at least) four independent threads. .

One, the speaker never merely outputs a conceptual representation via
language. The speaker always has some purpose or goal, perhaps even
several, in mind. Such goals constrain how conceptual representations are
searched, and they constrain the selection of information to convey. The
picture in Figure 3.1 will yield different descriptions depending on whether
the speaker is asked to ‘describe what seems to be happening’ or ‘evaluate

Figure 3.1 Scene example {(artwork by Jennifer Jones, 1995)

the quality of the drawing’. In each case the speaker will access a visual

‘representation of the picture, but the information selected and ultimately/ -

incorporated into a verbal description will be different. We can think of
m.-ama different goals or purposes in speaking as distinct rhetorical goals for
discourse production and the associated selection processes as defining an
area we will call rhetorical management.

Two, constrained by rhetorical goals, the speaker accesses the conceptual
_..ovnnwouﬂmmo? dynamically selecting referents and propositions for the
listener. As he does so, the speaker makes real time decisions about which
Hmmmnoam and propositions are more central or important to the developing
discourse. mE,& starting points ultimately assist the listener in building her
oﬁw.oonnobﬁc.& representation. We can think of important referents or
starting points as specifying the thematic organization of discourse and the
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‘associated pragmatic notions and processes as defining an area we will call
thematic management.

Three, in parallel with thematic management, the speaker will also
monitor dynamically which referents and propositions seem to be available
to the listener already and which require introduction or reintroduction.
Referents and propositions fall coarsely into two classes: those that the
speaker believes the listener can readily access, the information in common;
and those that the speaker believes the listener will need explicit assistance
to access, the targeted information. We can think of the interlocking
pattern of referents and propositions held in common or not as defining
the referential organization of discourse, and the associated pragmatic
notions and cognitive processes as defining an area we will call referential
management.

Finally, the speaker will monitor dynamically which referents and

propositions he wishes to ensure are brought to the attention of the listener.
From time to time, the speaker may not be certain that the listener has the
right referent in mind at the right time, or he may wish to somehow
highlight or emphasize a particular referent or proposition. We can think of
efforts to highlight or emphasize or steer the listener’s attention to par-
ticular referents and propositions as defining the focus organization of
discourse, and the associated pragmatic notions and oomE_uﬁ processes as
defining an area we will call focus management.

. These four arenas of discourse management define the central problems
Ow information management in discourse. While there is an extensive
literature dealing with each of these areas, there is at present no single,
comprehensive model of how they fit together to account ‘for knowledge
integration (but cf. Vallduvi, 1992 or Lambrecht, 1994). Still, one useful
model for understanding what the speaker does is Levelt’s (1989) blueprint
for the speaker. In Levelt’s model there are three principal components.
There is a conceptualizer, which is responsible for the creation of a pre-
verbal message, the central proposition to be encoded, annotated in some
way for pertinent pragmatic statuses like rapic, focus, or given. The pre-
verbal message is then processed by an utterance formulator, which (in
concert with the lexicon) assigns first a grammatical representation to the
message and then a phonological representation. The phonological
representation is then processed by an articulator, which is responsible
for the generation of overt speech.

A model of discourse semantics will deal with the creation of Levelt’s
pre-verbal messages with its pragmatically annotated propositions. Figure
3.2 (based loosely on Levelt, 1989) presents a simple model of production,
setting out the contribution of the four arenas of discourse management to
the overall discourse creation task. .

Briefly, the conceptualizer operates on a conceptual representation
to produce something like a pre-verbal message or annotated proposition.
The conceptual representation may come from several sources — current
perception, long term memory, or some creative production. The

Utterance formulator
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conceptualizer employs rhetorical management to select a particular event
or other conceptualization for communication consistent with the speaker’s
global and local plans for the discourse. This selected event is, in turn, and
in parallel, annotated for thematic, referential, and focus statuses (all
discussed below). The output of this process is a pre-verbal message, a
vnomoaaon annotated for fundamental pragmatic statuses and ready for
processing by the utterance formulator,

Turning to comprehension, one can see that the listener’s problem
parallels the speaker’s, but it is not simply its reversal. The listener will
form a conceptual representation as discourse is encountered. She will use
information extracted from the text in concert with information already at
hand to conmstruct a conceptual representation. Consider the discourse
sample in (2) and imagine the scene created in your mind as you read it.

(2) A boy with a pail on his head is trying to catch a frog who is falling
off a tree stump and the boy has accidentally caught his dog with the
net.

The listener encounters utterances one at a time in real time. She will
attempt to create a conceptual representation of the events the speaker
blueprints via the text, and she will do this by employing all of the infor-
mation at her disposal. Most researchers see the listener as creating some
sort of text representation. This text representation is something like the gist
of the text, a cohesive and complete general picture of the events or other
subject matter discussed. The text representation is generally taken to be a
set of propositions linked to one another to form a coherent whole. Perhaps
the best known such model is that of Kintsch and vah Dijk (1978). A text
representation for them is a set of propositions, linked together through
common referents and other features of events like time or place, and
connected to a higher order discourse theme or macroproposition. Otber
models (Gernsbacher, 1990; Kintsch, 1988; Reinhart, 1981; Vallduvi, 1992)
follow this general pattern. None of these models grapples with the larger
problem of how the text representation — the understanding of the message
— is tied to developing the final conceptual representation which the text
blueprints, for instance the (possible) mental i E_mmm resulting from compre-
hending (2).

In dealing with the text blueprint as it arrives in dynamic time, the
listener employs at least three distinct kinds of knowledge to decode the
text and integrate its information into a text representation. The listener
exploits the morpho-syntactic details of her grammar as they code the flow

of information in the text and discourse. She entertains implicatures derived

from the pragmatic interpretation of the sentences in the text against the

wider discourse context. And, she employs general processes of inference to’

help make wider connections between the current text and her larger store
of knowledge.

Morpho-syntactic coding can be exemplified by something like the par-
ticle wa in Japanese (Hinds et al., 1987). While the details are not agreed to

LA LUUI T JTllialilleoe £

by all researchers, speakers of Japanese appear to use wa to direct the
listener’s attention to the key referent in the utterance, its topic as some
argue. Listeners who encounter wa automatically treat the noun phrase so
marked as the key referent of the clause, integrating following information
against this central referent. These decisions are largely mﬁoBmﬁo and non-
consciously managed by speaker and listener.

Implicatures can be exemplified by something like the English conjunc-
tion and. In narrative discourse, when two clauses are conjoined by and, it
is common for a listener to conclude that the event reported by the second
clause occurred after the event reported by the first. However, the temporal
order of events is not part of the meaning of and, since there are many uses
of and which do not involve temporal order at all. The understanding of
order derives from implicature, an understanding of event order arising
from the interplay of the basic meaning of and with the larger context in
which the conjunction is used (Levinson, 1983).

Planning and inference can be exemplified by simple inference across
clauses. Suppose Mary has a new acquaintance, Sita, and has learned
enough about her to know that Sita was raised in one of two national
capitals, London or New Delhi. Upon hearing Sita utter (3a), Mary draws
the inference that Sita is from London, permitting Mary to utter (3b):

(3a) T used to enjoy playing in the snow in our garden when I was a child
and seeing all the trees covered in snow.

(3b) Did you ever see the Trafalgar Square Christmas Tree all covered in
snow?

The inference Mary draws that Sita was raised in London derives not from
any facts about language, but through Mary’s employment of world
knowledge while interpreting Sita’s observation in (3a). Such inferences are
important for knowledge integration, but the processes are strictly speaking
non-linguistic.

It is important to see that all of these processes are involved in knowl-
edge integration. But it is also important to see that these contiibutions are
distinct. It is easy for the linguist to include facts about implicature and
inference in descriptions of the function of linguistic forms in discourse, It
is easy for the psychologist or psycholinguist to conclude that hissor her
observations about language use are facts about the lingnistic system when
they might be due to non-linguistic processes of planning or inference. Two
excellent resources to help guard against such confusions can be found in
Levinson {1983) or Leech (1983).

There are two useful modefs of knowledge integration in comprehension:
Gernsbacher’s (1990) structure building mode! and Kintsch’s (1988)
construction-integration model. In Gemsbacher’s structure building model,
the listener’s goal is to build a coherent mental representation or ‘structure’
of the information in the discourse. In order to achieve this goal, the listener
uses many general cognitive processes and mechanisms. Some processes and
mechanisms are involved in ‘laying a foundation’ for the mental structure.
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Once the foundation has been laid, the listener develops her mental struc-
ture by mapping incoming information onto the previous structure.
However, the new information can only be mapped onto a current
structure if it coheres with earlier information. If the new information is less
coherent, listeners must shift to begin building a new structure:

In Gernsbacher’s framework, these mental representations are built from
memory cells which are activated by incoming information. If that
information is coberent with previous information, it is more likely to
activate similar memory cells. But if it is less coherent, it is not as likely to
activate similar memory cells. Instead, it will activate different memory
cells, and these newly activated cells become the foundation for a new
structure or substructure. When memory cells are activated, they transmit
processing signals which either enhance or suppress the activation of other
cells. A group of memory cells is enhanced as long as the information they
represent is needed in building the mental structure. When that information
is no longer needed, they will be suppressed. ,

Kintsch’s (1988) construction-integration model also deals well with
knowledge integration. This model attempts to describe explicitly how
knowledge is retrieved from memory and utilized in understanding
utterances. Consider the sentence, Mary baked a cake for Sally and burned
her fingers. In order to understand the utterance, the listener needs to know
more than merely the words and phrases that were uttered by the speaker.
She also needs to have a good deal of general knowledge about how the
world works, in this case, that baking entails that the object will be very
hot for a period of time. She must also know how language works, for
example, that the verb bake requires an agent and that this role is filled by
Mary in this sentence. Further, the listener needs to know specific infor-
mation about the situation in which the words were uttered. It is not clear
from the words alone whether Mary baked the cake as a gift for Sally, or
whether Sally was obligated to make a cake and Mary did it in her place.

Kintsch’s model of knowledge use in discourse comprehension has two
stages. In the first stage, the words in the utterance are used as the raw
material from which a mental representation of the meaning of the
utterance is constructed. This mental representation is a network of linked
propositions called a text base. In the second stage, the network is edited
and integrated with other knowledge stored in memory. Each proposition
in the utterance activates its closest neighbors in a general knowledge
network. This process of spreading activation results.in a text base which
contains not only the propositions that were uttered by the speaker, but
propositions retrieved from knowledge stores which are related to the
propositions in the utterance. Thus, after the second stage of processing, the
text base contains clusters of related propositions that combine the infor-
mation in the utterance with the world knowledge and language knowledge
stored in memory.

As we have seen, knowledge integration involves the meshing of non-
linguistic or real world knowledge and knowledge about one’s language
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with the actual utterances in the discourse. The speaker must employ non-
Jinguistic knowledge to observe and understand events in the world and
~their relevance to the listener. Then he must use this knowledge and
knowledge about his langnage to choose particular linguistic structures
which will be informative to the listener. The listener, for her part, must
interpret these linguistic structures using her own linguistic and non-
linguistic knowledge. This task is made easier if the speaker manages well
his task of providing the listener with appropriate information. In the next
four sections, we will explore how speakers manage the task of controlling
information for their listeners.

The Rhetorical Management of Discourse

While a detailed discussion of rhetorical management falls outside the scope
of the present chapter (but see Gill and Whedbee, Chapter 6 in this volume,
for a rich discussion), most of the key concepts discussed below depend on
their rhetorical setting for a full understanding. The process of speaking
involves both information and action. The informational component
includes the details of propositional content as well as pragmatic matters —
emphasis, importance, presupposition — which guide how the semantic
content should be interpreted. The action component includes the details of
discourse planning — both global and local — which help direct pragmatic
matters for the speaker and help constrain interpretation by the listener.

It is well known that the use of linguistic structures in discourse is related
to linguistic actions taken by the speaker. At the sentence level, the
linguistic action of, say, issuing a comvmand can be carried out through a

<~ number of linguistic structures: an imperative {(Give me your money; Let me

have your money), an interrogative (Could I have your money), or a
declarative (I want your money). These examples demonstrate that the form
of an utterance is separable from the action, in this case the speech act,
which the utterance carries out. i

The key insight of speech act theory (Levinson, 1983; Searle, 1969; 1979)
is that langunage is used to do things (Austin, 1962). Speech act analysis of
discourse focuses on local matters affecting clause or sentence type+But
language as action is reflected in higher level aspects of discourse organiz-
ation as well. For example, Swales (1981) examined some 48 introductions
to scientific and technical articles, He identified four crucial component
actions within each introduction. These actions, which Swales called moves,
capture critical kinds of information selected by the speaker from his
conceptual representation of the subject matter. As shown in Figure 3.3, a
typical introduction to a scientific article is composed of four moves:
(1) establishing the field, (2) summarizing previous research, (3} preparing
for present research, and (4) introducing present research.

There are numerous threads of research, many apparently unknown
to each other, which pursue work in this area. Probably the best known is
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‘Subject " HLA antigens in patients with scabies
Move 1 The cell-membrane molecules which are determined by the closeiy
Establish the field linked genes in the HLA chromosomal complex may be divided into

two different classes (Thorsby, 1979)

{a) The HLA-ABC molecules, which are determined by allelic
genes at the A, B, and C logci, are present on probably all
nucleated cells and are highly polymorphic.

(b} The HLA-D/DR molecules which have a more restricted tissue
distribution are present mainly on B lymphocytes and

monocytes/macrophages.
Typing for these antigens has become & tool of steadily increasing
interest.
Move 2 Patients with certain diseases have an increasing frequency of
Summarize previous  particular HLA antigens compared to healthy individuals (Dausset
research and Svejgaard, 1997). This is also true for some dermatological

diseases. The strongest appears to be the association between
D/DR and dermatitis herpetiformis {Solheim et al,, 1977), but
discoid lupus erythematosus (Stenszky, Nagy, and Szerze, 1975},
psoriasis (Williams et al., 1976), vitiligo {Retornaz et al., 1976) and
lichen planus {Lowe, Cudworth, and Woodrow, 1976; Halevy et al.,
1979) have been found to be associated with certain HLA antigens.

Move 3 The reason for these associations are unknown, but probably
Prapare for present  involve HLA gene control of T cell immune responses (Thorsby,
research 1978). Immunological mechanisms are also involved in patients

with scabies (Mellanby, 1944; Falk, 1980; Falk and Bolle, 1980a, b).

Move 4 'In view of these observations we looked for an .mmmoamﬁ._o:
Introduce present between scabies and any of the HLA-ABC antigens.
research

Figure 3.3 Analysis of article introductions (Swales, 1981 )

the British tradition of discourse analysis associated with Coulthard and
Sinclair (Coulthard, 1977; Coulthard and Montgomery, 1981; Sinclair
and Coulthard, 1975). Their classic work (Sinclair and Coulthard, 1975)
examined the structure of classroom discourse in British schools. Mehan
(1979) has developed similar lines of research within education.

Researchers in artificial intelligence have examined the goal oriented
structure of discourse and its relation to the structure of the knowledge that
the discourse is about. Grosz (1974) examines the language used in
assembling a water pump, investigating connections between knowledge
representations and referential form. Such task-based discourse work has
been conducted by Cohen and Perrault (1979), Baggett (1982), McKeown
(1985), Sidner (1983), and others.

Linguists have also examined the organization of discourse in “this
fashion. Early work by Propp (1958) investigated the prototypical organiz-
ation of Russian fairy tales. Grimes (1975) developed an inventory of
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rhetorical predicates to capture the intentional structure of discourse. More
recently, Levy (1979) examined the structure of informal interviews of
students completing course schedules. Hinds (1979) looked at procedural
discourse in Japanese. Mann and Thompson (1986) offer a rich system for
describing the fine-grained details of rhetorical management in natural
discourse. . -

All of these efforts propose an inventory of hierarchically organized
actions of one kind or another. High level structures can be decomposed
into constrained sets of lower order units; lower order units combine in
constrained ways to form higher levels of discourse organization. So,
Swales’s introduction is decomposed into four moves; the four distinct
move types combine to form a well formed introduction.

Understanding rhetorical management is important for discourse
semantics for a number of reasons. One, the integration of information
into or from the text is never merely a matter of processing individual
utterances. The utterances are integrated with respect to higher order
considerations, and these considerations are what is managed by the
thetorical component. Two, as this volume details elsewhere, there is an
important role to be played by the syntax, what we have called morpho-
syntactic coding, in signaling one or another information status as the
discourse unfolds. The determination of which information is thematic or
focused and so on is very much tied to the higher order rhetorical goals for
which the discourse was initiated. “

The Referential Management of Discourse

One of the characteristics of connected and coherent discourse is that
entities, once introduced at a given point in text, are often referred to again
at a later point. The problem of how reference is managed in discourse
production and comprehension has been the focus of considerable research
on discourse processing because ‘it is fundamental in understanding the
relationships among cognitive processes, knowledge integration, and
information management. :

The key insight within referential management is that certain concepts
seem to be held in common or shared by both speaker and listener, while
others are not. Information held in common forms part of the conceptual
scaffolding on which speaker and listener depend for effective communica-
tion. The key questions are: (1) what does it mean to say that speaker and
listener ‘share’ information, and (2) how is referential management related
to higher level aspects of rhetorical and discourse structure?

Virtually every theory of discourse structure draws a distinction between
given information and new information (also referred to as old vs new,
known vs unknown, or shared vs new), Each clause or utterance is theorized
to contain elements the speaker believes he holds in common with the
listener and elements the speaker believes he does not. So, in the discourse
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fragment in (4), the bold-faced NPs are mosﬂm_@ taken to be given infor-
mation and the italicized NPs new information.®

(4) Text fragment from popular novel Sarum by E. Rutherford (1988: 17)
1 The next day he discovered the lake.
Tt was a small, low hill about five miles inland
that first attracted his attention.
It looked like [a place from
5 which he could spy out the land and

where they could camp at least for the night].
‘When he reached the place, however,
he was surprised and delighted to find
that hidden below it and in his path

10 lay a shallow lake about half a mile across.
At its eastern end, a small outlet carried its water away towards the

sea.

Tracing round the lake
he found that
it was fed from the north and the west by two small rivers.

15 On its northern side was a flat, empty marsh.
The water, sheltered by the hill, was very still;
there was a sweet smell of fern, mud and water reed.
Over the surface of the lake, a heron rose
and seagulls cried.

20 Protected from the wind it was warm.
It did not take him long to make a small raft
and cross the little stretch of water.

Overall, this paragraph describes a new location encountered by the main
character in the novel. Several of the clauses exhibit straightforward cases
of given information as well as straightforward cases of new information.

The bold-faced NPs in 1, 2, 7, 8, 12, 13, 21 represent given information
because they have been mentioned before in the text. The italicized NPs in
1, 2, 10, 11, 15, 18,19, 21 represent new information, for they have just
been introduced. Other cases are a bit less clear, The NPs in 3, 11, 14, 15,
20 are marked bold, and their putative status as given must be related to
knowledge shared by writer and reader about lakes and their environs. But
then lakes also include native birds, like herons and gulls, so one wonders
why the NPs in 18 and 19 cannot count also as given.

Such observations have led a number of researchers to propose more or

less complex systems of given and new information.

Conceptual Foundations for Given and New Information

There are two basic ideas about given and new information: (1) given
information represents a referent shared in some way by speaker and
listener; or (2) given information is a cognitively activated referent.
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Given Information as Shared Information Traditionally, referential man-
agement is taken to require that a given semantic argument also hold a
pragmatic status like old or given or known information. Within the Prague
School, Mathesius (1939) suggests that one portion of the utterance
represents information that is assumed to be possessed by the listener from
the preceding context or may be inferred by her from the context.-Such
information is known (old, given) information. It is contrasted with the
portion of the utterance which the speaker presents as new (umknown)
information and which is the content of the utterance. Mathesius examined
how this status of information is signaled via strategies such as word order,
intonation, and other comstructions. These ideas were developed by other
Prague School scholars, -such as Danes and Firbas.

Halliday (1967a; 1967b) is concerned with relating each unit of infor-
mation in a given sentence to the preceding discourse. He draws a distinc-
tion between given information and new information. New information
represents information the speaker treats as not known to the listener.
Given information represents information the speaker treats as known to
the listener. Halliday links the status of new information to focal sentence
intonation. Unlike Prague School researchers, Halliday draws a further
distinction between krnown and unknown information. For Halliday, infor-
mation is known if the speaker assumes the listener can identify the referent
and is unknown if the speaker assumes the listener cannot identify the
referent. DuBois (1980) also considers the importance of identifiability in
referential management.

Prince (1981) finds ' these intuitively appealing notions to be - too
simplistic. She proposes a multi-way distinction in types of information
(types of statuses of referents). One, a referent is new when it is introduced
into the discourse for the first time. New referents may be brand-new, that
is newly created by the speaker, or simply unused, that is entities the listener
is assumed to know about but which have not been mentioned previously
in the discourse. Two, a referent is considered evoked if it is already part of
the discourse. An evoked referent may be textually evoked if the listener
had evoked it earlier on instructions from the speaker (as by the speaker’s
mention of the referent), or it may be situationally evoked if the listener
knows to evoke it all by herself, such as “you’ referring to the listeney.
Three, a referent is inferable if the speaker assumes the listener could have
inferred it, using knowledge and reasoning. A referent may be inferable
either from the text or from the situation.

Given Information as Degree of Memorial Activation Chafe (1976; 1987;
1994) discusses information status in terms of what is activated (or not
activated) in consciousness. He argues that the linguistic phenomena such
as given and new information are manifestations of our basic cognitive
activities. Our minds contain a very large amount of knowledge or infor-
mation but only a very small amount of this information can be focused
on, or be ‘active’, at any given moment. He proposes that a particular
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concept may be in any one of the three different activation states at a
particular time of discourse processing: active {(corresponding to the
‘given’), semi-active (accessible), or inactive (corresponding to the ‘new’).

An active concept is one that is currently lit up, a concept in a person’s focus of
consciousness. A semi-active concept is one that is in a person’s peripheral
consciousness, a concept of which a person has a background awareness, but
which is not being directly focused on. An inactive concept is one that is
currently in a person’s _oum.ﬁnna memory, neither focally nor peripherally active.
(Chafe, 1987: 25) -

A speaker normally makes changes in the activation states of certain con-
cepts which are partially reflected in their referential choice. If the speaker
assumes, prior to uttering an intonation unit, that a concept is already
active in the listener’s mind, he will verbalize that concept in an attenuated
manner, most probably pronominalizing it. If he assumes that a concept is
not presently activated in the listener’s consciousness, he will verbalize that
concept in a less attenuated manner, most probably nominalizing it.

Clark and Haviland (1974) relate these notions to memorial processes in
their discussion of the ‘given—new strategy’. That is, each sentence pro-
duced by a speaker contains some information that is old or given, and
some that is new. The old information serves as an indication of where, in
the listener’s memory, she will find information related to that conveyed by
the present sentence, and thus ‘an instruction specifying where the new
information is to be integrated into the previous knowledge’ (1974: 105).
Consequently, pronouns and definite noun phrases (NPs) are more likely to
refer to old or given entities and indefinite NPs to new information.

Givon (1983) also considers referential management in cognitive terms.
He observes that the speaker estimates to what extent a given referent is
mentally accessible to his listener. If accessibility is gauged to be high, the
speaker will use an attenuated referential form to index the referent (ellipsis
. or wmoboBE&Emcouv If mooamm_grq is judged to be lower, the speaker will
use a longer form, Hu@-&mﬁm ‘a simple nominal NP or one with some
modification. If accessibility is estimated to be very low, the speaker may
introduce a referent into the conceptual representation through (at least in
English) an indefinite NP or some other appropriate device.

Referential Management and Knowledge Integration

One important problem in reference management has been understanding
how speaker and listener keep track of referents during discourse
production and comprehension. Keeping track of referents involves three
related problems: (1) introducing referents to the discourse, (2) sustaining
reference once a referent has been introduced, and (3) reintroducing
referents after a long hiatus. Virtually every approach at present employs
some notion of managing a mental model or conceptual representation for
this purpose. Speakers will use particular linguistic forms (see Cumming
and Ono, Chapter 4 in this volume) to introduce referents to the discourse,

typically indefinite NPs or focal sentence intonation or later word order.
Such introductions can be thought of as moving a referent from off stage
onto the stage, or from some long term memory store into the current
conceptual representation,

Speakers use other linguistic forms, most typically anaphoric forms,
pronominalization or definite NPs, to signal referents which are already
available to the listener. Such referents can be thought of as activated or
emplaced within the conceptual representation. Speakers may also reintro-
duce a referent after a long hiatus or some other interruption.

Keeping track of referents over time involves important interplay
between the activation status of a referent and the granularity of discourse.
Of numerous linguistic and psycholinguistic approaches to reference
management in discourse, the episode model (van Dijk and Kintsch, 1983;
Fox, 1987; Marslen-Wilson et al.,, 1982) has been the most influential. It
considers the use of anaphora to be a function of a particular discourse
structure — the paragraph or episode. The basic assumption underlying the
model is that while texts may be produced in a linear fashion, they are
nevertheless hierarchically organized and processed as episodes — semantic
units dominated by higher level macropropositions (van Dijk and Kintsch,
1983). This episode organization has dramatic consequences for reference
tracking in texts.

The notion of episode as a semantic unit dominated by a macro-
proposition has been found to bave psychological relevance in sgveral
studies. Black and Bower (1979), for example, demonstrated in a psycho-
logical study of stery processing the existence of episodes as chunks in
narrative memory. Similarly, Guindon and Kintsch (1984) in their experi-
ment studying the macrostructure of texts found that macrostructure
formation appears to be a virtually automatic process. That is, people
appear to form macrostructures during reading and derive relevant macro-
propositions of a passage as soon as possible. Their findings provided
evidence for the episode and the macrostructure theories of Kintsch and van
Dijk (1978) and Schank and Abelson (1977).

Gernsbacher (1990) supports the episodic organization of stories, _..m@o:“.
ing that comprehenders capture the episode structure of narratives in their
mental representation by building separate substructures to represenyeach
episode. Readers build new mental substructures for new episodes, where
information on' the previous episode is less accessible to them. It is there-
fore harder for readers to draw coherence inferences across two episodes
than within the same episode.

The cognitive basis of discourse organization helps us further understand
the relationship between discourse structure and anaphora. An episode, as
a semantic unit subsumed under a macroproposition, is the textual
manifestation of a memeory chunk which represents sustained attentional
effort and endures until an episode boundary is reached. Attention shifts
when the processing of the episode is completed. In other words, “the
macroproposition remains in Short Term Memory for the rest of the
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that'no'longer fit that macroproposition, a new macroproposition is set up’
(van Dijk, 1982 191). At an episode boundary, where a change: of macro-
proposition occurs (that is, new agents, places, times, objects or possible
worlds are expected to be introduced), the encoding load is h.=.=m.ﬁu heavier,
the reference under concern is less accessible, and hence a ‘more explicit

Indeed many studies on anaphora have reported the alternation between
nominal and pronominals to be a function of the baragraph or episodic
structure. Hinds (1977, for example, discusses how paragraph structure
controls the choice of NPs and pronouns. He finds that noun phrases are
used to convey ‘semantically prominent’ information in peak sentences of a
paragraph while pronouns are used to indicate ‘semantically subordinate’
information in non-peak sentences. Fox (1987) demonstrated that structural
factors of discourse establish the basic patterns of anaphora: NPs are
generally used at the beginning of a ‘development structure’ to demarcate
Dew narrative units, whereas pronominals are ysed within that structure,
Marslen-Wilson et al. (1982) also argue that a speaker’s use of referential

et

centrality tied to the developing discourse? (3) What does the speaker do to
convey centrality to the listener? and (4) How does the listener know when
to construe a concept or proposition as central?

important or central to the discourse; or, more technically, which serves ag
the starting point of the utterance; or which serves as the element aboyr
which the predication is asserted.
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" To understand the idea of theme or topic requires that one deal with a
number of interrelated matters. One, there is the theoretical definition of
theme or topic, which is generally articulated in terms of starting point or
aboutness. Two, there is its manifestation through syntactic form, most
generally discussed in terms of constituent order (initial or preposed), or
syntactic subject, or other morpho-syntactic cues (such as wa in Japanese:
Hinds et al., 1987). Three, there is the interplay between these two areas,
the extent to which the definitions of theme or topic include information
about its syntactic manifestation.

In the paragraph fragment in (5), the bold-faced NPs are ostensibly clause
level themes. In each case, the referent seems introspectively to satisfy
requirements of importance, centrality, starting point, and aboutness.

(5) Text fragment from popular novel Sarum by E. Rutherford (1988: 206)
1 Late in the winter, while the snow was still on the ground,
a new figure of great significance arrived on the island.
He was tall, middle aged, with a thin, kindly face and receding
* hair. _
He had two peculiarities that Porteus observed:
5 he stooped when he spoke to people,
as though @ concentrating intently on what they said;
but when @ not involved in conversation
his eyes often seemed to grow distant
as though he were dreaming of some far off place.
10 He was Julius Classicianus, the new procurator and replacement
for the disgraced Decianus Catus.
His responsibility included all the island’s finances.
Under the Roman system of divided authority, he reported direct
to the emperor. i

From a global point of view, this paragraph introduces a new character to
the novel, one Julius Classicianus, and provides his initial description.* This
paragraph illustrates well the basic ideas and issues surrounding clause level
theme or topic. First, several of the clauses exhibit prototypical cases of
clause level theme (3, 4, 5, 10, 12). In each of these cases, the referent of the
bold-faced NP is the central or most important character in this paragraph.
It is also the referent about whom the predication is asserted. And, it is also
the referent from which the description proceeds. Though it cannot be a
defining characteristic of theme, it is also not an accident that the relevant
NP in each case is the subject of the clause. It is on such cases that the
central theoretical ideas of theme and topic have been constructed.
Second, severa! of the clauses illustrate cases which remain problematic
in discussions of theme and topic. One, it is not clear how to treat the
subject of clause 2, a new figure of great significance. Some argue that this
NP is not a theme because the information is referentially new, unlike the
NPs in the prototypical cases. Others argue that this NP is thematic
precisely because its referential status is in principle independent of its
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thematic status, and in this clause it is this NP which is the starting point of
the utterance and about which a predication is asserted.

Two, it is not clear how to treat the subjects of clauses 8 and 11. Neither
denotes the principal character of the paragraph, so it is difficult to sustain
a view that the referent is somehow important. Yet for each clause itself,
the bold-faced NP seems to be the starting point of the utterancé and the
NP about which the utterance is predicated.

Three, there are a number of subordinate c¢lauses, some embedded, which
have either explicit or elliptic subjects. It remains unclear exactly how the
thematic status of key NPs in these clauses is to be treated.

With these observations in mind, we can turn to explore more carefully
major ideas about clause level theme and topic.

Conceptual Foundations for Theme and Topic

Despite individual variation in the formulation of definitions and the
specific terms defined, there are essentially three basic ideas of what
constitutes a clause level theme or topic: (I) the theme is what the sentence
is about, (2) the theme is the starting point of the sentence, and (3) the
theme is the center of attention for the sentence.

Theme as Aboutness Classical scholarship on language and logic distin-
guished those portions of a sentence about which something is predigated
and that which is predicated of it. In classical terms the difference between
subject and predicate was exactly this sort of differencé. Modern and
contemporary research developed this idea, leading to many formulations
of clause level theme or topic in terms of aboutness. A particular referent
counts as theme when it is this referent that the remainder of the sentence is
about. One classic ‘test’ for aboutness comes from Gundel (1974; 1988b): in
a given context, a particular NP will count as a topic {for Gundel} if it can
be included in a preposed adverbial with As for. Thus, the bold-faced NP in
example (3), clause 8, counts as a topic because this referent felicitously fits
into the following sentence: .

(6) As for his eyes, they seemed to grow distant . . . Ve
Theme or topic as aboutness dominates current research in this area. It
begins with classical research from the Prague School, proceeds through
Halliday (1967b; 1973; 1976) and Halliday and Fawcett (1987), and
features prominently in much current research (Gundel, 1974; 1988b;
Hajicova, 1984; Lambrecht, 1994; Reinhart, 1981; Vallduvi, 1992).

Theme as Starting Point Another way of conceptualizing theme is as the
starting point of the utterance as a message. In this view, the speaker plans
his message to proceed from a point of view held in common with
the listener out to a message novel to the listener. The starting point helps
to frame the utterance, tying the predication to something already known
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this approach to require that theme be given or known information. This
approach differs from aboutness largely in terms of its greater emphasis on
the dynamic nature of discourse, on its processing over time or its flow in
time (Chafe, 1994).

This approach is reflected in the early work of Weil (1887) and very early
formulations of Prague School thinking (Mathesius, 1929). More recent
work employing this view includes Chafe (1994) and MacWhinney Qa977.

Theme as Center of Attention There is yet a third view of theme which ties
the clause level theme or topic to some notion of attention, Early work in
this area observes that certain concepts come to mind first in the production
of utterances, and it is this coming into consciousness that defines the
theme. Thus, van der Gabelenz {discussed in Gundel, 1974 24) distinguishes
psychological subject, ‘the idea which appears first in the consciousness of
the speaker . . . what makes him think and what he wants the hearer to
think of’, from psychological predicate, “that which is joined to the
psychological subject’. There is also important work in psycholinguistics
which takes this view (Prentice, 1967: Sridhar, 1988: Tannenbaum and
Williams, 1968). More recently, some linguists have examined how cog-
nitive theories of attention are tied to the classical notions of theme or topic
(Tomlin, 1983; 1995, 1997),

Historical Foundations of Theme and Topic

Historically, theoretical ideas of theme and topic, at least as they affect
contemporary scholarship, have emerged from Prague School research,
Similar ideas are taken up by Halliday, Dik, and an array of researchers in
North America. :

Weil observes that it is important for the speaker to Place the listener at the
same point of view as the speaker, that this can be done by providing
a word of introduction preceding the remark intended about it. The

interlocutors can then lean on something present and known in order to -

reach out to something less present and unknown, Weil treats the central
notion of his ‘march of ideas’ as a point of departure, an initia] notion on
which the two intelligences meet.

The Prague School founder, Vilem Mathesius, was much influenced by
Weil, and Mathesins’s treatment of theme remains seminal for the field,
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_mﬁ.ﬁ. formulations the theme {or foundation) was also something that ig
_qu.m mvowom about in the sentence. Thus, in exanple (5), lines 3, 4, 5, 10,
the Ewon.smnon conveyed by the bold-faced NP is in each case the theme

the utterance to those of highest CD. Thematic elements are those with the
lowest degree of CD.

w&&mm@ R.S& Systemic Grammar A second tradition of research on theme
is found in Halliday’s (1985) systemic grammar. Halliday (1967b; 1976)
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clausal element preposed to the clause itself, and designates the universe of
discourse with respect to which subsequent predication is construed as
relevant or connected. Dik’s theme is well illustrated by preposed
adverbials headed by As for in English:

(7) As for Professor Smith, she’s always helpful to students.

The preposed adverbial is the theme in that it specifies the universe of
discourse (Professor Smith) against which the predication is construed as
relevant (always helpful to students). .

Topic represents a different notion within functional grapymar. >. topic
presents the entity about which the predicate predicates mwBﬁ.Eum in the
given setting. Thus, the answer to the question in (8), being about John,
begins with John as its topic.

(8) To whom did John give the book?
JOHN gave the book to Mary.
TOPIC FOCUS

Tt is possible to observe individual sentences with both theme and topic:

(9) As for sushi, my favorite is made with fresh tuna.
THEME  TOFIC

The preposed theme specifies the universe of discourse within s..En.% the
predication is to be construed; the topic represents the particular entity the
predication is about.

North American Traditions There is no established North >Bmanm.u
school for discourse studies analogous to the Prague School or systemic
grammar or Dik’s functional grammar. There are, however, a number of
important lines of research dealing with theme (and topic). meﬁ._m_ (1974;
1988a; 1988b) offered an early treatment of topic in which topic 1s defined
in terms of aboutness. Chafe (1976; 1980a; 1994) approaches the problem
through a notion of starting point, which he treats as the ooaomﬁﬁwﬂ
beginning of information flow in discourse. Lambrecht (1994) nombmm. topic
in terms of aboutness. Vallduvi (1992) develops a notion of topic similar to
Reinhart’s, incorporating ideas of aboutness with initial position. A.oﬂ.&d
(1983; 1995; 1997) argues for a cognitive account of theme, tying classical
notions of theme to attention and its dynamic employment during discourse

production. . .
* There are numerous other efforts of interest to students of discourse,

These include Goodenough (1983), Hawkinson and Hyman (1974), Jones .

(1977), Keenan (1976) and Keenan and Schieffelin (1976), among others,

Multiple Uses of the Terms ‘topic’ and ‘theme’

The expression ‘topic’ is used widely to capture ideas similar to clause level
theme. A cateful look at the literature reveals at least three distinct uses.
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‘Topic’ as Thematic Element In some writing a clause level fopic is identical
to clause level theme, the two terms being used virtually synonymously. This
can be found in many places (Dahl, 1969; 1974; Hajicova, 19384; Sgall,
1987).

‘Topic’ as a Composite Grammatical Unit In other work, the term topic is
used to capture an extra-clausal adjunct generally preposed in the clause. In
models of discourse which adopt this strategy a topic represents a com-
posite between a pragmatic notion akin to theme and a structural reflex of
that notion, typically but not always initial position. Thus, a topic can be
distinguished from a theme or from a subject (which in such cases is treated
as having a thematic component). Li and Thompson (1976) drew a
distinction at one point between subject prominent and topic prominent
languages, the latter characterized by topics which are defined as preposed
and discourse central: More recently, Lambrecht (1981; 1987a; 1987h)
describes a topic slot for French, this slot being located sentence initially
but outside the core clause. In a similar vein, Dik and his colleagues also
define a clause external unit, though they use the term ‘theme’ to describe

© this unit,

There has even been some effort to capture the notion of topic within

the configurational structures of government and binding theory and its
predecessors {Chomsky, 1965; Aissen, 1992).
‘Topic’ as Referent Perhaps the greatest departure from original Prague
School senses of theme and topic is found in the literature of fopic
continuity (Givon, 1983; 1989). For Givon the notion of topic is tied to the
accessibility of a referent in a conceptual representation. The more
accessible a referent is, the higher its degree of topicality. Since topicality is
defined by a scale, all referential elements in the utterance in principle can
be assigned a topicality value of one kind or another. Thus, every referent
to one degree or another is a topic.’

Discourse Level Theme (Global Theme)

To understand the problem of higher level or discourse level theme, wé
must distinguish between the centrality or significance of a referent globally
and the aggregate propositional goal of a discourse or some major com-
ponent of a discourse.

Generally, in a stretch of connected discourse, one referent emerges as
central, or the one that the propositions in the discourse are about. This
global significance of one referent affects choices made at the clause level;
that is, the clanse level theme is in some way a local reflection of some
higher level unit of discourse — something like a paragraph or episode.
Given two competing referents at the clause level, it seems natural that the
local theme would be related to the same but more general or higher order
theme. That is, if a given paragraph or episode is about Mary (and not




really about John), then clauses in that paragraph dealing with both Mary
and John should tend to treat Mary as clause level theme because Mary
contributes to better cohesion with the higher level episode or paragraph
theme.

In much the same way as clause level matters are tied to higher level
paragraphs or episodes, so, too, are these mid-level units connected to yet
higher level structures. While the embedding of lower level units into higher
ones is ultimately recursive, in most discourse studies one seldom looks
beyond the three levels of organization and development: clause level or
local; paragraph or episode; and overall text or discourse or global.

The term ‘global theme’ is also related to the notion of what the overall
discourse is about. In this case, the global theme has the form of a
proposition rather than a noun phrase (Jones, 1977; Keenan and Schieffelin,
1976; van Dijk, 1985). Although not as strong as the claims on local
sentence level themes, there has been a recognition of the importance of
global theme. As an illustration, consider the following passage (from van
Dijk, 1985: 298):

(10) This morning I had a toothache. T went to the dentist. The dentist has
a big car. The car was bought in New York. New York has had
serious financial troubles.

Although each sentence is connected with the previous one by having a
common referent, the passage as a whole lacks coherence, owing to the lack
of a global theme. Rochester and Martin (1977) report that connected but
incoherent discourse is characteristic of thought-disordered and schizo-
phrenic patients.

Related to global theme is the notion of macrostructure formulated by
van Dijk (1977; 1980; 1985). Macrostructure is the global semantic structure
of a discourse and may be expressed by its title or headline or by summar-
izing sentences. Macrostructure propositions are derived by macrorules,
that is, by eliminating those propositions which are not relevant for the
interpretation of other propositions (deletion), by converting a series of
specific propositions into a more general proposition (generalization) and by
constructing a proposition from a number of propositions in the text
(construction), and from activated world knowledge.

Work in the field of psycholinguistics has demonstrated that a well
defined global theme facilitates text comprehension; it functions as an
advance organizer (Frase, 1975), scaffolding (Anderson et al., 1978), or
anchor point (Pichert and Anderson, 1977) by evoking a mental model
(representation) in the comprehender. Such a representation might be called
schema (Rumelhart, 1980), frame (Minsky, 1975), script (Schank and
Abelson, 1977), or scenario (Sanford and Garrod, 1980). The fact that
comprehenders construct discourse models as well as linguistic representa-
tions has been corroborated in a number of studies. In one of the most
frequently cited experiments, Bransford and Johnson (1972) asked their
subjects to listen to and later recall the following passage:
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(11} The procedure is actually quite simple. First you arrange things into
different groups depending on their makeup. Of course, one pile may
be sufficient depending on how much there is to do. If you have to
g0 somewhere else due to lack of facilities that is the next step,
otherwise you are pretty well set. It is important not to overdo any
particular endeavor. That is, it is better to do few things at once
than too many, In the short run this may not seem important, but
complication from doing too many can easily arise. A mistake can
be expensive as well. The manipulation of the appropriate
mechanisms should be self-explanatory, and we need not dwell on
it here. At first, the whole procedure will seem complicated. Soon,
however, it will become just another facet of life. It is difficult to
foresee any end to the necessity for this task in the immediate future,
but then one never can tell.

Their results indicated that the subjects who were provided with the title
‘washing clothes’ before reading the passage recalled it significantly better
than those who were provided with no title, or those who were provided
with a title after reading it,

Lastly, how do sentence level theme and discourse level theme interact
with each other? There has been widespread speculation that the
assignment of lower level themes is a function of the higher level themes.
Although this may be true, Kim’s (1994) experimental study which separ-
ated global theme from local theme showed that their influences on subject
assignment in English are both significant and suggested that they, in fact,
have separate functions in discourse production.

Foreground and Background: Propositional Centrality

Like other central discourse notions, the idea of Joreground versus back-
ground information in discourse arises from attempts to explain structural
alternations in language for which no obvious semantic explanations are
apparent. Consider, for example, the paragraph in (12):

(12) Sample paragraph e
It was a calm, peaceful day as the lirtle Jish took its daily swim
throughout its home territory. Gracefully sliding up to the surface of the
water, the little fish is startled by one of its feared enemies — the crab.
They stare at each other surprisedly, though the little fish soon realized
its danger. Before the little fish could escape unharmed, the crab began
to attack frantically, its long claws snapping at any part of the fish.
Without thinking twice about it, the fish dashed away from the crab.b

The italicized clauses are all dependent adverbial clauses; the bold-faced
clauses are all straightforward independent clauses. The critical question is
this: what determines whether a given proposition in this fragment shows
up as a dependent clause or as an independent clause? The classical
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answer, reflected in any of dozens of composition texts, appears simple
enough: the more important ideas are found in the independent clauses,
the less important and supporting ideas are found in the dependent
clauses. And it is this classical idea that is captured and developed in the
various treatments of the discourse notion of foreground versus background
information.

The earliest work on foregrounding (Longacre, 1968; 1976a; Grimes,
1975; ¢f also Labov and Waletzky, 1967) distinguished backbone
information from background information and employed this distinction
to account for syntactic alternations in a number of languages. Longacre
(1976a), for example, examined the use of the waw-predicate construction
in biblical Hebrew. On the surface, there seems to be no semantic difference
between clauses with the waw-predicate and those without. However, in
looking at their distribution in text data, in particular the Flood narrative
in the Old Testament, Longacre observed that the subset of clauses with the
waw-predicate construction formed a coherent abstract of the overall
narrative while the remaining clauses did not. Thus, it appeared that the
waw-predicate construction was used to signal the importance of the clauses
forming the backbone of the narrative.

Later work by Hopper (1979) developed the original ideas of Longacre
and Grimes. For Hopper, information could be characterized as either
foreground or background. Foreground information in narrative discourse
includes ‘the parts of the narrative belonging to the skeletal structure of the
discourse’ (1979: 213). Background information is ‘the language of
supportive material which does not itself relate the main events’ (1979
213). Hopper examined the distribution of foreground and background
information in a number of languages, claiming that foreground clauses
correlate with both independent clauses and perfective aspect (Hopper,

1979; Hopper and Thompson, 1980). Further, Hopper linked foreground

information with the event line of narrative discourse (Hopper, 1979;
Labov and Waletzky, 1967). The clauses which relate events falling on the
main event line are foreground clauses, while those which do not fall on the
main event line are the background ones.

Most work on the foregound-background distinction has been directed
at narrative discourse. However, narrative is not the only kind of discourse
one’s treatment of foregrounding ultimately must deal with. Expository
discourse in particular requires a treatment of foregrounding which is not
dependent on the notion of event line for its theoretical definition (Jones
and Jones, 1979). Tomlin (1984; 1985; 1986) offers a treatment of
foregrounding which alleviates the dependence on event line for both
theoretical and empirical purposes. In this treatment, foregrounding is
viewed as a thematic matter. The centrality of any given proposition in
discourse arises from the intersection of the theme of the discourse at that
point — the subject matter being developed — and the rhetorical goal of
the discourse, whether that goal is to narrate, or describe, or evaluate, and
S0 on.

LA UAT oG JEllialiucey =
Focus Management

The central observation within focus management is that certain concepts
and propositions seem to be more novel or unexpected from the listener’s
viewpoint. In fact, the novel concepts and propositions appear to be the
target of the speaker’s utterance, that is, what the speaker wishes the
listener to specifically add to her mental representation. The key questions
are: (1) What makes a concept or proposition more novel? (2) How is the
novel concept tied to the developing discourse? (3) What does the speaker
do to convey the novelty to the listener? and (4) How does the listener
know when to construe a concept or proposition as novel?

One problem is that of the newness of particular pieces of information in
the utterance. Generally, each clause contains one element which contains
new information. This central new idea is the focus. Traditionally, it has
been linked with the Prague School notion of rheme (as opposed to theme)
and newsworthiness (Mithun, 1987). A second aspect of focus is that the
information may not be expected by the listener because it clashes with
information that she already has. So, the focus may be the speaker’s
attempt to get the listener to replace some incorrect information with the
correct information. Finally, focus is related to the cognitive notion of
prominence or salience. Focus is the information that ‘stands outs’ from
other information. If discourse were not like this, in Longacre’s words, ‘the
result [would be] like being presented with a piece of black paper and being
told, “This is a picture of black camels crossing black sands at midnight™’
(1976b: 10), This unequal prominence of some elements over others is
necessary for human cognition. We perceive something when it ‘leaps out’
from the surrounding area.

Focus as Prominence

The term ‘focus’ is used by linguists to refer to the resources available to
speakers for packaging information in order to make some information
stand out for the listener. While thematic management is concerned with
how the speaker lets the listener know what information is more central to
the discourse, focus management is concerned with how the speaker lets/the
listener know what in particular she should notice about that central
element.

All languages provide speakers with a variety of devices for making some
information seem more prominent or significant than other information. In
English (as in many other languages), some words can be said with extra
stress. For example, consider these sentences:

{13) T'M not mad at you.
(14) T'm not mad at YOU.

In each case, the actual words are the same, but by putting extra stress on
different words, slightly different meanings can be conveyed. Sentence (13)



stituent orders, morphological markers, or grammatical comstructions to
make some information more prominent. For example, English has a
special structure calied a cleft-sentence, which fulfills this function, Cleft-
sentences have the form ‘It was X that ¥, where X is an NP and Yis a
statement about the referent of the NP. This structure focuses whatever
element is in the X siot. Whatever is in the ¥ slot is assumed to pe true,
that is, it is presupposed. Consider the following sentences:

(15) It was Mary that went to the party,
(16) It was the party that Mary went to.

In (15), ‘Mary’ is the focused information, The speaker bresupposes that
there was a party and that someone went to it. He or she uses the cleft-
sentence to tell the listener to assoclate the notion ‘someone’ with the
person ‘Mary’. This is very different from the structuring of information
(16). Here the speaker presupposes that Mary went somewhere. He or she
uses this cleft-sentence to tell the listener that the notion of
should be associated with ‘the party’.

Another common device for focusing information is to put it in a special
position by altering the usual word order of the sentence. Usually, focused
elements appear first or last in a sentence where they are more likely to be
noticed, rather than being put in the middle, In English, the speaker can
move constituents that normaily occur at the end of the clause to the begin-
ning in order to make them more prominent. For example, in the sentence

(I7)  Coffee I like, but tea I don’t,

the world’s languages, It probably reflects speakers’ intuitive capitalization
on universal properties of human cognitive processing in order to meet
their discourse goals, :

Formulations of Focus

These differences of importance between the elements of a sentence were
first characterized by Weil (1887 (1844)). He proposed that the ‘focus’ of

the predicate or the comment portion of the sentence or ‘what is being said

have g topic, but every sentence had a focus, If there were no focus, there
would not be any information relevant for communication, Thus,

(18) A girl broke a VASE,

problem with this approach is that the surface Structure of natural Jan-
guages has both ambiguity and Synonymy. That is, a single structure can
have more than one meaning {ambiguity), and several structures can have
the same meaning (synonymy). Oo&ﬁﬁu&. an element of structure, such
as first position, cannot be used directly to define notions of meaning,
Following Halliday’s work and later work by Chomsky (1970), the

context’ (1976: 27). Here, focus has to do with how the message is pack-
aged, that is, how the speaker presents the message to the listener, rather
than the content of the message per se. The speaker packages messages in
different ways, depending on his assessment of the listener
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that is what she js presently thinking about. Also, the speaker makes
judgments about what is important and needs to be emphasized, what has
been said in previous discourse, and what the listener already knows.

Chafe investigates focus of contrast (or contrastiveness) as one packaging
phenomenon. In English, this is conveyed by high pitch and stress on one
element of the sentence. For example, consider the sentence:

(19) RONALD made the hamburgers.

This conveys information that: the speaker knows that, out of a group of
possible candidates the listener might be thinking of, Ronald rather than
one of the others did it. According to Chafe, in using this construction, (1)
the speaker assumes that both the speaker and the listener know that
someone made hamburgers (Chafe calls this background knowledge); (2)
the speaker assumes that the listener entertains or perhaps actually believes

that someone other than Ronald did it; and (3) the speaker asserts that

Ronald is the correct someone. Thus, by focusing one element of the
sentence, the speaker may directly contradict a previous assertion of the
listener. Chafe calls the asserted alternative the ‘focus of contrast’. He
suggests, as a rule of thumb, that a phrase beginning with the words ‘rather
than . . .’ can felicitously follow the assertion. Chafe argues that focuses of
contrast assert the correctness of a particular referent, but the referent itself
is not new information; the speaker assumes it is already in the mind of the
listener. Chafe also permits a single sentence to have more than one focus
of contrast. For example, in

(20) RONALD made the HAMBURGERS.

the assertion is that the particular referents have a particular pairing or
relationship or role in the event under discussion.

A very useful and detailed discussion of the different types of focus
phenomena found in language was presented by Dik (Dik et al.,, 1981; Dik,
1989). Dik regards focus as a pragmatic function and studies it within the
framework of functional grammar. He tries to determine what different
categories of focus there must be if we are to account for all the focus
phenomena of different languages. Like others, Dik (1978; 1989) contrasts
topic and focus:

1 Topic: the topic presents the entity ‘about’ which the predication
predicates something in the given setting.

2 Focus: the focus represents what is relatively the most important or
salient information in the given setting.

According to Dik, ‘A constituent with Focus function presents information
bearing upon the difference in pragmatic information between Speaker and
Addressee, as estimated by the Speaker’ (1978: 149). For example, consider
these sentences:

LSCOUTse semantcs 927
—Contrast: completive
—Corrective
selective
+Specific presupposition .
replacing
+Corrective: restricting
+Contrast
expanding

—Specific presupposition: parallel
Figure 3.4 Dik's overall model of focus

(21) A: What did John buy?
B: John bought an umbrella.

Speaker A indicates a difference between himself and the listener about the
identity of a particular item and B’s answer eliminates the difference. The
NP ‘an umbrella’ is the important or salient information which eliminates
the difference and thus is the focus.

Examples using WH-questions, such as the one above, are critical to
Dik’s approach to focus. In fact, Dik takes WH-questions as diagnostic of
what the focus of a sentence is. Thus, the answer to the question “Who ate
what in the restaurant?” must have two referents which are assigned focus.
Consequently, focus is different from functions like agent and subject. A .
function such as subject cannot be assigned to more than one constituent
per predication, while focus may be assigned to more than one constituent
in a predication. Dik also makes clear that focused information is not
necessarily new information, although it may well be. The focus function is
defined as presenting information about the difference in pragmatic
information between speaker and addressee, and this information need not
be new. The speaker may focus information to stress its importance and to
reactivate that information in the listener’s memory.

Dik subcategorizes the focus function based on the uses to which i can
be put. These subtypes of focus function are organized as in Figure 3.4.
Each of the six subtypes of focus has a special function. Let’s examine these
different functions using examples drawn from Dik et al. (1981). Consider
the following exchange:

(22) A: What did John buy?
B: John bought COFFEE.

In B’s statement, the focused element, ‘coffee’, is a non-contrastive com-
pletive focus because it simply emphasizes information that is meant to fiil
some gap in the listener’s information. Alternatively, all contrastive focus
types put some piece of information in opposition to other information,
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either implicitly or explicitly. One way to do this is with selective focus,
which selects one item from among a set of several possible values. For
example, in a slightly different exchange,

(23) A: Did John buy coffee or rice?
B: John bought COFFEE.

B’s use of ‘coffee’ is a selective focus, because it selects one item from a
group. This differs from replacing focus, which attempts to remove some
incorrect information from the listener’s mental representation and replace
it with the correct information. So, in the exchange

(24) A: John bought rice.
B: No, John bought COFFEE.

B is attempting to remove the incorrect information, ‘rice’, and replace it
with the correct information, namely ‘coffee’. A speaker may also try to
correct the listener’s information by using restricting focus to narrow the
value of the information even further than he or she believes the listener
has. For example, consider the exchange:

(25) A: John bought rice and coffee,
B: No, John only bought COFFEE.

In this case speaker B notes that A’s information includes correct and
incorrect information. By focusing ‘coffee’, B attempts to restrict the infor-
mation to the correct items. Speakers may also use expanding focus to add
more information when the listener’s information seems to be incomplete,
although essentially correct. This can be seen in the following:

(26) A: John bought rice.
B: Yes, but he also bought OOﬁmmm.

Here B’s remark adds information to A’s essentially correct statement.
Finally, the speaker may use parallel focus to contrast two pieces of
information within one linguistic expression. This case is illustrated by the
sentence

(27) JOHN bought COFFEE, but PETER bought RICE.

Here, all four NPs have the focus function, but what the speaker is
specifically contrasting are the pairs of relationships.

More recently, Lambrecht (1994) has investigated the issue of focus. Like
Chafe and Halliday, Lambrecht has been concerned with how information
is structured. He seeks to understand how speakers manipulate the focus of
an utterance to meet what they assume are the needs of the listener. For
Lambrecht, the focus is that portion of the proposition which is asserted,
that is what the listener is expected to know or take for granted as a result
of bearing the sentence uttered. Asserted information is contrasted with
presupposed information, that is what the speaker assumes the listener
already knows or is ready to take for granted. Lambrecht has identified
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three distinct types of focus: predicate focus, argument focus, and sentence
w.moc.m. Each type occurs in distinctly different types of communicative
situations. Consider the exchange ‘

(28) Q: What happened to your car?
A: My car broke down,

-

According to Lambrecht, the answer in this exchange is an example of a
predicate focus. Here, the speaker’s car is presupposed since it is already
known to the Hstener; the focus, or information not known to the listener
(who asked the question in the first place), is the predicate ‘broke down’.
Consider this same answer in reply to a different question:

(29) Q: T heard your motorcycle broke down?
A: My car broke down. .

In this case, the speaker uttering the answer presupposes that the listener
knows that something belonging to the speaker broke down; the speaker
asserts that that thing is the speaker’s car, and thus the argument ‘car’ is
the focus of the proposition. Thus, Lambrecht terms this an example of
argument focus. Finally, consider this same answer in response to ancther
question:

(30) Q: What happened?
A: My car broke down.

*

Lambrecht calls this an example of sentence focus. In this case, there is no
presupposed information at all; the entire sentence is the focus.

Prince (1978) has tried to understand the functions of two different
English focus constructions by studying their use in natural discourse.
These constructions, known as clefts (or it-clefts) and pseudo-clefts (or
WH-clefts), are shown in the following examples:

(31) (a) John lost his keys. neutral construction
(b) What John lost was his keys. pseudo-cleft
(c) It was his keys that John lost. cleft

Although all three sentences convey the same basic information, they differ
F the way they package the pieces of information. Specifically, they differ
in terms of what information is focus and what is presupposition. Logically,
both (b} and (c) presuppose that ‘John lost something’ while (a) does not
(see Prince, 1978: 884 for a more thorough discussion). The information
that is not presupposed in (b) and (c) is the identity of the ‘something’,
namely, ‘the keys’, which is the focus. Since both (b) and (¢) have the same
presuppositions and the same focus, many linguists have considered them
essentially synonymous (Bolinger, 1972; Chafe, 1976). Prince’s investigation
of the phenomena as they occur in natural discourse showed that this is not
the case.

In order to explain the difference between clefts and pseudo-clefts, Prince
drew a distinction between ‘given’ information and ‘known’ information.
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1 Given information: information which the cooperative speaker may
assume is appropriately in the hearer’s consciousness.

2 Known information: information which the speaker represents as being
factual and as already known to certain persons (often not including the
hearer) (1978: 903).

Thus, Prince adds the idea that the speaker is acting cooperatively to
Chafe’s definition of ‘given’ as ‘material which the speaker assumes is
already in the addressee’s consciousness’ (1974: 112). It is important from
Prince’s viewpoint that the speaker does not necessarily believe that the
information is, in fact, activated in the listener’s mental representation, only
that it would be appropriate if it were. Thus, a professor may felicitously
begin a lecture or course with the sentence (## = discourse initial
utterance)

(32) (a) ##What we’re going to look at today (this term) is .
but not with the sentence

(33) (b) *##What one of my colleagues said this morning was . . . (1978:
889). .

The professor may assume that, at the beginning of a course, students
appropriately have activated the information that some content will be
taught, but the information that the professor had a recent conversation
with a colleague is not appropriately activated in that situation. Thus, the
information in the WH-clause of a pseudo-cleft is information the speaker
may cooperatively assume is in the listener’s consciousness. In contrast, the
information in the that-clause of cleft sentences is #ot assumed to be in the

listener’s mind, though, of course, it may be. In discourse, clefts seem to

have a number of functions, such as focusing new or contrastive informa-
tion or presenting the information as known without making any claim that
the listener is thinking about it.

As we have seen, speakers try to make some information more promi-
nent or salient to their listeners. Depending on which language they are
using, they have a number of devices at their disposal in order to achieve
this goal of focusing information.

Methodological Issues and Dilemmas

No discussion of information management and knowledge integration in
discourse can be considered complete without an examination of methodo-
logical issues in text and discourse analysis. There are three principal
methodological strategies employed in the analysis of text and discourse:
(1) introspection-based analysis, (2) text counting methods, and (3) experi-
mental and quasi-experimental methods.

Introspection in Analysis of Text and Discourse

The most conventional method of lingnistic analysis — the introspective
examination of discourse data — remains a central and important strategy

in discourse studies. Introspection-based methods, typical of early efforts

within the Prague School and early n_nﬁHovBoﬂm out of the generative
tradition in linguistics, emphasize creation of precise theoretical definitions
of key pragmatic notions coupled with introspection in their use. The most
common strategy is to offer a pragmatic notion as the explanatory basis for
some unexplained structural alternation, define in clear prose that theor-
etical notion, and then map discourse onto that definition. Argumentation
consists largely of documenting numerous examples congruent with one’s
definition and hypotheses.

Some introspective analysis deals with hypothetical discourse data created
by the analyst. Such analyses can be problematic because the intuitions on
which they are based are often not as reliable, as consistent from speaker to
speaker, as are the judgments of acceptability on which analogous claims
in sentence syntax are made. Much stronger are introspective analyses
conducted on authentic discourse data. Such efforts, typical of Prince and
her associates (Birner, 1994; Prince, 1978; 1985; Ward, 1988), involve the
collection of massive amounts of genuine discourse data, both written and
spoken, which are subjected to painstaking analysis.

Despite its limitations, this strategy remains an extremely useful one for
postulating important theoretical ideas and demonstrating their feasibility
for addressing difficult problems.

Text Counting Strategies

Introspection has been either augmented or replaced by text counting
methods of one kind or another. There was an active tradition in Europe in
the 1950s and 1960s of quantitative textual analysis, though this tradition
has been largely ignored among North American linguists. More recently,
Givén and his students have developed an array of text counting methods
intended to increase the reliability of text analysis and through this their
cross-linguistic utility.

Within this tradition, critical theoretical notions are operationalized
through a set of heuristic counting procedures. For example, one can get a
quantifiable handle on the thematic centrality of a referent by observing
how reference to a particular endures over the course of a text or text
episode. Referents of greater thematic centrality should display m_.oﬁﬂ.
topic persistence (Givon, 1983), where topic persistence is operationalized in
terms of the frequency with which a reference recurs over the ten clauses
immediately following a given reference of interest.

Text counting methods offer the advantage of increased reliability in
discourse analysis. If the methods are transparent, the results should turn
out the same no matter who conducts the analysis, a clear advantage over
introspective efforts. There are two limitations, though, for text counting.
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"First, text counts only work well when the theoretical notions they serve as
heuristics for are clearly defined and clearly linked to those heurisitics.
Second, the data collected under text counting methods require careful
statistical analysis, which at present is difficult to complete (Tomlin, 1987b).

Experimental and Quasi-Experimental Strategies

There is increasing interest in finding ways of conducting discourse research
within traditions of experimental studies. One direction is the employment
of films or pictures to collect comparative discourse samples from speakers
of various languages. In this tradition, the linguist obtains a drawing or a
film and asks speakers to describe it. Since each speaker in the effort
performs more or less the same task, the data collected should be reasonably
comparable. Perhaps the best known effort of this sort is Chafe’s ‘Pear Film’
{(Chafe, 1980b), though others have followed this direction (Givon, 1991;
Tomlin, 1985). These efforts are properly described as quasi-experimental:
the collection of data is more controlled but there is no manipulation of
variables manRm of true nﬁﬁmﬂﬁnﬂ& work.

There is increasing interest in experimental studies of &mooE.mm within
linguistics. There is, of course, a huge literature of experimental studies in
discourse comprehension, but the employment of experimental methods by
linguists is considerably rarer (Forrest, 1992; Kim, 1993; Sridhar, 1988;
Tomlin, 1995; Tomlin and Pu, 1991). Experimental studies are important
because the control employed in their development permits extremely
strong conclusions to be drawn. Under the proper conditions, the observa-
tions made regarding language use will be due exclusively to the variables
independently manipulated in the experiment. While significant results may
offer extremely strong conclusions, experimental studies are often seen as

problematic when the experimental task lacks the ecological validity seen in

naturally occurring discourse data.

There is little point at this moment in time in advocating any of these
strategies as the correct one to employ. Rather, it seems more valuable to
emphasize the need to provide convincing evidence from an array of studies
as the best overall strategy in studies of discourse semantics. Introspection
provides deep and relatively inexpensive insights into how language may
work. Text counting studies reveal systematic patterns of language use
which reflect important features of the underlying system revealed in the
rich data of human performance. Experimental studies demonstrate in a
more narrow or constrained context the details of how pragmatic notions
interact with or impact on linguistic form.

Cognitive Approaches to Discourse Semantics

The long term future of studies in discourse semantics lies in the develop-
ment of cognitive models of discourse comprehension and production,
There are two directions of note at this time: (1) cognitive treatments
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of fundamental discourse notions, and (2) large scale models of discourse
processing.

Cognitive Treatments of Fundamental Discourse Notions

It has been extremely difficult to develop definitions which are both theor-
etically satisfying and empirically manageable for basic notions in informa-
tion management — theme, given/new, foregrounding, focus, etc. This has
led a number of investigators to pursue a strategy in which discourse
notions are operationalized in cognitive terms or in which traditional ideas
are outright replaced by cognitive alternatives.

~ Within referential management, there has been considerable interest in
recasting traditional notions of given and new in cognitive terms, in
particular in terms of memory, or memorial activation. Chafe offers such a

‘treatment, though he does not connect his theory directly with the cognitive

literature. Building on Chafe’s effort, others have incorporated ideas from
the study of memory (see Cowan, 1988 for review) into a model of
referential management based on experimental manipulation of episodic
structure and memorial activation (Tomlin and Pu, 1991).

Within thematic management, there has been, as discussed above, con-
siderable interest in demonstrating a connection between theme or topic
and attention. A large scale review of ideas in attention is outside the scope
of this chapter, /@5 there are several quite excellent summary asticles
available (Cowan, 1988; Posner and Raichle, 1994; Tomlin and Villa,
1994). Recent %oﬁn by Tomlin and his students argues that the idea of
theme itself can be reduced to cognitive terms, in particular to attention
detection at the-inoment of utterance formulation detection (Forrest, 1992;
Tomlin, 1995; Tomlin and Villa, 1994). In this view, the cognitive processes
of attention are not merely the cognitive reflexes of linguistic theme or
topic; rather the notion of theme or topic is treated as an artifact emerging
from the employment of attention within a conceptual Rﬁamnuﬁmwon
during discourse production.

Within focus management, there is interest in ag&ov_um a cognitive
account of focus. There are a number of important treatments of focus
which appeal to cognition, notably Lambrecht (1994) and Vallduvi (1992).
Some others have been looking at focus as another arena involving
attention (Erteschik-Shir, 1986; Levelt, 1989). Under this treatment, focus is
seen not as a status for NPs or arguments, but as the outcome of directing
the listener’s attention to a referent during discourse production and
comprehension. One such treatment of interest is Erteschik-Shir’s notion of
dominance, in which a constituent is dominant if the speaker intends to
direct the attention of the listener to a particular referent. Tomlin (1995)
and Hayashi (1995) take a similar tack in seeking to explain the function of
wa in Japanese.

All of these efforts show more in common than just the desire to over-
come the problems of developing adequate theoretical definitions within
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information management. These approaches are moving away from a .

conceptualization of text structure holding pragmatic statuses (for example,
that NP is a topic; that argument is a focus) toward a conceptualization of
discourse and grammars that is dynamic. In this view, morpho-syntactic
cues reveal the memorial and attentional characteristics of the speaker’s
conceptual representation and direct those of the listener to conform to the
speaker’s conceptual representation. Attention and memory flow through
conceptual representations in real time; there is every reason to believe, as
Chafe (1974) observed early on, that information flows through discourse
over time.

Models of Knowledge Integration

Just as investigators are moving increasingly toward cognitive treatments of
information management, so too are researchers dealing with knowledge
integration. Knowledge integration requires large scale models of how
individual propositions are incorporated into textual representations and
then integrated to generate final conceptual representations in the listener.

The two models of particular importance in this area have already been
discussed: Gernsbacher’s structure building model and Kintsch’s construc-
tion-integration model. Both of these models seek to account for how the
listener takes propositions encountered one at a time and builds a text
nnvnnmgﬂmsou by integrating the immediate proposition with knowledge
already in hand. But a more comprehensive model of knowledge integra-
tion in discourse is needed. One, a more comprehensive model must deal
more effectively with the role of morpho-syntax in aiding knowledge
integration. Neither Gernsbacher nor Kintsch deal fully with how the form
of an utterance (as opposed to its content) contributes to knowledge
integration. Two, it must deal with how text representations, the set of
connected propositions tied closely to the actual text blueprint, are to be
related to deeper conceptual representations, in production as well as
comprehension. Three, it must also deal explicitly with the dynamic nature
of language use and conceptualization. The temporal features of language
use probably do not sit outside of discourse semantics but constrain the
kinds of systems that ultimately operate as humans create discourse
together. .

Conclusions

Summary: Key Issues in Discourse Semantics

In this chapter we have discussed the central issues and concepts of discourse
semantics. This area involves two main problems. The first is the problem of
knowledge integration: how the individual propositions in a text and dis-
course are integrated to reflect well the speaker’s conceptual representation
and to optimize the creation of an appropriate conceptual representation in
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the listener. The second is the problem of information management: how
information is organized and distributed as the speaker and listener interact
during the blueprint creation process. In this area we looked at four distinct
arenas of information management: rhetorical management, referential
management, thematic management, and focus management. Each con-
tributes in a distinct way to increase the oaomow of knowledge infegration as
the discourse unfolds.

This effort has two serious limitations. First, we have not looked at
formal models of discourse semantics. This is an area better left to those
more knowledgeable, although interested readers might wish to examine
importani works such as Kamp and Reyle (1993). Second, it is not possible
to provide as detailed a Iook at the work of individual scholars as one
might wish to do. We have settled on trying to extract for our readers the
most central insights in each arena. Hopefully, this effort will lead some to
a more careful examination of the original sources and related work.

The Future of Studies in Discourse Semantics

The future of studies in discourse semantics is no more predictable than
other futures, but there are certainly some directions ope can discern. The
most important direction is the development of cognitive. models of
language nse. One can expect to see an increased integration of ideas from
cognitive psychology, ideas from attention and memory, into linguistic
treatments of knowledge integration and information BmummnBoB This
integration will not be easy to accomplish because it will require of us the
development of cross-disciplinary and muitidisciplinary skills and knowl-
edge that traditional academic disciplines do not readily cultivate. The

static descriptive systems linguists know best, a legacy of our structuralist

heritage, make it difficult for us to appreciate the dynamic nature of
language processing, tempting us to relegate such matters to the periphery
when we do not really know they belong there.

In a similar vein, one should expect to see also important developments
mhmEm from neuroscience. Even though word and sentence level studies stili
E&o::nmﬁ in this area, the connection between language and brain as
scenes and discourses are viewed and heard should prove a fruitful démain.
In addition, the neurosciences offer new methods and technologies,
particular ERP and fMRI techniques, which may assist us in providing
convincing empirical evidence for our textual and behavioral work,

Finally, we should expect to see increasing collaboration between the
field and the laboratory. It is the desire to construct plausible theories of
discourse semantics and language use that prompts the interest in empirical
and experimental work. Anything we can do to increase our empirical rigor
and theoretical sophistication will be welcome. But we must just as much
remember that theories which make no connection to actual languages and
their description fail to make their full contribution to the study of
language. Thus, the future of discourse semantics requires that we deal with
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each of the thousands of languages, described and undescribed, distributed
across the globe. There is really plenty to do.

Notes

1 Discourse semantics is not concerned with the semantic interpretation or processing of
each component in the utterance or sentence. For example, it is not concerned with how
semantic roles are managed (agent vs patient vs instrument) or with how lexical knowledge is
accessed (what ‘dog’ means in ‘The dog chewed my shoe’).

2 The term conceptual representation is virtually identical in meaning to another expression
mental model (Johnson-Laird, 1983) used to capture cognitive representations of events and
other mental representations.

3 The NPs in this example are not exhaustively analysed. We have focused on a number of
pertinent cases to illustrate ideas in referential management.

4 Note that this is a description of the rhetorical goal of this paragraph.

5 This use of ‘topic’ does not imply a confusion in Givén's writings about a notion of
theme. This is separately discussed in several places (Givon, 1983).

6 This text fragment is taken from a set of edited written protocols generated by a group of
undergraduate students who narrated a brief animated film they had recently viewed (Tomlin,
1985).
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4
Discourse and Grammar

Susanna Cumming and Tsuyoshi Ono

This chapter deals with the relation of discourse to grammar, setting forth
what we will call a ‘discourse-functional approach’ to grammatical
phenomena. Discourse-functional grammarians view discourse — that is,
spoken, signed or written language used by people to communicate in
natural settings — as the primary locus for the grammars of the world’s
langnages, not only as the place where grammar is manifested in use, but
also as the source from which grammar is formed or ‘emerges’ (Hopper,
1988). In- this view, grammar originates in recurrent patterns in discourse,
and these patterns continually shape it. This approach to grammar is
distinct from what might be called the ‘autonomist’ approach, which views
grammar as having an existence entirely independent of its communicative

uses.
UHmooE.mo.wznououm_ mvunomornm to grammar EE.%
goal is a descriptive one: given the richness of the grammatical resources

langnages typically have for expressing the ‘same’ content, how do speakers
choose among them? That is, what are the functions of the grammatical
and lexical alternations of a language? We can ask, for instance, how
speakers choose between a full noun phrase and a pronoun, or between two
alternative orders for subject and 40?;_?3 second goal is explanatory: why
do languages have the resources they have? That is, why are particular
grammatical resources, such as pronouns, available in many or all
languages, and why are certain functions typically realized by certain kinds
of forms? This second. concern has consequences for language universals
and typology: for instance, the universal tendency for subjects to precede
objects can be explained in terms of the fact that subjects typically have
referents which are related to the discourse topic, and that topical
information tends cross-linguistically to occur early in the clause.
Discourse linguists interested in grammar have tended to focus on three
general kinds of explanations. Cognitive explanations appeal to Ea
cognitive resources and processes used by interactants in producing and
understanding language. Social or interactional explanations appeal to the
dynamics of the interactional situations in which language (especially
spoken langunage) is produced and consumed, and with the social and/or
cultural norms, resources, and goals of interactants. Finally, diachronic
explanations focus on the relationship between discourse-functional
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pressures on grammars and grammatical change; this type of explanation is
often called ‘grammaticalization’, a topic which is beyond the scope of the
present chapter.

These three sources of explanation are not, of course, mutually exclusive;
they are interrelated in many complex ways. Discourse linguists believe that
the great variety of formal repertoires among the world’s langnages comes
about through the interaction of different functional pressures, which
sometimes compete — forcing speech communities to ‘choose’ between two
or more well-motivated outcomes — and sometimes converge, leading to
very general or even universal patterns of language structure (see Du Bois,
1985).

Historical Overview

The school of linguistics characterized above emerged in its present form in

themselves from “formal’ (autonomist) linguists™ This new school of lin-
guistics owed much to colder European—social~and--communicative

—. vl i i

mﬁﬁﬁ@wmwwnwv especially the Firthian approach as extended _uwfmm._ma.mw see,
for eéxample, Halliday, 1967-8 and other works summarized in Halliday,
1985), and the Prague School tradition developed under the name
‘functional sentence perspective’ by Firbas (1966), Dane$ (1974), Mathesius
(1975) and others. These approaches viewed the social setting of language,
its communicative function, and especially the management of information
in discourse, as central to understanding grammar. .

A group of American linguists were also working on discourse at this
time. Dwight Bolinger contributed a long series of studies (for example,
Bolinger, 1952; 1986; 1989) which demonstrated the importance of under-
standing language in use; moreover, he was a pioneer in understanding
the special characteristics of spoken language, especially intonation. Pike
(1954), Longacre (1972) and Grimes (1975) represented an approach to
linguistics which always saw discourse as central to Eamnmﬁwn&am
language,

Another thread that was centrally important to the nascent discourse
functionalism of the mid 1970s was the typological school of linguistics
inspired by the seminal work of Greenberg (1966) and others, which
focused atiention for the first time on universal properties of human lan-
guages. Greenberg and his followers included observations about statistical
tendencies in the languages of the world, as well as correlations between
characteristics of different syntactic subsystems — such as word order in the
noun phrase and the clause. These new observations demanded explana-
tions, which discourse-functional approaches were in a good uomEos to
provide.

The mid 1970s also saw the inception of several other streams in related
disciplines which have continued to influence and be influenced by the

i
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discourse-functional approach to grammar in the years since. Since one
aspect of the discourse-functionalist approach centrally involves cognitive
factors, results in psycholinguistics and, more recently, cognitive science
have continued to be brought to bear on problems of grammar in dis-
course. Yet another important pair of influences on the discourse-functional
approach comes from the fields of anthropology on the one hand and
sociology on the other. Since the contributions from other disciplines are
covered extensively m_mnéronn in this volume, we will not consider them
further here.

Methodology and Data

As suggested above, a discourse-functional lingnist believes that the use
of language to communicate in natural settings is fundamental to the
organization of languages. The primacy of grammar in discourse both as
an object of description and as a source of explanations has had important
methodological consequences for discourse grammarians.

Most importantly, unlike ‘autonomist’ grammarians, discourse grammar-
ians have over the last three decades increasingly restricted their attention
to naturally occurring data, as opposed to invented examples. Increasingly,
too, discourse-functional linguists have attempted to include in their
database as much as possible of the context within which the discourse
occurs — not just the linguistic context, but also the ethnographic and
extralinguistic context, including both its social and its physical aspects.
This is because context can often provide clues to locally relevant func-
tional pressures not detectable from the linguistic signal alone. Awareness
of the importance of context in grammatical choice has led to increasing
interest in the nature of ‘context’ as an object of study in itself. Many
discourse linguists have come to the realization that we have to understand
discourse and its context as mutually creating and constraining, rather than
seeing this simply as a unidirectional process.

Another concomitant of the discourse-functional perspective has to do
with the issue of text frequency. Many discourse grammarians feel that text
frequency is vital to understanding the discourse motivations for particular
grammatical constructions. This is because they have come to realize that
those functional pressures that have the most opportunity to affect
communicators are those most likely to affect language form: in the words
of Du Bois (1985), ‘grammars code best what speakers do most.” This
observation has had two significant consequences for the methodology: of
discourse approaches to grammar. First, many discourse grammarians: have
adopted a quantitative methodology, and have been very concerned with
statistical correlations between particular grammatical forms and aspects of
the linguistic and non-linguistic context. Second, many discourse gram-
marians have recently begun. to focus increasingly on the form of language
which occupies most of the time and attention of most language users
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everywhere in the world: everyday ‘talk in interaction’. While other
discourse genres and styles, produced under different kinds of functional
constraints and pressures, are still considered relevant, interactive talk is
seen as having a privileged position as a source of mxv_mnwmou for language
structure and change. For this reason, the examples given in Eum chapter in
so far as possible are taken from interactional data.

These factors are responsible for the distinctive methodological char-
acteristics associated with studies in the discourse-functional mold: an
insistence on carefully recorded natural data and an interest in quantitative
and distributional information about grammatical patterns.

Conceptual Tools

There are a number of explanatory themes, or ‘conceptual tools’, which
have been especially important in discourse-functional work and which
tend to recur. In the following sections we will outline the themes that have
emerged as most central. For each theme, we will give examples of gram-
matical phenomena that have been usefully addressed in terms of that.
theme. .

By far the largest share of research in studies of discourse and grammar
is related to the theme of ‘information flow’, which has to do with the way
information is distributed within and across clauses. Hnouomanm? however,
researchers have realized that information flow doesn’t give the “whole
story. Quantitative approaches to information flow often treat the text as
“flat’, an unstructured series of clauses; but in fact texts are structured, and
this fact also has consequences for grammatical resources.

While both information flow and text-structure considerations can be
seen as primarily relating to the discourse context of an utterance, other
kinds of contextual factors are relevant too. In this chapter we discuss the
speaker’s attitude towards a referent or a proposition, and factors having to
do with the interaction, that is which relate not just to the speaker or the
hearer, but to the communication between them. We also discuss the
impact that results from discourse approaches to grammar have had on our
understanding of the basic categories of grammatical analysis. R

Finally, we provide our view of the future of discourse-functional
approaches to linguistics and list some outstanding research questions.

Information Flow

“Information flow’ is perhaps the best-known and most widely exploited of
the conceptual tools employed by discourse-functional grammarians. More
or less the same range of phenomena appears in the literature under a
variety of names; the terminology we adopt here is that of Chafe (1994), but
other widely used terms include ‘communicative dynamism’, ‘givenness’,
‘topicality’, ‘thematicity’, and ‘focus’. The idea underlying information flow



116 LISCOUrSE a5 olMUCTUNe dick riotess

Discourse

Speaker Addressee

Figure 4.1 A simplified model af information in discourse

is that a primary function of language is to convey information from the
speaker to the addressee. Information differs in how accessible it is, or how
easy to process, from either the speaker’s or the addressee’s point of view.
From the speaker’s point of view, we can think in terms of information
which is in or out of attention or the “focus of consciousness’ (to use Chafe’s
term). From the addressee’s point of view, we can think in ﬁnﬁm.&.
information which is more or less expected or predictable given the setting
and the previous discourse (Prince, 1981; Givon, 1983). We expect
information which is relatively accessible or predictable to be coded with
less linguistic work; conversely, information which is relatively mbmmnmmw.mv#o
or surprising should be coded with special, heavy or ‘marked’ linguistic
mechanisms. Moreover, predictability may have several different sources,
which may be distinguished by linguistic coding devices (as the discussion
below of the difference between pronouns and definite articles shows).

Information flow is generally taken to be a cognitive matter, to be
understood in terms of the dynamic mental states of the speaker and
addressee during discourse production and consumption. Since it is %nmwﬂ._.m
who make linguistic decisions, discourse grammarians are primarily
interested in the speaker’s mental states. On the other hand, since mﬁoE.Snm
take addressees’ needs (as assessed through discourse history,-observation,
and general expectations) into account when producing &mooﬁmm the
mental state of the addressee — or, more accurately, the mvomwmn s model of
the mental state of the addressee — must also be taken into mooogﬁ These
H.ommmoumw:vm are shown in Figure 4.1.

What is Bmm_nm&um about this figure is that it mcmmmmﬁm Emﬁ the ‘same’
information is present in the mind of the speaker, in the linguistic signal,
and in the mind of the addressee, and moreover that the speaker’s rep-
resentation of the addressee is exact. This is of course unlikely to be the
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case. However, it does correspond to the folk model interactants have
about communication. For this reason it is a relevant view, and a con-
venient one to adopt as a first approximation.

Since access to the mental representations constructed by speakers and
hearers in natural settings is difficult to obtain, discourse-functional linguists
often operationalize aspects of these representations in terms of char-
acteristics of the discourse itself. For instance, ‘less accessible/predictable’
may be operationalized as ‘not recently mentioned’ or ‘distant in the text’,
Alternatively, using experimental means, . researchers may manipulate
speakers’ representations. For instance, they may provide material to
verbalize by showing subjects a film and asking them to describe what
happened, as in Chafe (1980) and Tomlin (1987).

Information flow factors have been cited in relation to a very wide range
of grammatical phenomena. Perhaps the most fundamental are matters
relating to the quantity of information in a unit (especially with regard to
noun phrase form) and its arrangement (as realized in the order of elements
and their roles in argument structure). The following sections discuss
information flow in relation to noun phrase form, constituent order, and
argument structure; for additional topics, see the recommended reading at
the end of the chapter.

Noun Phrase Form

One of the most fruitful areas of investigation by discourse-functional
linguists is the choice — traditionally characterized as ‘optional’ — among
different referential forms such as full noun phrases, pronouns, and ‘zero
anaphora’ (simple omission), and also the use of articles (such as, English
the and 4) and other determiners. The major finding has been that the
degree of explicitness of a referential form correlates with how accessible the
speaker judges the referent to be in the hearer’s mind (Chafe, 1976; 1987;
1994). Full noun phrases are associated with referents which the speaker
judges are not active in the hearer’s consciousness, while pronouns are
associated with active concepts. Articles, on the other hand, are associated
with an information status factor that Chafe (1976) characterized as ‘identi-
fiability’: the speaker’s mmmEEusoz that a hearer can identify a refgrent,
based either on prior mention in discourse or on knowledge obtained from
other sources. Definite marking (zhe) is associated with identifiable referents,
while indefinite marking (a) is associated with non-identifiable ones.

Consider the following example, from a conversation about work in a
paper recycling mill (mayate is a Mexican Spanish term for an African-
American),!

(1) G: .. Can you imagine man?
. . . They hired sammer help,
. . They’re paying seven fifty,
to stock boost,

three machines man.
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U s A WO qudes,
7 . - A mayate,
8 . . and a white dude,
9 D: Nobody in finishing? .
10 - - . Just two guys they hired?
11 G: ..U,
12 - . . and one more,
13 . . on the tables.
14 ... Uh,
15 -+« Zamorra’s uh . . brother-in-law,
16 D: .. s that right?
17 G: ... Yeah
18 D: ... Wow.
19 G: ...8o they got three new guys,
20 - - - But they’re summer help.
21 . . But the mayate,
22 . . . apparently,
23 . . it seems like he’s,
24 ... worked in a —
25 D: ... paper company before.
26 G: Yeah.
27 He knows about paper.

In this example, speaker G is attempting to establish a referent for speaker
D. The first mention of the referent, a mayate (line 7), is accomplished with
a noun phrase marked with a. The next reference, which doesn’t occur yntil
several lines further down (line 21), is accomplished with a noun phrase
marked with t4e. By this time, the referent is identifiable (by virtue of prior

reference), but it has not been mentioned recently enough to be considered

active in the hearer’s consciousness. The third and fourth references,
occurring directly afterwards (lines 23 and 27), are accomplished with
personal pronouns (he); this reflects the fact that the referent was
mentioned in the immediately previous context, and thus the speaker can
assume that the referent is active in the mind of the hearer.

This illustrates the following general pattern: when a referent is not
active in the hearer’s consciousness at the time of mention, it is likely to be
expressed with an indefinite noun phrase. When it is identifiable but not
fully active (for instance, it has been' introduced but ‘not mentioned
recently), a definite noun phrase will be used. Finally, when it is fully active
(for instance, because it has just been mentioned), a pronoun will be used.

Another factor relevant to the choice of the full noun phrase the mayate
in line 21 is the fact that the immediately preceding line contains a
reference to a set of which the mayate i3 a member (the ‘three new guys’).
Thus, there are three human referents available in the context. It is
generally the case that environments which contain more than one sernan-
tically compatible referent give rise to the use of full noun phrases rather
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than pronouns .QOboS 1980; Givdn, 1983; Fox, 1987b); Givén calls this

situation ‘potentia] interference’.
>m. Suggested above, there are other sources of identifiability besides prior
Bmuaou In the text. In line 13 of exampile (1), the noun phrase the tables is

continues to be mentioned in the following dj ider ‘thi

of elephants’ in line 6 of the following nxmhmﬁwwﬁmo. Consider this o
@ 1 A and they went to the river,

2 for a picnic,

3 and,

4 . . this and that,

5 - - and on the way back,

6 -« . they saw this group of elephants,

[Digression about who was at the picnic]
7 A: [And) they started walking.

8 - - toward these elephants, *
9 - - and these gals were taking pictures,
10 And all of a3 sudden,
11 one of them turned around.
12 « « « and started to come toward him,

The uoun phrase in line 6 introduces the elephants for the first time in this
harrative. The use of this rather than g reflects the fact that the harrator
Eﬁo:.% to say more about the elephants (in fact, the ensuing story has to
do with woﬂ one of the elephants tramples one of the women at the picnic).

.,:uo:mr it 18 generally accepted that information flow factors are the
bimary factors involved in selecting noun phrase form, various other

Mmmﬂoh.m have also been shown to be relevant; some of these will be discussed’
elow,

Constituent Order

mma.mnn in the &E.ﬁo. than new information. In Indonesian, for instance, the
subject of the existential/locative verb gdg ‘be (at)’ precedes the verb when




- 15 given iniormation, but follows it when it is new information. This is
illustrated in examples (3) and (4) respectively.?

3) katakan saja yang map  hitam  jtn,
say just REL folder black that
Map hitamnya,
folder black:the
S \%
2> dia ada di  lemari sini.

they be at  cupboard here

‘Say for instance the black folders . . . the black folders, Eow.un in
the cupboard here.’

@ ... Tapi,
But
ada s- --
be —
A% S

> ada duoa hal yang mau saya kasth tahu,
be two thing REL want I give  know

sama anda-anda ya?
to you:PL yes

‘But, there’s o- there are two things I want to tell you, OK?

‘While English is a relatively fixed word-order language, it also has a
tendency to arrange given and new information in this way, as reflected in
the glosses of the above examples: they are in the cupboard vs there are two
things I want to tell you. In the latter sentence, the ‘fixedness’ of English
word order is respected by the presence of the ‘dummy subject’ there, but
the understood subject of the sentence is fwo things I want to tell you, which
comes clause-finally. .

While the pattern illustrated here (old information first, new information
last) is widespread, there is a competing pattern in many languages which
favors initial position for certain kinds of unexpected information, especially
information which is contrastive or ‘resumptive’ (that is, it has been
mentioned before but not for some time). This pattern is commonly found,
for instance, in Classical Malay, a language which is a precursor of Modern
Indonesian but which exhibits significantly different constituent order
patterns. Classical Malay has the Same pattern for ‘brand-new’ arguments as
Modern Indonesian does: they are introduced clause-finally. However,
unlike Modern Indonesian, predictable arguments also tend to follow the
verb, as illustrated in the following passage (both the King of China and the
princess have been mentioned in the immediately preceding context),?
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5 - A% S
Maka terlalulah suka  hati raja  Cina
then very:EVT  happy heart king  China

A 0
oleh beroleh puteri  anak raja dari Bukit Siguntang ity
because obtain princess child king from Bukit Siguntang that

v A Obi
Maka disambut baginda dengan sempumanya kebesaran
then PAS:welcome he:HON with complete greatness
dan kemuliaan,
and  honor

v A
lalu  diperisteri baginda;
then PAS:marry he:HON

v \4 S Obl
beranak  bercuculah baginda dengan tuan puteri  jtu,
have:child have:grandchild he:HON with lady princess that

‘Then the king of China was very happy because of receiving the
daughter of the king from Bukit Siguntang. He received her with the
highest respect and honor, and married her; he had children "and
grandchildren by that princess.’

1 V. 5
Kalakian, ada seorang  anak ceteria Cina,
then be one:CL  child prince China
2 v S s

terfalu  baik rapanya;
very good  appearancehis

3 v A
maka dikasihi  oleh Sang  Sapurha;
then  PAS:ove by Sang  Sapurba

4 8 Vv Obl
> ia  pun  sangat Kkasih akan duli Sang  Sapurba,
he  TOP very love to dust  Sang Sapurba

“There was a Chinese prince, very handsome; Sang Sapurba
loved him, and he (in turn) greatly loved Sang Sapurba.’
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This function for clause-initial position has been omzom. .naéméoﬁEummmw
and is discussed with relation to polysynthetic languages in Mithun (1987).

Preferred Argument Structure

Another area where information flow factors wﬁn.d been shown to ,cn
crucially relevant to linguistic coding is the area of ‘argument structure’, a
term which refers to the syntactic and semantic n.owmm of the noun mEmmmm HM
a clause. It has been noted for some time, for ﬁmmﬁ_nﬁ that mﬂgaoﬁm 3.5
strongly to have a given referent (Li, 1976). ‘E:m.,.w usually held to nd.M@
from the fact that subjects — especially of transitive <mn_um - tend 5. m
agents, agents tend to be human, and rﬁ.amsm tend to be &mooE.mM émwmmwu
thus they are likely to be given. _u_.u Bois (1985; 1987) has exten M. ﬁm
analysis, showing that new information also H.gmm Enwononnmm.“ new referents
are much more likely to be introduced mm.ogmoﬁm of transitive verbs _o_. Mm
subjects of intransitive verbs in many .&m.oHoE wwmmsmmnm. mama_u% { W
M above showed the use of an intransitive verb to Es.omgoo a referen
(existential and locative verbs are particularly suited for this E@oﬂmﬂvwﬁm
following examples, excerpted from examples (1) mua. 2) _.nmuwocﬁm? show
how transitive verbs are used to introduce new Emonnm:.ou in ME@Q
position. (Note that the subjects of both verbs are pronouns, in accor ance
with the tendency for transitive subjects to be given.)

| (7) ... So they got three new guys.
(8) ... they saw this group of elephants.

Thus, objects of transitive verbs tend to mobﬂm.wn new .Emonsm.ywjn and
subjects of transitive verbs tend to contain given Ewoﬂ.nmcoﬁ while H.E.nmu-
sitive subjects are sometimes given (like transitive E.ugooav muﬁ.w moanm:.unm
new (like transitive objects). Du Bois argues E.mﬁ. this observation explains
the fact that most languages of the world .mew:. one of two major case-
marking patterns: one in which subjects of E:msm_awnm r.m,a .ﬁrm same ommm“
marking as subjects of transitives (the so-called uoBEwER-mnndebﬁ

pattern, found in Indo-European languages and n_mnéro-.o.u_ and another :w
which subjects of intransitives have the same case Bmaaum.mm oEanﬂﬁm o

trapsitives (the so-called ‘ergative’ pattern, found in many Native American,
Australian, and Pacific languages and elsewhere).

Discourse Structure

>ﬂ.om.ﬁa group of general principles oﬁ.m: §<o_moa in oxcHEﬂum the
distribution of grammatical patterns in discourse is related to &mo.oﬁmm
structure. According to this view, grammar oa.ﬂnm and Hawmn#m the higher-
level organization of text in several ways. Certain grammatical vrmﬁmwﬁgm‘
such as preverbal adverbial clauses Q,voavmoﬂ.r 1987) m.En.w ey umd_uw
phrases (Fox, 1987b), may signal text-structure unit boundaries; while othe
phenomena, such as pronouns (Fox, 1987b) and clause-chaining
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morphology (Longacre, 1985), may be associated with unit-internal
locations. Alternatively, certain kinds of grammatical patterns may be
associated with particular kinds of text-structure units: for example, simple
past verbs with narrative clauses and intensifiers with evaluative clauses
(Labov, 1972). Finally, types of inter-unit relation may be signaled by
grammatical and lexical choice (especially certain kinds of subordination
and subordinating linkers),

A text-structure account of a particular grammatical phenomenon
requires, of course, a theory of discourse structure as a basis. Discourse
grammarians have appropriated such theories from a wide variety of
different sources, including anthropology, sociology, and artificial intel-
ligence. A characteristic of these approaches is that they tend to associate
markedly different kinds of structures to different discourse genres. Because
of this, the inventory of units, labels and relations can be very different for,
for example, folkloric narrative, personal narrative, written narrative, con-
versation, and written expository discourse. Since the topic of discourse
structure is dealt with elsewhere in this book, a detailed account of these
approaches would be out of place hete; we will simply provide several
examples illustrating some of the ways discourse structure considerations
have been brought to bear on grammatical alternations.

Initial Adverbial Clauses “

Adverbial clauses are clauses which are subordinate to a main clause and
which may be placed either before or after the clause they modify. In
English, they are usually introduced with ‘subordinating conjunctions’ such
as before, because, or although. Since they can occur in more than one
position, it becomes relevant to examine the factors which determine where
they actually occur. Considerable research has been devoted to the
discourse-functional factors which determine the position of the adverbial
clause relative to the main clause. A comparison of these studies, which
include Chafe (1984) and Thompson (1987) on narrative,” Matthiessen and
Thompson (1988) on expository discourse, and Ford (1993) on conver-
sation, reveals that the most general function associated with initial Dosi-
tion for adverbial clauses is that of creating and reflecting discourse
structure by signaling shifts in time, place or orientation. For instance,
consider the following Classical Malay example:

€)] Maka Sang Sapurba’ pun berangkatlah ke Bentan.
then Sang Sapurba TOP depart to Bentan

- Setelah datang ke Bentan, lalu masuk ke dalam negeri. -
after come to Bentan then enter to inside country

“So Sang Sapurba left for Bentan. After arriving in Bentan, he went
into the country.’ ,
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The text prior to this passage describes Sang Sapurba’s preparations for his
trip to Bentan, and the subsequent text describes his activities after he
arrives there. The initial adverbial clause thus serves to signal a text
structure boundary — here, a switch in the time frame and location of the
action.

Noun Phrase Form

It has been suggested that after some types of discourse boundaries, such as
episode boundaries, world shift (such as from the story itself to the actual
situation where story telling occurs), and nested topic (where a digression is
followed by a return to the original topic), the referent becomes less
accessible, so it has to be expressed in a more explicit form (Chafe, 1976,
1987; Fox, 1987a; 1987b; Tomlin, 1987). In example (1) above, for instance,
G uses the full noun phrase the mayate in line 21 after a digression (initiated
by D) concerning how many people were hired and what their roles were.
Earlier, we discussed this example simply in terms of the distance between
the two references; however, a more careful account might note that the full
noun phrase occurs directly after a text-structure boundary, a common
pattern. There are cases where a full noun phrase can be used after a text-
structural break even when the same referent has been mentioned in the
immediately Emno&um clause. Fox (1987a) presents many examples such as
the following:”

(10) That did it for the Ewok. He jumped up, grabbed a four-foot-long
spear, and held it defensively in her [i.e. Leia’s] direction. Warily he
circled, poking the pointed javelin at her, clearly more fearful than
aggressive.

‘Hey, cut that out,” Leia brushed the weapon away with annoyance.

The use in the second paragraph of the full noun phrase Leiaz — rather than
a pronoun, which is what a distance account might predict — reflects the
presence of a text-structure boundary - in the terms of Rumelhart (1975),
the boundary between an ‘initiating event’ and a ‘reaction’.

Speaker Attitude

The range of phenomena associated in the literature with ‘speaker attitude’,
also called ‘stance’, ‘perspective’, ‘empathy’, ‘subjectivity’, ‘interpersonal
metafunction’ and so on, has been held to influence a wide range of aspects
of lingnistic form. Unlike information flow factors, attitude factors reflect
neither the content of an utterance nor its informational aspects, but rather
how the person views or assesses the state of affairs being described — or
how they wish to be seen by their interlocutor as viewing it. Here, we will
discuss the influence of speaker attitude on noun phrase form and argument
structure.
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Noun Phrase Form

There have been studies which suggest that referential choice is determined
by these attitudinal factors. Several studies show that in some languages the
explicitness of referential forms correlates with the degree of empathy
(Clancy, 1980; Duranti, 1984): the more empathy the speaker feels-towards
the referent, the less explicit the form used (for example, zero anaphora and
pronoun).

The converse is also true: sometimes a fuller form is used to indicate lack
of empathy. Mayes and Ono {1991) also suggest that a particular set of
explicit forms (anaphoric demonstrative plus noun) in Japanese is used to
indicate a certain social distance between the speaker and the referent,
regardless of the degree of the mooamm&_:@ of the referent in the hearer’s
mind. OOBmEo_. the mo:,osanm example:®

(11) H: Emwﬁd furui taipn no eigyoo- moo
so-called old type of sales;person EMPH
‘Because (he) is an old world sales-’

T: ne.
PRT
“Yeah.’

H: tenkeitekina eigyooman da kara  ano hito.
typical sales:person be because that person *

‘typical sales person, that person.’

T: honto yan nacchau amo  hite.
really disgusted become that person
‘(I'm) really tired of that person.’

The use of the more explicit ano Aito in the last clause can be explained by
the speakers’ stance toward the referent. In the context of the conversation,
the participants were complaining about a co-worker. The use of ano hito
clearly indicates a certain social/lemotional distance and thus a lack of
empathy between the speaker and the referent. The unusual constituent
order of the final clause in this example is probably also stance-related:
Ono and Suzuki (1992) report some instances where predicates indicating
strong emotion are expressed before their arguments in Japanese, which is
otherwise known for rigid predicate-final order.

Argument Structure

Several researchers have suggested that there is a direct relationship
between the stance taken by a speaker and the mapping of event partici-
pants onto case roles in discourse. In such accounts, agents or subjects are
generally held to have a special syntactic status, either because the speaker
takes their ‘point of view’ (as suggested in, for example, Chafe, 1994), or
because they are held socially ‘responsible’ for the event (the account
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preferred in, for example, Duranti and Ochs, 1990; Duranti, 1994). Con-
sider the following example from a traditional Samoan village council
meeting (Duranti, 1994: 132). Tafili reveals a rumor that has forced her
brother Savea to file a suit against Inu. First, Tafili says:’

{12) e (le)aga o "upu gei ou ke kaukala iai,
because these words I am going to talk about,
> “ya fa’akau Savea e Igu i kupe.” .
PST buy Savea ERG Inu with monies

‘Savea has been bought by Inu with money.’ . . .

ia ’ua kakau ai laga kulafogo 'upu ga,
so it has been necessary to try in court those words,

In the quote reporting the rumor, Inu is marked by e (an ‘ergative’ marker,
which makes it explicit that Inu is the agent of a transitive clause). Duranti
suggests that this case marker is associated with attributed responsibility —
relevant here, because this is an accusation of wrongdoing. However, later

in the same meeting, Savea says:

(13) > e leai a se kupe a Igu o maimau
TA NEG EMPH ART money of Inu PRED wasted
there is no money of Inu’s wasted

e kokogi ai sau fasefulu k3l ...
TA pay PRO my forty dollars
to pay my forty dollars . . (or ‘to pay forty dollars for me’}

Here, the same event is described, but this time Inu is marked by the
genitive marker a. Apparently, in this scene, Savea is reframing the event in
a way which minimizes Inu’s responsibility.

We have seen in this section that many of the factors usually associated
with information flow considerations — including pronoun use, constituent
order, and case marking — may also be associated with factors relating to
the speaker’s attitude. In the next sectiom, we explore additional social
factors in relation to grammatical choice.

Interactional Factors

Pressures from the demands of conversational interaction have been
associated with a wide range of grammatical alternations. Various aspects
of syntax can be understood as motivated by goals that arise for inter-
actants out of the turn-taking system of conversation (described by
Pomerantz and Fehr in Chapter 3, Volume 2 of this work). Here, we will
focus on the effects of interactional pressures on two areas of syntactic
choice, both of which relate to motivations for presenting information in a
particular sequence.
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Left-dislocation

‘Left-dislocation’ is the construction found in sentences such as Sandy, she
likes %alu.n. According to traditional accounts, this construction involves
‘fronting’ a noun phrase and replacing it with a ‘pronoun copy’; it is viewed
as a simple, monoclausal construction. However, both Keenan and
Schieffelin (1976) and Geluykens (1992) have shown that this construction
is likely to be interactionally complex, involving contributions from more
than one interactant, and that it is designed to fulfill interactional goals.
For example, Geluykens (1992: 36) presents such examples as the
following;

(14 9 A: well Sir Garnet Wolseley
B:" yes ({sure oh oh))
A: he was the one who did all the army reforms in the eighteen
eighties

Here, speaker A introduces a referent in the discourse with a noun phrase
and only after the introduction has been confirmed by speaker B does >,
come back and say something about the referent. Thus, the left-dislocation
construction is distributed across three turns by two speakers, and involves
Bomo».mm&ou between them as to the identifiability of the referent. So the
examination of left-dislocation in discourse shows that its use involves
heavy Eﬂ.ﬁmomonw_ work, and this further suggests that the existenge and
characteristics of the construction itself may be interactionally motivated.

Final Adverbial Ciauses

&N.o. suggested earlier that the function most commonly associated with
initial position for adverbial clauses has to do with text-structuring
.oosmﬁo_..mmonm. Ford (1993) has addressed the function of adverbial clauses
in other positions in conversation. She suggests that when an adverbial
m_msmn is produced in final position following a falling intonation contour, it
is motivated by interactional factors. For example, Ford (1993: 115) finds
examples such as the following in her conversational data:®

(15) Did you get ye=r your first pay check from it? i
. . at least?

MMH I won’t get that for a couple weeks yet.

.. Wil

*Cause it takes a long time.

at least it’s in the bank,

... Yeah it will be.

1
3
4
5
7
8

9
10

AErR 2R »

In this example A asks R a gquestion in lines 1-3. R’s answer in line 4 is
somewhat unexpected, as shown by A’s utterance oh in line 5, Ford
suggests that the adverbial clause in line 8 is used in response to A’s signal .
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Figure 4.2 A scalar category

of interactional trouble, that is as a clarification for the unexpected answer.
Thus we see that interaction motivates the use of final adverbial clauses in

English.

The Nature of Analytical Categories

One of the most fundamental ways in which discourse-functional linguistics
has divided itself from autonomist linguistics is in its treatment of the basic
categories of analysis. Discourse-functional linguists have explicitly rejected
the idea that the categories of grammar are Aristotelian, that is, that they
are structured such that a given item either is or is not a member of a
category, and tests should be discoverable to determine which is the case
(see, for example, Givon, 1989 for arguments against this view). Wm._&mﬁ
they have proposed a number of other models of category structure, using a
variety of terms including hierarchies, scales, continua, and prototypes.
These proposals all have in common the view that category membership
can be a matter of degree.

The simplest type of non-Aristotelian category views category member-
ship as scalar, where different degrees of category membership can be
plotted along a single dimension. For instance, Givén (1983) proposes that
the category ‘topic’ is scalar. He suggests that topicality itself is continuous
(a referent at a particular point in discourse may be more or less topical),
but that a given language will divide up the continuum according to its
inventory of linguistic forms. For instance, a language which contrasts
‘zero anaphora’, a set of unstressed pronouns, a set of stressed pronouns,
and full noun phrases will divide up the topicality continuum as in Figure
4.2. As shown in this figure, phonologically ‘lighter’ material falls closer to
the left end of the scale, while phonologically ‘heavier’ material falls closer
to the right end.

Some types of linguistic categories don’t fit the ‘scale’ model well,
because they can be viewed as varying along more than one dimension. An
alternative model is the prototype structure suggested by Rosch (1978), in
which a ‘central’ member of a category has a collection of related charac-
teristics, but non-central members can diverge in various ways according to
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how many and which of these characteristics are lacking. In the next two
sections, we will present two analyses of this type.

Transitivity

One example of a category distinction which is traditionally viewed as
Aristotelian is the distinction between transitive and intransitive verbs. This
distinction is addressed in an influential paper by Hopper and Thompson
(1980). This paper proposes that the distinction between ‘transitive’ and
‘intransitive’ verbs — in traditional grammars, simply a matter of whether
the verb has an object ~ needs to be broken down into distinct factors, in
order to explain various cross-linguistic correlations between the argument
structure of a verb and various grammatical characteristics. The factors cited
by Hopper and Thompson include matters relating to the agent (such as
volitionality), the verb (such as telicity, having an endpoint), and the patient
(such as affectedness} as well as the overall argument structure of the clause,
These factors (which, taken together, are characterized as ‘discourse
transitivity’) are shown to correlate with each other in a sample of
languages. In Tongan, for instance, there is a ‘transitive’ marker -, which is
used when the object is totally affected by the action of the verb, and as a
marker of perfective aspect:

(16) (a) Na’s taipe ’e he tangata ’a e topi.
PAST type ERG DEF man ABS DEF letter
‘The man is typing the letter.’

(b) Na’e tanu-ti ‘e he tangata ’a e ika.
PAST bury-TRANS ERG DEF man ABS DEF fish
“The man buried the fish.”

This example illustrates the convergence of various aspects of transitivity
which are in principle independent. This convergence is illustrated in Figure
4.3. That these three factors might be coded by separate linguistic devices
(as they are in many languages) is represented in the diagram by the fact
that there are non-overlapping sections of the circles; that they will often
tend to converge is represented by the overlapping section in the middle.
Given this understanding of the way multi-functionality of the lingdistic
forms of the world’s languages supports a common notion of discourse
transitivity, it is easy to see how a clause in discourse can be understood as
more or less ‘discourse-transitive’ even in a language which doesn’t have
multi-functional forms of the type illustrated by Tongan. Even in English,
for instance, a clause which has two arguments, perfective aspect, and a
completely affected object can be thought of as ‘more transitive’ than one
which is missing one or more of these characteristics. Hopper and
Thompson go on to demonstrate that clauses which have many attributes
associated with high transitivity share a common discourse function — that
of marking the “foreground’ or event line of a narrative — whereas clauses
that have fewer transitivity attributes tend to be off the event line,
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occurring for instance in descriptive passages. This contrast is argued to
constitute the ‘discourse basis’ for the typological correlation among the
transitivity parameters.

Lexical Classes

Another set of categories which are traditionally viewed as Aristotelian is
the set of word classes or “parts of speech’ in the lexicon. Hopper and
Thompson (1984) propose a prototype view of one word<lass contrast,
that between nouns and verbs. They argue that the primary motivation for
the lexical categories ‘noun’ and ‘verb’ has to do with the need of speakers
on the one hand to establish time-stable referents and track them through a
discourse — the function primarily associated with nouns — and on the other
hand to move events in the discourse forward through time — the function
primarily associated with verbs. They argue that the morphological proper-
ties associated with these two.categories (such as number and noun class
for nouns, tense and aspect for verbs) are motivated by these distinct
discourse functions. Consequently, when nouns and verbs are associated
with discourse functions other than the ‘central’ or ‘prototypical’ ones
described above, these distinctive morphological markers tend to be lost.

For instance, consider the first occurrence of the word paper in the
following excerpt from example (1) we considered above:

(17N 21 G: .. But the mayate,

22 . . . apparently,
23 . . it seems like he’s,
24 ...worked in a -
= 25 D: ... paper company before.
26 G: Yeah
27 He knows about paper.
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The word paper in line 25 is non-referential: no specific paper is being
mentioned. The fact that paper is not being used to track a time-stable
referent in the discourse is indicated by the fact that the mention of paper
in G’s turn isn’t a pronoun (he doesn’t say ‘he knows about i#’, even though
both nouns arguably have the same generic referent: paper in general).
Consequently, the normal morphological and syntactic attributes that are
associated with nouns are lost in this context: the noun can’t take articles
or modifiers and can’t be pronominalized.

A similar point can be made for verbs. Consider the verb stock boost in
line 4 of the following, again taken from example (1)

(18) 1 G: .. Can you imagine man?
2 . . . They hired summer help,
3 . . They’re paying seven fifty,
> 4 to stock boost,

This is a purpose clause, and as such it doesn’t refer to a real event that is
asserted to have occurred, Because of this it is restricted to a ‘stripped-
down’ form that doesn’t allow for the normal morphological and syntactic
trappings of verbs, such as tense marking, person agreement, and the
expression of the subject.

Hopper and Thompson propose the term ‘categoriality’ for the property
of being prototypical in function and having the full morphological and
syntactic ‘trappings’ of one’s category. For instance, non-referential Houns
or verbs in purpose clauses can be said to be low in categoriality. The
categories ‘noun’ and ‘verb’ are said to be appropriately described by a
prototype structure rather than a scale, because there are different ways in
which an expression can diverge from the central function of each category.
A verb, for instance, can fail to move the event line forward by referring to
a non-actual situation, as in the purpose clause example above, or by
referring to a state rather than an event, or by being presupposed rather
than asserted. These are all different ways of being low in categoriality, and
they cannot be arranged along a single dimension.

As the above discussion shows, discourse-functional linguistics has used
evidence from discourse variation and from typology to challenge the
notion of ‘grammatical category’, which is at the heart of tradiffonal
approaches to grammar.

Cenclusions

In the preceding sections, we have shown that a number of linguistic
phenomena must be understood in terms of their functions in discounrse.
By establishing the discourse basis of linguistic phenomena, discourse-
functional grammarians have demonstrated the importance of using natural
discourse data in linguistics. In this final section, we would like to discuss
several directions of research which we feel are either the most promising or
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the most necessary for the future of discourse and grammar research to be
both fruitful and exciting.

One exciting development in discourse-functional linguistics is its recent
inquiries into syntax in the most natural form of discourse: conversation.
The most recent studies in this area are uncovering exactly how grammati-
cal resources are exploited by speakers — specifically, revealing the details
of how grammatical resources interact with cognitive and interactional
factors. A number of these studies have found that the actual production of
syntax is locally managed — that is, transpiring in real time, second-by-
second, and always contingent on negotiation with the other participants in
the speech event. Moreover, although the grammatical patterns resulting
from this process would often be considered ‘syntactically ill-formed’ in
traditional accounts, interactants are extremely tolerant of such construc-
tions. This line of research is only now beginning to uncover the nature and
workings of grammatical resources in actual interactional contexts, but it
clearly has the potential to reshape our understanding of the fundamental
categories of linguistic analysis.

Because of the focus on natural data and full context, discourse linguists
find themselves using increasingly advanced technologies for collecting and
analysing data. The first step is a move from the analysis of written
discourse to the analysis of spoken discourse with audio tape recordings
and transcriptions, using increasingly sophisticated audio equipment and
richer and richer transcription systems (Edwards and Lampert, 1993). This
methodology is beginning to be supplemented by a trend towards the use of
video cameras, which can provide information about non-linguistic as well
as linguistic context. Moreover, the use of transcriptions as the primary
basis for analysis is beginning to be replaced by an emphasis on working
with the andio or video recording directly, since transcriptions, no matter
how rich, always sacrifice some of the information available in the context
to interactants. Emerging multimedia technologies such as digitization of
gound and video are being exploited to facilitate this process: digitized
audio and video data can be played back endlessly without degradation of
the wmms& and unlike analog data, they can be stored in databases and
accessed in any order.

Nearly all of the research described in this chapter is related primarily to
issues of choice in grammar rather than lexicon: much attention has been
paid, for instance, to how a speaker chooses between nouns and pronouns,
but little to how a speaker chooses between two lexical items which could
describe the same reality, such as buy and sell. The attention that has been
devoted to the lexicon has focused primarily on explanations for lexical
category distinctions (see earlier) rather than to choice within lexical sets.
Nonetheless, linguists of all theoretical persuasions have increasingly come
to realize that the lexicon is intimately intertwined with syntax, and that
syntactic choice and lexical choice cannot be considered independently of

each other. A handful of studies have taken on the issue of lexical selection -

in discourse. For instance, Downing (1980) explores how factors involving

information flow and discourse structure condition the formulation of
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referring expressions in narrative, while Cumming (1995) discusses what
semantic characteristics make a verb suitable for the discourse task of
introducing new participants into discourse, However, these few studies
have only begun to scratch the surface of what is potentiaily a vast and
highly instructive area of linguistic investigation. -
Finally, we would like to point out that there has not been much effort
among the discourse-functional linguists whose work is described above in
trying to establish a coherent overall model of human language: a model
which would clarify how functional factors which have been singly and
independently suggested to motivate particular -linguistic forms interact
with each other, and in which those interacting functional factors are
incorporated with structural aspects of language in order to model the
processes involved in human communication. Needless to say, such a
model should include not only components covered by the traditional areas
of linguistics such as morphosyntax and semantics, but also components
which deal with such cognitive and interactional factors as memory, atten-
tion, empathy, and affect. Moreover, it must also incorporate those com-
ponents covered by such other areas of linguistics as phonetics and
phonology which have been given little attention by discourse-functional

 linguists. In order for discourse-functional linguistics to be considered a

serious area of scientific inquiry, explicit modeling should be one of its
eventual goals, and we believe the field has now reached a stage where the
first steps toward this goal can be taken.

Recommended Reading

Here we list some additional works related to the issues discussed in this
chapter which the interested reader can consult, arranged according to
topic.

Longacre (1976), Givon (1990), and Haiman (1985) give good general
overviews of the discourse-functional approach to grammar, touching on
many of the issues discussed here from rather different perspectives. Onghe
nature of the relation of context to language, see Gumperz (1982) and Auer
and di Luzio (1992). There are many important studies on information flow
in relation to a variety of mH.mEEmanE constructions; as a representative
sample, see for instance the papers in Li (1976) on subjects, Prince (1978)
on clefts, Shibatani (1988) and Fox and-Hopper (1994) on voice,;Fox and
Thompson (1990) on relative clauses, and-Thompson (1990) on dative shift.
On interactional factors and grammar, see Duranti and Goodwin (199 \V !
Twasaki (1993), Ford and Fox (1996), Fox and Jasperson (1996);- Goodwin
(1979; 1981), and Ochs et al. (1996). On text structure and grammar, see
Haiman and Thompson (1988). On lexical categories and lexical selection,
see Thompson (1988) and Cumming and Ono (1996).
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‘Notes

The authors would like to thank Sandy Thompson, Mike Ewing and Robert Engelbretsen for
their comments on a draft of this chapter.

1 This and the following example are from English conversational data collected and
transcribed by Danae Paolino. The following transctiption conventions are used:

1 Line breaks represent intonation units.

2 Line-final punctuation reflects intonation contour,

3 Two dots represent a short pause; three dots represent a longer pause,
4 Brackets [ ] indicate overlap between speakers.

Since there are many different systems of discourse transcription in use in the material we have
drawn on for examples, with different kinds of information being notated in cach system, we
have simplified many of the examples by omitting non-relevant information such as timing and
breath,

2 The examples in this section are taken from a transcript by Michael Ewing of an office
conversation collected by Susanna Cumming, The labels above the Indonesian show the
relative position of the various grammatical elements in the clause; V = verb; S = intransitive
subject; A = transitive agent; O = transitive object; Obl = oblique. The following glossing
abbreviations are used in the Indonesian and Malay examples: CL = classifier; EVT = eventive
particle; HON = honorific pronoun; PAS = passive; PL = plural; REL = relative clause
marker; TOP = topic.

3 The Classical Malay examples are taken from the Sejarah Melayw, a written quasi-
historical narrative epic describing the history of the Malay people and the origins of their
traditions.

4 For more discussion of the functions of constituent order alternation in Classical Malay
and Modern Indonesian, see Cumming (1991).

5 This example is from the novelization of Return of the Jedi (Fox, 1987a; 169).

6 Example from Mayes and Ono (1991). Abbreviations: EMPH = emphasis; PRT =
particle,

7 Example froms Duranti (1994). Abbreviations: ART = article; EMPH = emphasis; ERG
= ergative marker; NEG = negative; PRED = predicate marker; PRO = pronoun; PST = past;
TA = tense/aspect marker.

8 Example from Ford (1993). Fhe transcription has been altered slightly to agree with
earlier examples.
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Discourse Styles

Barbara Sandig and Margret Selting

Characterization and Delimitation of the Field

What Is Style?

Strictly speaking, style can only be spoken of in the plural (Carter and
Nash, 1990: Chapter 1), that is to say in respect of the range of possible
variations, when formulating discourse. Styles differ from each other; we are
therefore able to speak of a variety of styles-Moreover, this concept of style
is not a judgement, such as that E.amn_mum remarks like that has no style,
but rather a concept which is mﬁﬁuommnma for identifying and describing
different styles, their meaning and their relevance in discourse. This is the
concept of style which will be discussed here.

Our concept of styles covers all kinds of meaningful variation in written
and spoken discourse. Style includes literary styles (of different epochs,
authors or genres), non-literary written styles (such as the styles of various
newspapers or magazines, or variations within a newspaper such as news
style, arts/review style, advertisement style and so on), as well as different
styles in spoken discourse (see below; cf, Carter and Nash, 1990; Widdowson,
1992). -

In the following we will try to clarify how style is formed and structured
and how it contributes to different kinds of interaction.

Style Features

As members of a speech community we are all aware of a number of style
features which exist because we have a variety of alternatives at hand for
referring to the same object, the same process, the same fact. They are not
all equal in value but are stylistically differentiated. :

¢

Lexical Style Features Qur vocabulary provides a large <mmo~wu_ow alterna-
tives to denote the same thing, but they partially differ in meaning (Table
5.1). Such meaning ‘connotations’ belong to different ‘stylistic _o<o_Mm and
indicate distinct spheres of action, activity types, topics or ‘social worlds’
within a speech community. And they are not randomly mixed. Mixing

LALLUATILE JLYiIcS LI

Table 5.1
Colloguial Normal/standard Formal Domain-specific
wolf down ecat dine
always imvariably
for you on your behalf il
because of with reference in consideration
your application to your application of your application
water ) H;O

these levels either results in a stylistic error or has a specific stylistic
meaning.

Syntactic Style Features With respect to syntax, some characteristic
stylistic choices associated with particular activity types are, for example,
ellipses in headlines and slogans, or the fronting of locatives in tourist guide
books (cf. Enkvist, 1981: 100). ‘

Phonological and Graphological Style Features In the slogan I like Ike! the
use of rhyme and sound repetition creates an overall impression in a
completely different way from I vote for Ike. The graphical form can have
an additional effect: compare 7 like Tke! with I love Ike, in which the thyme
is lost. The choice of the verb (like, vote for, love) depends on the following
name. The sentence I like Ike! expresses the intended message in a more
subtle way and, through the use of the ‘familiar’ name, also in a more
‘committed’ way than Vote for Eisenhower!

Figures of Style Prototypical style features as described in classical
rhetoric are devices such as metaphor, parallelism, alliteration, thyme, etc.
It is for example perfectly normal to use the metaphor a pile of money.
When, however, a large bank lost more than $6,000 million by fraud, a
‘stronger’ image was required. Yet, the head of the bank talked about
peanuts to play down the damage, and people were upset. The styflistic
meaning of a metaphor, which is created by the kind of relation between
the denotation and the image used, suggested too much playing down in
this case.

Pragmatic Style Features We can also choose between different ways of
performing a speech act, for instance the salutation in letters (Dear
Barbara, Dear Madam) and the complementary closing in letters (Love,
Sincerely yours, Respectfully, etc.). Through the selected variants, letier
writers cannot help expressing their relationship with the addressee. Even
the failure to use specific parts as expected is stylistically relevant: thus a
letter without salutation and closing would be ‘coarse’ or ‘uneducated’.
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"Holistic Style Structures and their Functions

Single style features are always only a part of a larger holistic style
structure, a Gestalt, which arises from the interplay of different kinds of

features.

Written and Spoken Style Structures Both written and spoken styles are
structures constituted by bundles of co-occurring features. For example, in
texts, the global text format and typographical features used interact with
the kind of lexis and syntax, sound qualities like rhyme, as well as with the
choice of speech acts and their realizations, etc. In spoken discourse
sequences and kinds of speech acts and their realizations, kinds of turn
taking, the choice of words and syntax, as well as prosodic structures and
voice quality, are particularly important. Altogether the co-occurring style
features form a particular whole (Gestalf).. Such holistic entities suggest
stylistic functions which can be interpreted by recipients.

Functions of Styles: Types of Stylistic Meaning

There are some typical and recurrent meanings that are constituted by the
use of stylistic variation:

1 to express one’s relation towards a situation, as, for example, through
the degree of formality or institutionalization of speech activities

2 to enable the self-presentation of the speaker/writer as, for example,
‘involved’, ‘funny’, ‘educated’, ‘member of a certain class or group’,
‘acting in a certain role’

3 to tailor (design) activities for particular types of recipients, such as
children, foreigners, in-group membets

‘4 to define a particular (kind of) relation between speaker or writer and
recipient, for example, to establish and maintain participant relations as
‘polite’, ‘distant’, ‘intimate’

5 to set apart different kinds of activities in their sequence (see later); and
so on (cf. Sandig, 1986b: Chapter 1.2; Selting, 1992).

Style thus makes certain kinds of meaning interpretable. Meaning achieved
through the use of style does not have to be made semantically explicit. If I
start a letter with Dear Margret, 1 define the relationship (for the past and
the future) as “personal’, ‘friendly’, ‘close’, etc. I do not have to make this
explicit. Styles are ideal means for expressing implied meanings.

Typified Styles ¢

Genre and Activity-Type Specific Styles  All of us can recognize the style of
a sermon, of a telegram, of trivial literature; languages for special purposes
and jargons can be looked upon as styles. For specific roles such as the
nagging mother, the professor or the teenager there is a wide range of
styles. One person can present herself alternatively as ‘academically
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educated’ or ‘naive feminine’ or ‘young and up-to-date’; via style she ‘con-
textualizes’ her discourse as “academic’, ‘feminine’, etc. We can also change
styles in discourse and thus contextualize passages of speech, such as
indicate stylistically whether we are disputing or narrating (cf. Selting,
1992). However, writers or speakers can deviate from expected styles by
using, for example, linguistic and paralinguistic cues from religioiis style in
an everyday context: thus, a ‘normal’ everyday message can be presented
like a piece of sermon.

In sum, stylistic variation. is a kind of language variation that is actively
and meaningfully used in order to suggest interpretive frames for the
interpretation of utterances. Consider the following example:

(1) Somewhere he is leaning against the bar, tall, dark and handsome.
Suddenly he sees a woman, tall, dark hair, seductively attractive, Both
hold their breath, no one moves. Then she goes up to him and it is as if
they have both known each other for a long time and, yet, so excitingly
new. He takes her hand and slowly they walk into the setting sun.

This story contextualizes a trivial novel: leaning against the bar suggests a
place of leisure: e and a woman are described as ‘a good match’ through
the parallelisms tall, dark and handsomelattractive. The ‘strong mutual
attraction’ of the two is described by doubling different spontaneous body
reactions which are attributed to both of them. The interplay of explicit
description and style features, which strongly and even stereotypically
suggests a particular atmosphere, meets our expectations of trivial literature.

Regional and Social Style 1If language variation is interpreted and treated
by participants in written or spoken discourse as a meaningful resource, it
is of stylistic significance. In this perspective, for example, regional dialect
can be used as a kind of ‘regional style’ symbolizing the regional identity
and allegiance of its speakers, or sociolects can be deployed as ‘social styles’
which symbolize different social worlds and their meanings for speakers
and participants in interaction. So, Dittmar et al. (1988) abalyse ‘Berlin wit’
or ‘Berlin loudmouth’ (Berliner Schnauze). This term is a lay categorization
to refer to a particular style with particular verbal, prosodic and sequential
features and presentational strategies which particular story-tellers may use
to dramatize their stories about situations of conflict. Similarly, the
contributions in Kallmeyer (1994) analyse the formal repertoire and the
functions of switching between Standard German and Mannemer Gosch, as
the local broad dialect in the German city of Mannheim is called. This style
of speaking is analysed as symbolizing urban and suburban identity for its
users, :

Gender Styles A vast research area concerned with styles is the study of
gender roles and their relevance for related stylistic preferences in social
interaction. Are there male and female styles?
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Earliest research concentrated on isolated linguistic variables on the
phonological and syntactic level and later on isolated features of verbal
behaviour such as the use of tag questions, hedges, interruptions, recipient
tokens, and topic control strategies in relation to the speaker’s gender role.
More recently, however, there have been some approaches which study
gender-specific preferences for ‘discourse style’ (cf., for mwm.EMHP Tannen,
1990; Giinthner and Kotthoff, 1991; 1992). Goodwin (1990), however,
shows that the conversational strategies of boys and girls are/not simply
gender-specific, but vary fundamentally with conversational activities and
participation framework, both genders being perfectly -cdpable of using
both cooperative and uncooperative strategies to achieve their aims in
interactional sequences.

Cultural and Subcultural Styles Tannen (1984) describes different (sub-)
cultural styles used by American East Coast Jewish-identified and West
Coast (and one London) raised friends who, when meeting for a Thanks-
giving dinner, encountered difficulties in getting on with each other on easy
terms in cross-subcultural discourse. Their styles differed most saliently in
terms of pacing, grossness of humour, and story-telling (1984: 149). But
nevertheless, style is not a matter of polar distinctions, and Tannen sum-
marizes: ‘each person used a unique mix of conversational devices that
constituted individual style. When their devices matched, communication
between them was smooth. When they differed, communication showed
signs of disruption or outright misunderstanding’ (1984: 147),

Within society the use and alternation between discourse styles co-occurs
with other aspects of its members’ life-styles: their housing, ways of living,
clothing, taste, etc. Bourdiew’s (1979) notion of habitus is intended to
integrate all these different dimensions of style. He points out that styles are
socially evaluated: members of a society use and interpret habitus styles
according to the symbolic value attached to them in social and economic
life.

The Degree of Prototypicality of Style Features

Style features can be distinguished according to their prototypicality. There
are prototypical features such as the pronunciation /paif for fpei/ (‘pay’) in
Cockney or the use of treuble and strife for wife as an example of Cockney
rhyming slang. These features are prime cues for Cockney style. In general,
these are used along with less prototypical features such as the “h’~dropping
in Cockney, and along with features which belong to standardilanguage. All
stylistic resources can be used intensively or only gradually. They are:
combined with other features and adapted to the specific tasks of interaction.

Producing and Interpreting Styles

Speakers use stylistic variation in order to express additional meaning
relevant for interaction. Speakers can produce ‘conventional’ styles, that is
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those that correspond to our stylistic expectation. But they can also use
stylistic resources creatively and even individually, thus both deviating from
and exploiting our knowledge and expectations about stylistic conventions.
In all cases the activity is enriched with stylistic meaning in order to
perform it most effectively.

Stylistic Teaning is not restricted to the author’s stylistic intentions; the
text, however, does provide a basis for its interpretation (Widdowson,
1992), Consider the following example taken from a 1971 article on style:

(2) When we study a writer’s style we are studying a man writing as well as
an artist at work. Because he is an artist he has perhaps a more highly
marked individuality . . . .

Today, in the light of the discussion about feminism, modern women, and
men sympathizing with them, interpret this text as ‘old-fashioned’, the
writer as representing a ‘macho’ culture. Thus, from the background of our
stylistic knowledge we can interpret the way a person talks and thus infer
that s/he is old, belongs to the lower class, etc.

The Field of Linguistic Stylistics

Originally, stylistics developed out of the field of rhetoric, in particular out
of the study of the elocutio. .

Traditional Stylistics

Much work in traditional stylistics was based on structuralist approaches.
On the one hand it aimed at a classification of stylistic features for a given
language (Leech and Short, 1981). On the other hand styles of literary texts
were analysed with structuralist methods (Jakobson and Lévi-Strauss, 1962;
Riffaterre, 1966). Western European stylistics concentrated on the descrip-
tion of literary style, whereas Prague School stylistics attributed as much
importance to it as they did to scientific style, journalistic style, admin-
istrative style and colloquial style.

More recently, in the 1980s and 1990s, stylistics profited from the deve}-.
opment of research in neighbouring areas such as linguistic pragmatics, tékt
lingmistics, sociolinguistics and discourse analysis. (For an overview of
recent trends cf. Sandig, 1995.)

Pragmatic Stylistics

Pragmatic stylistics is concerned both with the recurrent constitution of
particular speech acts rather than others, and with particular features of the
petformance of speech acts, such as the particular wording of requests. In
institutional contexts the use of ‘explicit performative formulae’ is common
in order to constrain possible interpretations: I hereby order you to stop.
In other contexts the implicit or ‘primary performative’ phrase Stop! is
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sufficient. Speech acts, however, can also be performed ‘indirectly’, for
wxmB@_o when a request is packaged as a question, Could you please stop?,
in order to express politeness (cf. Sandig, 1986b: Chapter 1.3).

/
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Text Linguistic Stylistics |

Text linguistic stylistics is, on the one w@& concerned with a particular
choice of words or recurrent sentence structures (cf. Enkvist, 1981) or
different kinds of sentence connections. On the other hand, it is concerned
with studies of particular aspects of texts which are shown to be stylistically
relevant, such as the description and comparison of the stylistic conventions
of text types.

Sociolinguistic Stylistics

In sociolinguistic stylistics style is related to social categories. Levinson
(1988) distinguishes between two sociolinguistic approaches which result in
quite different notions of style (and register). the alternates approach and
the ethnographic approach.

The alternates approach is based directly on the traditional notion of
style: ‘On this view, sociolinguistics is the study of different realizations of
the same meaning or function, and the study of style and register would be
the study of different ways of saying the same thing within a dialect, a
repertoire, or other restriction’ (Levinson, 1988: 167). In a now classical
example Labov (1972) isolated and described contextual styles in the speech
of New York City speakers. The frequency with which speakers pro-
nounced the five phonological variables ‘r’, ‘eh’, ‘oh’, ‘th’ and ‘dh’ was
found to vary between the following styles: careful speech in the interview
situation, reading styles for continuous passages of text, reading word lists,
minimal pairs.

In the ethnographic approach, ‘sociolinguistics is the study of the cultural
distinctiveness of speech functions. There is no necessity for the comparison
of two or more different realizations of the same function or meaning — we
are interested precisely in the unique and incomparable’ (Levinson, 1988:
168). Here again we can cite some of Labov’s (1972) observations: he noted
that his interviewees used different styles before and during the interviews,
and that they also altered their styles of speaking when required to switch
from more neutral to more emotive topics. Changes of topic or digressions
therefrom, as well as particular topics such as talking about childhood
rhymes and customs, etc., produced specific styles of speaking, Further-
more, changes in the participation framework, such as new people entering
the room, resulted in style alteration. The degree of attention paid to
speech in different activities such as informal conversation versus reading
aloud caused the interviewee to adapt her/his style to these activities. Some
Ewﬂ&msdmm used their styles of speaking for self-presentation more than
others.
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Interactional Stylistics

‘Franck (1984) incorporated ideas from conversation analysis into stylistic

analysis, most prominently in the description of the recipient design and
negotiation of interactional styles, for the investigation of phenomena such
as differing ‘politeness’ or ‘vagueness’ in interaction. Almost simultangously
Gumperz (1982), in an approach called interpretive or interactional socio-
linguistics, combined insights from the ethnography of speaking, anthro-
pology, sociolinguistics, micro-sociology and conversational analysis to
propose new ways of analysing speech styles as ‘contextualization cues’.
By this he meant cues that speakers use to suggest the interpretation of
what is said within and in relation to particular interpretive frames for
dimensions such as politeness, degree of intimacy, formality, institution-
alization, etc.

Gumperz (1982) pointed out that although contextualization cues such as
prosody, code-switching and style alter(njation are non-referential in nature,
they are used in culturally specific ways. Since contextualization cues are the
most implicit and unconsciously used devices which are interpreted accord-
ing to one’s own culturally conventionalized expectations, the misuse or the
lack of knowledge of the correct use of cues can create unnoticed mis-
interpretations of communicative intent.

g

Examples of Current Research

In the following we present some sample analyses which illustrate current
text linguistic and interactional stylistics. We analyse style features and
typified styles, such as those discussed in the first section, which are import-
ant elements for the analysis of styles. Against the background of the
stylistic conventions of text types (second section, text linguistic stylistics) we
ask how individual texts are stylistically composed and what stylistic
meaning is suggested by that style (cf. Sandig, 1986b: Chapter 2.1).

Text Linguistic Stylistics: Text (Type) Conventions and Styles ;-
Part of the knowledge that we need to interpret texts stylistically is the
knowledge about text (type) conventions. To manage recurrent social tasks
members of speech communities have developed conventionalized or
standardized solutions, that is text conventions. Conventionalized text
types, such as weather forecasts or lonely hearts advertisements in a
newspaper, are related to types of situations in which the problem that they
are intended to solve is a recurrent one. In such a context the respective
text conventions have a particular social meaning. As will be shown below,
texts of this type have particular internal structures and characteristics
which can be conformed with or stylistically varied by the writer, for
example for purposes of self-presentation (cf. also Sandig, 1986a).
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For illustration we shall analyse some lonely hearts advertisements from
the personal columns of the weekly uoimwmbmu Die Zeit, a newspaper
addressing a well-educated readership.!

e
A Conventional Ad /

'

(3 39 years old, presently working south of Munich and looking for a
partner. Interested in music and art and nature and would like to meet
a woman who also values religious faith. (Die Zeif, 13 December 1990)

The meaning of these ads is an attempt to come into contact with persons
of the opposite sex. This request conventionally appears at the end of the
text before the box number or address for replies. As an introduction to
this request the writer portrays him/herself as ‘looking for’ a partner; he or
she describes both him/herself and hisfher dream partner explicitly and at
the same time implicitly through the style in which the ad is written. The
parallelism (or discrepancy) between explicit description and implicit
stylistic meaning is stylistically relevant. This also allows the writer to avoid
an all-too-explicit positive self-portrayal. Finally, the relationship between
self-description and the description of the dream partner makes it possible
to interpret various kinds of relationship. For example, those who go into
great detail describing themselves but waste few words on the partner can
be described as ‘dominant’. By these standards the example given above
suggests a ‘tendency toward dominance over his partner’ on the part of the
writer, Moreover, to reduce costs, it is a general text convention of proto-
typical ads to use elliptical sentences like 39 years old in (3) and
abbreviations such as 34/1.84 in (4).

An Individual Ad For this particular text convention in the weekly paper
Die Zeit it is prototypical to use style to present oneself as an individual as
much as possible. This was not done in the above example; however, it
definitely can be seen in the following.

(4) Prof with pep (34/1.84/fit) looking for a young pedalling partner with
pizazz. Replies with photos appreciated. (Die Zeit, 29 July 1984)

Since self-description is relevant in marriage ads, we can interpret this text
as follows: the person is ‘self-ironical’ (prof is a categorization of teachers
by students and others and has a connotation of ‘informality’) and ‘uncon-
ventional’ (with pep is colloquial and positive), is ‘looking for a match’
(with pizazz is synonymous with with pep) who, like the author himself, is
environmentally aware and (somewhat) sportive (pedalling) and possibly
also “‘progressive’, ‘modern’, ‘alternative’, etc. Moreover, they should both
have some sense of aesthetics: this is suggested by the alliteration in prof
with pep and pedalling partner with pizazz. The request for replies with
photos appreciated, however, leaves some freedom for the partner, This ad
is prototypical for an ad in Die Zeir as far as style is concerned but not in
length: it is unusnally short. That it nonetheless fulfils its function is due to
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its style which matches the text’s explicit self-portrayal of the author as
someone with pep.

‘We thus also interpret the text in relation to our knowledge about the
text (type) convention. In relation to the prototypical stylistic realization of
ads in Die Zeit the first example can be interpreted as ‘non-individual’ and,
depending on the perspective, ‘stiff” and ‘humourless’, but also as-*serious’
and ‘factual’.

There are ads in which writers refer to themselves by using the personal
pronoun 7 and thereby indicate ‘personal’ style, whereas the writers of
examples (3) and (4) appear to be ‘non-involved’ since they use the third
person.

A Romantic Ad Let us now finish example (1), the beginning of which was
quoted in its entirety earlier.

(la) Somewhere . . . into the setting sun. Why not live a love story ¢ la
Courths-Mahler? 40 something, worldwide. (Die Zeit, 13 December
1990)

The writer of the ad uses the ‘trivial’ story as an implicit self-portrayal (I'm
longing for feelings) and for the stylistic description of the dream partner
and the desired ‘parallel’ relationship. The self-portrayal that is represented
as a text pattern is thus inferred from the trivial story within the context of
the ad. Also, in retrospect the story is explicitly interpreted as a piece of
trivial literature; Courths-Mahler was a famous author of love stories
around the turn of the century. This can also be interpreted as ‘T am old-
fashioned and looking for an old-fashioned partpership.” At the same time
the writer of the ad establishes some degree of distance by switching to the
impersonal rhetorical question Why not . . .? The latter also serves self-
irony, The prototypical request for ooEmoﬁ in marriage ads is expressed
here indirectly by the rhetorical question. Thus the rhetorical question
fulfils a variety of functions. The ellipses at the end do not conform to the
conventional form: 40 something is ‘colloquial’ in compatrison with about
40; the information on age and geographical location corresponds to the
text convention and makes the ellipses here interpretable as applying
equally to both partners. r

All of these three sample ads remain within the bounds of text con-
ventions established for prototypical marriage advertisements.

An Unconventional Ad Exactly because the following ad deviates from
standard text conventions, it sets itself apart and attracts attention:

(5) Women are the worst
Either they cling to you, or after a catastrophic affair they nurse their
reluctance to get involved in a relationship with an attitude of I-need-
my-freedom, don’t want a creative curly head (36) in the metropolitan
area of DU — D — E, don’t like the mountains, don’t play tennis nor go
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skiing, prefer soaking up the sun at the sea, go for macho-Italians (if
only for their body), smoke like chimneys, prefer the opera to the
comedy club, and-they only read the personal colomns for fun, but
are too B:nr\&. a oo#ﬁa to answer for once an ad with their photo-
graph. { o

As I said before: Women are the worst. Or are there any exceptions?
(Die Zeit, 21 May 1993)

Here the prototypical speech act of ‘describing’ is substituted by ‘com-
plaining’ and by an ‘explanation’ for the complaint. This complaint starts
with an eye-catcher: Women are the worst. Within the framework of the
text conventions, however, we also learn a lot about the writer and his
dream partner. By expressing the negative or things that are missing, he
describes himself via presuppositions: don’t want a creative curly head {36)
in the metropolitan area of DU-D-E, where abbreviations are used to
describe the age and the region. Through the use of a long, complex
sentence and the choice of words (reluctance to get involved, an attitude of
Lneed-my-freedom) be represents himself as an ‘academic’, but by the
choice of colloquial expressions (smoke like chimneys, soaking up the sun)
also as ‘unconventional’. .

The choice of a ‘complaint’ also matches the interpretation as ‘uncon-
ventional’ and lends stylistic weight to his explicit self-portrayal as ‘creative’.
Furthermore, the formation of a sound sequence with ‘w’ in women are the
worst supports this self-portrayal, as does the fact that the complaint is
linguistically rounded off at the end by repeating this line. The end of the ad
opens up a new perspective with the question Or are there any exceptions?
The prototypical request to include a photograph with the reply appears at
the end of the ad here, as usual, but is ‘individually changed’ (but are foo
much of a coward to answer . . . an ad with their photograph . . . Or are there
any exceptions?).

Conclusion: the Individual Text as a Holistic Gestalt Each of the texts
constitutes a unit, a gestalt, partly in relation to the text convention, partly
through its own individual presentation. The texts achieve their effectiveness
through their relation to the prototype and also to similar texts of the same
type that appear in their neighbourhood. This fact can be made use of
methodologically, since stylistic text analysis i3 often based on different
methods of comparison (cf. Fix, 1991). We can describe a given text in
relation to the prototype (of the text type) or compare several texts of the
same type with each other (and in relation to the prototype). In all cases we
use our general linguistic knowledge as a more general framework and add
to this the interpretation of the relations of the selected text characteristics
mentioned above. Another method of stylistic analysis is to look at ‘the
same’ topic in different types of texts (for example, Carter and Nash, 1990:
describing places, describing cars) or investigating ‘the same’ event in
several presentations, in newspapers with different political stances, etc.
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The nNmEE.nm (1) and (35) show that styles such as that of a trivial novel
or a complaint are actively used and are adapted to the requirements of the
individual writer.

Interactional Stylistics

-

Characteristically, studies in interactional stylistics seek to analyse the way
participants in the interaction handle, negotiate and interpret styles. It is
assumed that participants deploy styles of speaking and their alter(n)ation
according to their tacit knowledge about conventionally or situationally
evoked associations between stylistic, that is linguistic and paralinguistic,
features and associated interpretive frames. The interactionist approach
wants to show in detail how styles of speaking are used as a resource and
(made) relevant for participants in interaction. It stresses the need to warrant
the analysis by reconstructing and demonstrating that and in what way in
subsequent interaction recipients react and orient to the object of study (cf.
Gumperz, 1982; 1992; Tannen, 1984; the contributions in Hinnenkamp and
Selting, 1989; Auer and di Luzio, 1992; Kallmeyer, 1994; etc.).

The following analysis focuses on styles of speaking, Style in conver-
sational interaction is conceived of as a contextualization cue (Gumperz,
1582; 1992; see earlier), that is as a signalling cue that suggests particular
interpretive frames for what is said. Style is assumed to be constituted by
the use of bundles of co-occurring linguistic cues from, for example, lexjco-
semantics, syntax, prosody — in particular thythm and intonation:

The following transcripts present some extracts from a conversational
story that Mia tells her recipients to describe her friend’s change from a
woman who wears sloppy and scruffy clothes to one who wears very chic
and fashionable clothes after a year’s stay in France. (A detailed analysis of
the entire story can be found in Selting, 1994: 393ff)

In the telling of her story Mia changes styles dramatically and thereby
makes the parts of her story recognizable for her recipients. In order to
show how this is achieved, we need to present the spoken styles in the
extracts in a detailed transcription. The following transcription conventions
are most important here (cf. also Selting, 1994; 1993). If transcription lines
do not represent entire utterances as in part (6a) of the transcript, shey
represent rhythmic cadences (Couper-Kuhlen, 1993). A rhythmic cadence is
the stretch of talk that extends from the accented syllable (beat) over the
following unaccented syllables up to the beginning of the next accented
syllable, which ‘is then excluded. This can be seen in part (6b) of the
transcript. Capital letters are used to represent accented syllables. Cadences
which are heard as rhythmically organized are placed beneath each other;
they are roughly similar in length of time. In order to verify the auditive
interpretation of rhythm the length of cadences was also measured with 2
stop watch; the average values are given in the right margin of the tran-
script. Beneath the text, relevant intonation, loudness, tempo and other cues
are indicated.” All relevant parameters will be spelled out in the analysis,
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Mia's Introduction to her Story

(6a) A friend of mine — I shared a flat with her for a long time — was
always running around in these absolutely sloppy clothes.

| Mia: ne FREUNdin von mir () die: ()

R( / )
< slowly slowly
a friend of mine she
2 Mia: m: mit der hab ich lange zaSAMMgewohnt
R( / )
slowly slowly

m with her I shared a flat for a long time .
3 Mia: die: is: () toTAL SCHMUDdelig immer so RUMgelaufen
F(\ A 4 /)
slowly slowly >
she was  always running around in these absolutely
sloppy clothes

The extract starts with Mia’s introducing and characterizing the main
character of her story in lines 1-3. Lexically, Mia first chooses neutral ﬁoz.wm
and then, in line 3, the evaluative item schmuddelig ‘sloppy’, the hyperbolic
intensifiers fotal ‘absolutely’ and immer ‘always’ and the colloquial verb
rumlaufen ‘run around’ modified by the particle so. mwdﬁoao&.? this is
phrased in a left dislocation and a complex full sentence which wmm. a
parenthetical clause embedded in it. Intonationally, we find rising and w&:.nm
global pitch and rising and falling pitch accent movements (// W) which
constitute normal and unconspicuous contours. As the accents do not mozo«q
each other in rhythmic intervals, these units are not presented in rhythmic

notation,

The Point of Mia’s Story After Mia has told a ﬁaa-owmwmm m_”oQ (not
reproduced here), she presents the point of her story, her friend’s going to
France and returning very chic, in the following way:

(6b) Then she went to France for half a year and came back dressed dead
chic, dead chic.

27 Mia: [/ DANN isse n halbes Jahr nach / (1.1)
H{T\
then did she for half a year to ﬂ
28 Mia: /[ FRANKreich gegangen () / (1:2)
v )
France go
29 Mia: [/ KAM / ©.4)
F(\
came
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30 Mia: [/ WIEder / (0.4)
)
back
31 Mia: / TO:DD / 0.4
HF(T\
dead -
32 Mia: [/ SCHICK

Vo)
chic
33 Eli ((hh)) / ©.6)
34 Mia: [/ (.. / 0.6
35 El: [ ((laughs quietly))

36 Mia: [/ TO=D / 0.7
[ H(I-
[ <loud
[ dead
37 Eli: [ ((laughs quietly))
38 Mia: ( SCHICK () { (0.6)
-)
loud >
chic

Here, lines 27 and 28 again exhibit a relatively normal, unconspieuous
style, with unconspicuous lexical items and unconspicuous syntax. Yet,
pitch is globally high here, with an extra high pitch peak in the first word
DANN ‘then’ with which Mia focuses on the new part of her story.
Additionally, we find a rhythmic organization with albeit relatively long
cadences of about 1.1 and 1.2 seconds. This part seems to prepare for the
climax of Mia’s story which immediately follows in lines 29-38.

For the presentation of the point of her story, her friend’s return from
France, Mia switches to a saliently marked emphatic style in lines 29 to 38.
Here, at the lexical level we find the compound evaluative adjective
todschick, which combines the items fod ‘death’ and schick ‘chic’, todsehick
directly contrasts with schmuddelig; it is a stylistically marked item that
triggers an emphatic interpretive frame. Syntactically, we find elligtical
constructions that give only the items that are absolutely necessary to make
the point (a verb to denote the relation between the prior pre-climax story
and the point to follow, an adjective to denote the friend’s new look).

At the prosodic level, there are drastic changes in comparison to ‘the
prior units. We find maximally dense accentuation. Instead of the eatlier
alternation between accented and unaccented syllables, we find almost
exclusively accented syllables. The density of accented as opposed to
unaccented syllables, and the density of highly prominent primary as
opposed to less prominent secondary accents, is higher in these units than
in the prior units. The density incteases within the three units. In the
rthythmic notation we find almost only accented syllables in relatively brief
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cadences — first of 0.4 seconds and later of mostly 0.6 seconds. Moreover,
Eli’s silent laugh in line 33 and the following pause, which functions as a
‘silent beat’, fit into the picture of a rhythmically integrated sequence in
which the salience of the prosodic marking increases throughout the
sequence of units.

We also find marked intomafioni:-high global pitch on both uses of the
key word todschick, and ‘additional ‘movements to extremely high local
pitch peaks in the accents on the syllable fod. Additionally, there is
increased global loudness, a saliently elongated vowel in the syllable rod,
and a level pitch movement in the item fodschick in its second repeated
occurrence. _

Furthermore, the repetition of the word todschick signals emphasis. Mia
pauses briefly after both utterances of this word. These pauses do not yield
the floor. They are inserted for dramatic effect. As a result of the addition
of marking devices in each successive unit during the sequence, the climax

is heard as an ‘escalation’.

Conelusion: Style as a Contextualization Cue In sum, the first lines are
presented in an unmarked and unconspicuous style, while the climax is
presented in a highly marked emphatic style. Are these styles merely
random choices? Are they determined by the structure of the story? For this
to be true, the ways in which story-tellers present their stories are both too
consistent and too different, hence the styles can be neither random choices
nor determined. It is much more likely that the constitution of styles is
actively used as a holistic contextualization cue which makes the speaker’s
structuring of the story, her preparing and constructing the climax, recog-
nizable and interpretable for the recipient(s). Yet: how do we know that the
styles are relevant at all? This can be shown by demonstrating that
recipients orient to them. In our example, we can see that Eli reacts to
Mia’s signalling of the climax of her story by silently laughing, that is by
one of the ways that recipients show their recognition and understanding of
the point of a story.

Participants use co-occurring cues from lexico-semantics, syntax and
prosody to constitute styles of speaking which can be actively used as
flexibly and dynamically alterable resources. Thus they suggest interpretive
frames for the interpretation of talk and make relevant particular recipient
responses. If speakers actively use and alter(n)ate styles in the construction
of activities, and if recipients can be shown to orient to this, this can be
taken as evidence of the interactive and interpretive relevance of styles in
interaction. (For further examples cf. Selting, 1992; 1994; 1995))

i

Fields of Application

The study of style is relevant for the study of language both in the mono-
lingual and in the second or foreign language classroom. In the process of
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learning, both first and second or foreign language learners often mix styles
or registers. Typical examples are students using expressions or idioms from
spoken language in their written texts, or second language learners using
expressions from their first language in second language texts or contexts.
Teaching can try to increase stylistic awareness in order to prevent stylistic
mistakes and flaws (Hoffmann, 1988). -

In all areas of international relations and intercultural communication,
with respect to both written and spoken interaction, style is a relevant
dimension as a possible source of difficulties and conflicts (cf. Tannen,
1985; Giinthner, 1993; Kotthoff, 1994; Tiittula, 1995).

With respect to political and other public discourse, stylistic analysis can
contribute to critical awareness (van Dijk, 1984). A further area of
research, critical linguistics, is concerned with the ways in which different
world views, predominantly with respect to phenomena such as power and
status, manifest themselves implicitly and subconsciously in the style of
texts (Kress, 1985; Simpson, 1993),

In therapeutic discourse the style of self-presentation, the kind of re-
presentation of reality and the kind of handling of relationships is relevant
and can be used for diagnosis by the analyst (Labov and Fanshel, 1977;
Baus and Sandig, 1985).

Conclusions .
Styles are the socially interpreted and socially meaningful ways. of using
language variation as a resource in written and spoken interaction. It is
language variation, typically in conventionalized co-occurring structures,
which is interpreted in relation to speakers, text types, communication
tasks, activity types, contexts, settings, etc. Typified styles have (proto-)
typical features and structures but nevertheless they are dynamic and
flexible enough to be adapted according to recipient design and situational
or textual exigencies.

Although holistically interpreted styles are associated with particular
activity or text types, discourse types, situation types, institutional roles,
cultural contexts, etc., style is not (only) a variety selected in unijateral
dependence on these extralingual factors. As styles can be strategically used
in other than their conventionally associated contexts, this shows that style
is a signalling system which has to be described as a resource in its own
right. Often the establishment or negotiation of style in interaction is the
result of interactive processes between speakers or writers and recipients,
that is an interactive achievement.

Recommended Reading

Carter and Nash (1990): explain basic terminology, analyse literary and non-literary sample
texts, apply methods of style analysis and present exercises for the constitution of styles.
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Franck (1984): see section here on interactional stylistics,

Gumperz (1982): develops the view of contextualization theory that influenced many Bo%ﬂb
conceptions and analyses of style,

Kress (1985): see section here on fields of application.

Labov (1972): see section here on sociolinguistic stylistics.

Stickel (1995): presents the state of the art in German and European-German stylistics.

Tannen (1984): see section here on cultural and subcultural styles.

Widdowson (1992); shows m_uno@\m&mwmw/o@ons texts and transitions between everyday
texts and literary texts and fncourages a creative approach to poetic texts.

Notes

We are grateful to H. Gerzymisch-Arbogast, A. Arbogast and L. Paul for their help with the
translation of this chapter.

1 For reasons of concisencss only the English translation of the ads appears here. The
original German texts can be found in the issues indicated at the ends of the quotations,
2 Transcription symbols in the text line of transcripts

aber DA kam primary accented syllable(s) of a unit
aber DA kam secondary accented syllable(s) of a unit
si:cher lengthening of a sound
() brief pause of up to about 0.5 seconds
{(lacht)) para- andfor non-linguistic events
ich [gehe simultaneous talk, overlapping utterances
[jaha
Transcription symbels in the prosody line(s) of transcripts
Global pitch direction: {noted before the left parenthesis)
F,R,H,M,L( ) notation of the global pitch direction before the

accent sequences delimited by EE:E%%. F =
falling, R = rising, H = high, M = mid, L ='low
H,F( ) combination of global characterizations
Accent (proto-)types or unaccented local pitch movements on and after accented and/or
unaccented syllables:
\ falling
/ rsing
- level
Accent modifications:
™14 T- locally larger pitch movements than in surrounding
accents, higher or lower accent peaks than usual
Other prosodic parameters:
<loud voice>, <soft voice> etc. used with local or global extension, the extension is
indicated by the position of the < >

References

Aver, P. and di Luzo, A. (eds) (1992) The Contextualization of Language. Amsterdam:
Benjamins.

Baus, M. and Sandig, B. (1985) Gesprdchspsychotherapie und weibliches Selbstkconzept.
Hildesheim, Zurich; New York: Olms.

Bourdieu, P. (1979) La Distinction: critique sociale du jugement. Paris: Editions de Minuit.

Carter, R. and Nash, W. {1990) Seeing Through Language: a Guide to Styles af English
Writing. Oxford; Cambridge, MA: Blackwell.

intiedietiadit et et il

Couper-Kuhlen, E. (1993) English Speech Rhythm. Amsterdam: Benjamins.

Dittmar, N., Schlobinski, P. and Wachs, I. (1988) ‘Berlin style and register’, in N. Dittmar and
P. Schlobinski (eds), The Socielinguistics of Urban Vernaculars. Berlin, New York: de
Gruyter. pp. 44-113.

Enkvist, N.E. {1981} ‘Experiential iconism in text strategy’, Text, 1: 97-111

Fix, U. (1991) ‘Stilistische Textanalyse — immer ein Vergleich? Das Gemeinsame von
Methoden der Stilanalyse — das Gemeinsame an Stilbegriffen’, Germanistische Linguistik,
106--7: 133-56.

Franck, D. (1984) ‘Stil und Interaktion’, in B. Spillner (ed.), Methoden der Stilanalyse.
Tiibingen: Narr. pp. 121-35.

Goodwin, M. (1990) He-Said-She-Said: Talk as Social Organization among Black Children.
Bloomington, TN: Indiana University Press.

Gumperz, J. (1982) Discourse Strategies. London: Cambridge University Press.

Gumperz, J. (1992) ‘Contextualization revisited’, in P. Auer and A. di Luzio (eds), The
Contextualization of Language. Amsterdam, Philadelphia: Benjamins, pp. 39-54.

Giinthner, 8. (1993) Diskursstrategien in der interkulturellen Kommunikation. Tiibingen:
Niemeyer.

Giinthner, S. and Kotthoff, H. (1991) ¥on fremden Stimmen: Weibliches und minnliches
Sprechen im Kulturvergleich. Frankfurt: Suhrkamp.

Ginthner, S. and Kotthoff, H. (1992) Die Geschiechter im Gesprich: Kommunikation in
Institutionen, Stuttgart: Metzler.

Hinnenkamp, V. and Selting, M. (eds) (1989) Stil und Stilisierung: Arbeiten zur interpretativen
Soziolinguistik. Tibingen: Niemeyer. .

Hoffmann, L. (1988) ‘Intercultural writing: a pragmatic analysis of style’, in W. Van Peer (ed.),
The Taming of the Text: Explorations in Language, Literature and Culture. London, New
York: Routledge. pp. 152-75.

Jakobson, R, and Lévi-Strauss, C. (1962) ‘“Les ormas de Charles Baudelaire’, in L'Homme:
Revue francaise d'anthropologie, 1T (1) 5-21, =

Kallmeyer, W. (ed.) (1994) Kommunikation in der Stadt. Band I: mkmﬁ,uwn_.nnrm mun@%z des
Sprachverhaliens in Mannheim. Berlin, New York: de Gruyter.

Kotthoff, H. (1994) ‘Zur Rolle der Konversationsanalyse in der interkulturellen
Kommunikationsforschung. Gesprichsbeendigungen im Schnittfeld von Mikro und
Makro’, Zeitschrift fiir Literaturwissenschaft wnd Linguistik (LiLi), 93: 75-96.

Kress, G. (1985) ‘Ideological structures in discourse’, in T.A. van Dijk (ed.), Handbook of
Discourse Analysis. Vol. 4: Discourse \?&Eﬁ in Seciety. London, QOrlando, San Diego:
Academic Press. pp. 27-42.

Labov, W. (1972) ‘The isolation of contextual styles’, in W. Labov (ed.), Seciolinguisric
Patterns. Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press. pp. 70-109.

Labov, W. and Fanshel, D. (1977) Therapeutic Discourse. New York: Academic Press.

Leech, G. and Short, M., (1981) Style in Fiction. London, New York: Longman,

Levinson, 8. (1988) ‘Conceptual problems in the study of regional and cultural style’, in N.
Dittmar and P, Schlobinski (eds), The Sociolinguistics of Urban Vernaculars. wﬁ._.m New
York: de Gruyter. pp. 161-90.

Riffaterre, M. (1966) ‘Describing poetic structures — two approaches to Baudelaire’s “Les
chats™, in Yale French Studies, 36-37: 200-42.

Sandig, B. (1986a) “Vom Nutzen der Textlinguistik filr die Stilistik’, in A. Schéne (ed.),
Kontroversen, alte und neue. Akten des VII Internationalen Germanistenkongresses Gottingen
1985, vol. 3. Tubingen: Niemeyer. pp. 24-31. ’

Sandig, B. (1986b) Stilistik der deutschen Sprache. Berlin, New York: de Gruyter.

Sandig, B. (1995) ‘Tendenzen der linguistischen Stilforschung’, in G. Stickel (ed.), Stilfragen.
Berlin, New York: de Gruyter. pp. 27-61.

Selting, M. (1992) “Intonation as a contextualization device: case studies on the role of
prosody, especially intonation, in contextualizing story telling in conversation’, in P. Auer
and A. di Luzio {eds), The Contextualization of Language, Amsterdam: Benjamins. pp.
233-38.



il B AW AT A W W WA A e A e BATTRAY T R LA AT

Selting, M. (1994) ‘Emphatic speech style — with special focus on the prosodic signalling of
heightened emotive involvement in conversation’, Journal of Pragmatics, 22: 375-408.

Selting, M. (1995) Prosodie im Gesprich: Aspekte einer interaktionalen Phonologie der
Konversation. Tibingen; Niemeyer.

Simpson, P. (1993) Language, Ideology and Point of View. London, New York: Routledge.

Stickel, G. (ed.) (1995) Stilfragen. Berlin, New York: de Gruyter.

Tannen, D. (1984) Conversational Style. Norwood, NJ: Ablex.

Tannen, D. (1985) ‘Cross-cultural communication’, in T.A. van Dijk (ed.), Handbook of
Discourse Analysis. Vol 4: Discourse Analysis in Society. London: Academic Press. pp.
203-15.

Tannen, D. (1990) You Just Don’t Undersidnd: Women and Men in Conversation: New York:
William Morrow.

Tiittula, L. (1995) “Stile in interkulturellen wnmam_:u:mmu in G. Stickel (ed.), Stilfragen. Berlin,
New York: de Gruyter. pp. 198-224.

van Dijk, Teun A. (1984) Prejudice in Discourse: an Analysis of Ethnic Prejudice in Cognition
and Conversation. Amsterdam, Philadelphia: Benjamins,

Widdowson, H.G. (1992) Practical Stylistics: an Approach to Poetry. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

6
Rhetoric

Ann M. Gill and Karen Whedbee

There is little consensus as to the meaning of the word rhetoric. It has been
defined and redefined by scholars throughout history: ‘the ability to see, in
any pgiven case, the available means of persuasion’ (Aristotle, 199i:
1355b26); ‘the art of speaking well — that is to say, with knowledge, skill
and elegance’ (Cicero, 1942: II 5); ‘that art or talent by which discourse is
adapted to its end’ (Campbell, 1988: 1); ‘the finding of suitable arguments
to prove a given point, and the skilful arrangement of them’ (Whately,
1963: 39); the process of ‘adjusting ideas to people and people to ideas’
(Bryant, 1972: 26). While some of these definitions equate rhetoric with
persuasion, others define rhetoric more broadly as any type of instrumental
expression. One definition identifies rhetoric with argumentation, another
with eloguent language. Finally, while some definitions associate rhetoric
exclusively with discourse, at least one leaves open the possibility that
rhetoric may include non-discursive activities and objects.

Although definitions of rhetoric vary, two themes occur with regularity.
First, the essential activities of rhetoric are located on a political stage. For
example, all of the major writers on rhetoric from antiquity — Isocrates,
Plato, Aristotle, Cicero, Quintilian — believed that politics was the principal
locus of rhetoric, and, therefore, they designed their theories of thetoric for
use by political agents. More recent writers have suggested that rhetoric
functions also in religion, science, philosophy, literature, and elsewhere;
however, even these writers usually acknowledge political speaking and
writing as the centerpiece of rhetorical practice.

Second, rhetoric is discourse calculated to influence an audience tostard
some end. Theories vary widely in their description of the end of rhetoric.
Some writers describe rhetoric as a means for persuading audiences; others
conceive of rhetoric as a method for reaching reliable judgments and
decisions in a community; still others emphasize rhetoric as a means for
inducing cooperative activity.! Although descriptions of the ends of rhetoric
vary widely, the consistent theme is that rhetoric is a type of instrumental
discourse. It is, in one way or another, a vehicle for responding to,
reinforcing, or altering the understandings of an audience or the social
fabric of the community.

In this chapter, we begin with a brief discussion of classical conceptions
of rhetoric, which focused on the composition of rhetorical texts, and of
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rocess of rhetorical criticism, including basic questions that can guide
contemporary critics and some of the constructs critics consider in answer-
ing those questions. Finally, we conclude with an llustration of rhetorical
critics in action.

Rhetorical Composition

Rhetoric has been the subject of uninterrupted study for at least 2,500 years

— from the time of Plato mﬁm Aristotle to the present.? Throughout most of

this time, writers approached the subject from the perspective of com-
position; that is, most of the major works on rhetoric (with a few notable

Synonymous with political oratory; the textbooks explained to students how
to compose and deliver an effective public speech in a courtroom, before a
legislature, and at a ceremonial occasion, After the advent of print, the
scope of rhetoric expanded ‘to include reference not only to effective
speaking but also to effective writing.

Many of these composition textbooks were structured according to the
‘Roman canons of rhetoric’. These five canons, first developed in detail by

speakers have accumulated a variety of arguments, they next identify the’

strongest arguments and organize those according to a compelling struc-
ture. The second canon, disposition (or arrangement), explains the most
effective ways to organize arguments in the introduction, body, and
conclusion of a speech. The third canon, elocution, focuses on expressing
the ideas and arguments in clear and vivid language. The textbooks
explained to students how to ‘clothe’ their ideas with figures of speech such
as ‘schemes’ (repetition, parallelism, and antithesis) and ‘tropes’ (metaphor,
simile, and analogy). The fourth canon, memory, presents various
mnemonic devices for remembering the ideas and language of the speech.
And finally, the fifth canon, delivery, explains the strategies for effective
verbal and non-verba] presentation, including vocal pitch, rate, and volume
as well as gestures and movement, : p
Another important concept included in the early textbooks on rhetoric
was ‘modes of proof”. According to Aristotle, there are threé modes of
proof or ways a speaker persuades an audience to accept a thesis. First,
audiences are persuaded through ethos, or the character of the speaker:
TWle believe fair-minded people to a greater extent and more quickly [than
we do others]’ (1991: 1356a6). Second, audiences are persuaded through
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audiences are persuaded through the argument of the speech itself, or logos:
we are persuaded more readily by speakers who present a thesis and theq
support that thesis with evidence and reasoning,

Finally, the concept of propriety (or, in Greek, kairos) played & central

Tole in many discussions of public speaking. First developed by the Greek

sophist Gorgias, propriety is 2 multidimensiona] concept. At its most basic
level, propriety is the adaptation of discourse to extrinsic variables such as
the setting, the audience, and the occasion for the speech, Propriety governs
the choice of when to speak, when to remain silent, what to say, and how
to say it. The message, its organization, and itg expression must be timed 50
as to respond to the demands of particular audiences and situations. But
also, propriety refers to the internal timing of a speech. The speaker must

speaking and by emulating great orations of history.

Rhetorical Criticism a

In the past, as we have seen, much of the activity of rhetoricians- wag
concentrated on pedagogy - teaching students how to create effective
thetorical discourse, While the creation of discourse remajns the province

responds to, reinforces, or alters the understandings of an audience or the
social fabric of the community, .

Earlier in this century, critics used the classical rhetorical theories as
frames for analysis of historically important politica] texts, Thus, they
looked for the ways in which texts used the Ciceronian canons, the

conceptions of rhetoric, but the texts appropriate for study and the frames
used by critics have expanded significantly.
.Not only have film, computer text, and broadcast messages been added

muama and give sense to human experience (Foucault, 1972), that is, the way

everything in human experience is constructed linguistically, then the range




of texts susceptible to rhetorical analysis expands to include non-discursive
items such as the Vietnam Veterans’ Memorial in Washington, DC (Blair et
al,, 1991) and Israeli pioneering setflement museums (Katriel, 1994).

The communication revolution also has led to changing conceptions
about the audience for rhetoric. Computers, for example, allow ‘audience’
to become author, recreating texts by breaking up narratives and choosing
how mmuch or how little information and description will be displayed on
the monitor. Also, as texts, even speeches, have a life beyond their creation
or first hearing, the audience for rhetoric can be a reader or viewer far
removed in time-and MMENWB/WBB the creation of a text.

Most importantly, however, rhetorical critics also confront the awareness
that not all individuals or groups have equal access to channels of
communication and that discourse is not benign but hegemonic; rhetoric
can operate as a means of domination and oppression, such as focusing on
male ways of understanding, thereby suppressing female perspectives. Every
text, in focusing on some things, in making some things present to an
audience, at one and the same time obscures something else (Burke, 1966;
Derrida, 1982).

The specific objectives of contemporary rhetorical criticism have been
named and discussed variously; however, at least two major schools of
thought seem to operate simultaneously. According to one school, rhetori-
cal criticism aims to increase appreciation of the historical importance of

rhetorical texts (and especially public address). Some critics attempt to

clarify the political effects of speeches and writings; others attempt to
examine the inner workings and structure of canonical texts; and still others
aim to recover unappreciated rhetorical texts and rhetors {(speakers and
writers) of the past. The second school aims to determine how rhetoric
invites a construction or reconstruction of events and phenomena. Textual
structures are identified, discussed, and in some cases dismantled to deter-
mine how they operate to create understandings, to sanction particular
ways of viewing the world, or to silence particular people or points of view.
Underlying both of these schools is at least one commeon goal — increasing
our knowledge of how rhetoric operates. Both schools also use similar
critical processes.

The Oimnu_ Process

When reading a rhetorical text, the critic brings to it a store of knowledge,
including knowledge of the history of rhetoric and oratory, of theories
about language (including many of the topics in these two volumes), and of
writings in various disciplines, including philosophy, sociclogy, linguistics,
and political science, These understandings form the particular ‘conceptual
baggage’, or more positively the ‘expectations and predilections’, the critic
brings to the text (Leff, 1980: 345). Initial experience with a rhetorical text
leads a critic to ask questions of the text, questions that focus attention on

particular aspects of the text and how it functions. For example, among the
most basic questions the critic might ask are: what expectations are created
by the context? What does the text present to an andience? What features
of the text are significant? There are, of course, many more specific ques-
tions critics ask of texts.

In answering these or other questions, a critic once again draws on her
particular store of knowledge; she crawls around and through a text,
inspecting it from every angle, from some distance as well as up close, and
she makes judgments about how it operates and what it says (and does not
say). Once the ¢ritic has formulated answers to the questions she asks of the
text, she conveys that understanding in another text that is itself rhetorical,
representing her ideas as both warranted and enlightening.

In this section, we attempt to illustrate how rhetorical criticism functions
by identifying some of the constructs used by critics in answering questions
asked of a text. For this illustration, we will ask three basic questions,
beginning with contextual expectations. As that activity which goes by the
name rhetorical criticism has been largely a US phenomenon, and as
detailed knowledge of the cultural context surrounding a rhetorical text is
necessary for insightful evaluation, most of the examples we cite necessarily -
are drawn from the United States. We have attempted explanations for
those readers unfamiliar with a particular text or the circumstances
surrounding it.

5

What Expectations Are Created by the Context?

When examining the context for a text, a critic can focus on the context at
the time the text was created or the context at the time a particular
audience experiences (sees, hears, reads) the text. Rhetorical critics view
texts as pragmatic: a rhetorical text responds to or interacts with societal
issues or problems, and it produces some action upon or change in the
wotld. In this view, rhetoric ‘labors between the challenge and the fitting
response, the imperfection and the remedy, the crisis and the calm’ (Bitzer,
1981: 232), In short, rhetoric obtains its character as rhetorical from
specific events and situations.

Imagine the following situation. A person has died. Family and friends
gather to mourn and pay tribute to the deceased. Whether or not you have
heard a funeral oration before, you would understand that the situation
demands a specific type of utterance. A speaker cannot ignore the
solemnity of the occasion, the grief of the audience, or the audience’s need
to make sense of mortality. Any funeral oration is generated by the
situation and also is constrained by the situation. In this example, the
sitration is much more than a painted backdrop against which actors play
out their roles; the situation directly limits and shapes the character of the
speech,

Not all rhetorical situations are so easy to reconstruct as a funeral
oration, On 8 Aupust 1974, one of the largest audiences in US television



history gathered to hear Richard Nixon announce his resignation from the
office of president of the United States. Many in the audience expected, or
at least hoped, to hear Nixon admit responsibility for the Watergate
scandal that led to the downfall of his presidency. (The scandal involved
members of his reelection committee breaking into the headquarters of an
opposing political party and a subsequent coverup by Nixon and other
high-ranking members of his administration.) Instead of addressing this
situation, Nixon first justified his resignation and then attempted to reclaim
and redefine the nature of his administration. He indicated that he wanted
Americans to remember him for his decisive role in ending the Vietnam
War, in signing the m>~WH/H Treaty, and in renewing American relations
with China.

The &mo_.mﬁmnow between the audience’s expectations and what actually
occurred in the speech was dramatic. For the audience, the salient issue of
the situation was the deception and corruption revealed in the Watergate

scandal. Nixon, however, saw the situation in an entirely different light. -

The salient issue for him was that he had become the first president in
US history to be forced to resign from office. For both personal and
political reasons, Nixon focused his attention on the international and
long-term consequences of his resignation, addressing future generations of
Americans rather than the hostile viewers gathered in front of their tele-
vision sets that night, By asking how Nixon viewed the situation, a critic
can understand his choices of subject matter, arguments, and expression in
the speech.

As the previous example illustrates, several constructs critics can use in
analysing a text arise from the context: (1) exigence, the problem or issue to
which the text is addressed; (2) audience, the actual people who are
addressed by the rhetor; (3) gemre, the nature of the text itself; and (4)
rhetor credibility, the social position of the rhetor in relation to the
audience addressed.

Exigence Critics who analyse political public speeches or writings nearly
always use the construct exigence as a part of their analysis because the
historical events to which a text addresses itself or responds are central to
understanding the text. For Richard Nixon, the exigence for his resignation
speech was the fact that he had been forced to resign from office. His
conception of the exigence shaped and constrained what he said in the
speech, Nixon’s immediate audience, however, perceived the exigence
differently; they saw the scandal of Watergate as the pertinent issue"and,
consequently, their expectations for the speech were different from ﬁremo Om
Nixon.

When US President Bill Clinton spoke in 1996 at the funeral of ».oaBQ.
Us Oosmnmmméoamu from Texas, Barbara Jordan, most critics. would view
that text in the context of a funeral held before a large audi in a black
Southern Baptist Church for a national heroine. Jor mn was the first
African American female elected to Congress ffom the state of Texas, a
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lawyer renowned for her knowledge of the US Constitution, and a woman
who had electrified national television audiences with her brilliant oratory
during congressional Watergate hearings and keynote speeches at national
political conventions. The exigence that caused Clinton to speak placed
expectations upon the resulting rhetorical text.

Audience Equally important to a rhetorical critic is to identify the actual
audience addressed by the text. The critic must be alert to the fact that
those who are in the immediate vicinity of the thetor may or may not
represent the actual audience addressed by the rhetor. Richard Nixon, for
example, did not address his resignation speech to those who were gathered
in front of their television sets on 8 August 1974. Instead, he projected his
speech forward in time, and he addressed himself to future generations of
Americans.

As should be clear, audience and exigence interact in complex ways. Lake
(1983) uses both of these constructs in analysing Native American protest
thetoric from the ‘Red Power’ movement in the United States from 1968 to
1974. As Lake notes, most political commentators of the time maintained
that the rhetoric of the Red Power movement was a failure. These
commentators expressed surprise at the tactics of the movement, which
seemed designed to alienate whites rather than to attract them to the
Native American cause. The commentators assumed that the exigence for
the Red Power movement was the injustices committed against Native
Americans by whites, and they also assumed that the leaders of the Red
Power movement addressed their rhetoric to white audiences. Lake chal-
lenges these assumptions; the rhetoric of the movement was intended, he
argues, not to effect political changes or to persuade white audiences but
instead to ‘regenerate traditional Indian religious beliefs and to restore the
ancient ways of life’. The exigence, according to Lake, was the concern that
native traditions, rituals, and languages were being abandoned as Native
Americans assimilated into white culture. The audience for Red Power
rhetoric was other Native Americans. As Lake explains, this exigence and
this audience imposed constraints on the rhetoric of the Red Power move-
ment because some rhetorical modes are not open to Indians ‘if they are to
remain Indians’. For example, the Indian audience™s distrust of written
language (which ‘denudes’ the sacredness of the spoken word) led the Red
Power movement to use other forms of rhetorical texts, such as occupation
of sacred and symbolic lands (Mount Rushmore, Alcatraz Island) and
traditional dancing (the Ghost Dance) (1983: 133-4).

Genre A genre is a group of texts that share specific discursive features.
For example, a genre might be created as response to a similar recurring
sitnation, such as the funeral oration. Or, a genre might be created when
texts employ similar argumentative or stylistic strategies. Hofstadter (1965),
for example, identifies what he calls ‘the paranoid siyle’ — a type of
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rhetorical text that features argument about conspiracy theories; Campbell
and Jamieson (1995) refer to a genre of ‘enactment rhetoric’ in which the
author of the text embodies the argument and is proof of its truth.

When a speaker employs a genre, expectations are created both in the
speaker and in the audience. As Bakhtin explains:

Speech genres organize our speech in almost the same way as grammatical
(syntactical) forms do. We learn to cast our speech in generic forms and, when
hearing others’ speech, we guess its genre from the very first words; we predict a
certain length (that is, the approximate length of the speech whole) and a certain
compositional structure; we foresee the end; that is, from the very beginning we
have a sense of the speech whole, which is only later differentiated during the

speech process. Gw@o“rﬁmfv
An expectation of genre establishes the rhetorical parameters of a text,
determining not only its structure but also its vocabulary, syniax, argu-
mentative moves, and narrative appeals. The speaker who oversteps these
parameters, betraying audience expectations, often provokes a negative
reaction. Generic classification is one of the means by which a critic or
audience member establishes the standards for evaluating a rhetorical text.
A generic misclassification creates expectations that the text is not designed
to fulfill (Jamieson, 1973).

The importance of genre is illustrated in Lake’s analysis of the rhetoric of
the Red Power movement. Political commentators classified the rhetoric as
‘protest rhetoric’ in the same genre with the civil rights rhetoric of African
Americans and Hispanic Americans. As Lake explains, that generic mis-
classification forced the commentators into assuming that the rhetoric was
a failure. However, the Native Americans were employing genres grounded
in Native American culture and chosen specifically because they were alien
to white Americans.

Richard Nixon’s resignation speech provides a still more complicated
instance of generic misclassification. The resignation of a president was
unprecedented in American history. Consequently, in one sense, the
audience did not know what to expect from the speech because there was
no established genre that would have shaped their expectations. On the

other hand, scandal is a common event in politics. The genre politicians -

normally employ in response to scandal is apologia — a type of speech in
which speakers either defend their actions or apologize for their misdeeds.
The expectations of Nixon’s television audience were shaped by their
previous experiences with the genre of apelogia. Nixon, however, defied
these expectations; he employed a type of hybrid genre that combined
elements from a campaign speech and a commemorative speech. From the
perspective of the television audience, the disjunction between their
expectations and the actual speech provoked condemnation — and suspicion
that Nixon had lost touch with reality. .

Genres are not static but dynamic; that is, generic expectations evolve.
Jamieson illustrates this evolution of generic expectations'in her discussion
of a film about two early-twentieth-century US bank robbers who have
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become cultural icons — Bonnie and Clyde. The film by that name portrays
them as attractive, appealing outlaws with whom the audience sides as they
are pursued by bumbling police. The music and tone of the film are
reminiscent of ‘slapstick comedy’. As Jamieson notes: ‘Audiences submitted
to the entrapment of the film [and] laughed. A generic classification was
made and reinforced.” The film ends, however, in a ‘bloodbath’. Says
Jamieson: ‘Audiences tensed, stunned by .generic betrayal’ That film
changed generic expectations, according to Jamieson: “The solicitation and
entrapment of Bonnie and Clyde can, however, shatter generic expectations
but once. Exposure sets up expectations. When other [later] films . . . blend
the hilarious with the horrid, the shock is muted. A generic permuiation
has occurred and audiences approach specimens of it with responses
conditioned by Bonnie and Clyde’ (1973: 168).

Rhetor Credibility The authority speakers and writers possess because of
their status in government or society, previous actions, or reputation for
wisdom creates expectations and affects the operation of a text. These
background characteristics and qualifications to speak or write affect how a
text is understood and what effect it has. Logue and Miller (1995) illustrate
the operation of the position of the rhetor in their analysis of a controversy
between two elderly sisters and the mayor of a small town in the southern
United States. Because of a mistake made during a meter installation in
1966, the sisters were paying not only for their own water but also for, their
neighbor’s water. That it took twenty-three years for the women to
convince the town to rectify the mistake (and to reimburse them for their
lost money) was due in large part, Logue and Miller argue, to the sisters’
lack of rhetorical status or authority. The sisters were well known in the
community as being industrious and resourceful, but also modest and
respectful. Their reputation for amiability was only one rhetorical dis-
advantage of many: they came from a low socioeconomic class; they were
women; and they were elderly. Although they were armed with ingenious
and ultimately correct evidence of the town’s mistake, they were repeatedly
rebuffed by the mayor and the mayor’s assistants.

Rhetor credibility is, of course, relevant to our other examples, as well.
Any interpretation of Richard Nixon’s resignation speech needs to
acknowledge that, as Nixon stepped before the microphones and television
cameras, his audience perceived him as a liar and a fallen leader. As well,
Barbara Jordan’s reputation as an extraordinary orator and a tough-
minded and principled woman -who demanded that the US constitutional
mandates for equal opportunity be honored created expectations surround-
ing her rhetorical texts. Further, that Bill Clinton was both white and male
created particular expectations when he rose to deliver a funeral oration for
Jordan.

The second general question rhetorical critics may ask concerns what
that text presents. This turns the critic’s focus from the context to the text
itself.
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‘What Does the Text Present to an Audience?

Some critics determine that a text is eloquent, or persuasive, or not per-
suasive. Many contemporary critics, however, identify what a text presents
to a reader or listener by indicating the objects, events, or particular
understandings that are created by a text or what a text ignores or makes
absent. Among the many things a text can create are a rhetorical persona
for the speaker or writer, an implied audience, and contextual under-
standings. A text also can make things absent or silence particular voices.

Rhetorical Persona In literary criticism, it is common to distinguish
between the author of a literary work and a fictitious authorial persona
created in the literary work.-Similarly, rhetorical critics often distinguish
between a rhetor (or speaker) EV/W« persona created in the rhetorical text.
Consider, for example, the first ‘sentence of US President Abraham
Lincoln’s Second Inaugural Address, delivered in 1865: ““At this second
appearing to take the oath of the presidential office, there is less occasion
for an extended address than there was at the first.”” As Slagell explains,
the sentence is notable for its ‘impersonal tone, use of the passive voice,
and lack of self-references’ (1991: 157). The text portrays Lincoln as a
captive victim of the American Civil War; he emerges from the text as
being acted upon rather than as a principal actor in the war. Contrast
Lincoln’s textual persona with that of another former US President,
Franklin Roosevelt, speaking during the Great Depression in the United
States in the early part of the twentieth century:

So first of all let me assert my firm belief that the only thing we have to fear is
fear itself — nameless, unreasoning, unjustified terror which paralyzes needed
efforts to convert retreat into advance.

In every dark hour of our national life a leadership of frankness and vigor has
met with that understanding and support of the people themselves which is
essential to victory. (Daughton, 1993; 431; emphasis added)

Whereas Lincoln emerged from the text as a captive victim of circum-
stance, Roosevelt emerges as a strong and vigorous leader. Moreover, as
Daughton explains, by metaphorically describing the Depression as a war
(with ‘retreats and advances’, and ultimately ‘victory’), the role Roosevelt
assumed was ‘that of military leader. The text conveys a firm, warlike
resolve to trumph over adversity, encouraging listeners to unite . . . behind
strong military leadership’ Qoow 431-4).

Of course, a rhetor who ooodv_om the role of president of the GESQ States
has a great deal of flexibility in constructing his rhetorical persona. By
contrast, rhetors who represent oppressed groups have to negotiate an
acceptable persona in order to have their voices recognized as legitimate.
This point is illustrated by K.A. Foss (1987) in her analysis of the rhetoric of
the nineteenth-century abolitionist and women’s righits lecturer Sojourner
Truth. As Foss explains, Truth represented two oppressed groups: she was
an African American and she was a woman. Truth’s ‘mere presence on a
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public platform called into question basic beliefs of the society and typically
generated considerable hostility” (1987: 387). The persona that emerges from
Truth’s speeches is one that was recognized by her audiences as appropriate
for women — the mother figure. This persona of ‘mother’ was able to engage
in behaviors associated with mothers — scolding and praising, for example.
Foss explains: ‘Inherent in scolding is a kind of superior wisdori; the one
doing the scolding has seen more of life and has the right to make such
judgments. Such a superior attitude is allowable, however, and even
expected in the mother—child relationship and is softened by the sense of
caring that accompanies it’ (1987: 388). While the role of ‘mother’ does not
allow the speaker the flexibility or degree of authority that the role of
‘president’, for example, would allow, Truth gained some degree of
anthority on a public speaking platform through this persona.

Implied Audience IJust as we distinguish between a real rhetor and
rhetorical persona, we also can distinguish between a real aundience and an
‘“implied audience’. The ‘implied audience’ (like the rhetorical persona) is
fictive because it is created by the text and exists only inside the symbolic
world of the text. McGee (1975), for example, discusses the audience
implied by British philosopher John Locke’s writings. John Locke’s ‘people’
are ‘perceptive in ways no philosopher could be, powerful in a way no
army could match, patient in a way any behavioral scientist would envy’
(1975: 238). An aundience implied by a text, says McGee, becomes ‘infused
with an artificial, rhetorical reality by the agreement’ of an actual audience
‘to participate in a collective fantasy’ (1975: 242).

In texts of the independence movement for Quebec, Canada’s French-
speaking province, Charland finds an implied audience — the peuple
québécois, who ‘do not exist in nature, but only within a discursively
constituted history’ (1987: 137). Charland cites Clande Morin’s ‘polemical
history’ as an example: ‘““Like many other peoples, Quebeckers have
experienced an awakening of self-consciousness. They want to assert for

themselves, not as French-speaking Canadians, but as Québécois, citizens

who, for the moment, suffer the want of a country that is their own™’
(1987: 136). As another example, the Quebec government’s White Paper
includes the following historical account: ‘““In 1760, our community’ was
already an established society along the St. Lawrence. North American by
geography, French by language, culture, and politics, this society had a
soul, a way of life, traditions, that were its very own. Iis struggles, its
successes, and its ordeals have given it an awareness of its collective
destiny, and it was with some impatience that it tolerated the colonial tie.”’
This text, argues Charland, creates the peuple québécois by rendering ‘the
world of events understandable with respect to a transcendental collective
interest that negates individual interest’ (1987: 139-40).

Contextual Understanding A text can present a contextual understanding
or a particular consciousness by naming events, objects, and other aspects



oS feT B At e W AR e R e et e e e R e e e

of the context in a particular way. For example, Carlson (1992) argues that
a feminist consciousness is created in a body of discourse. She surveyed
almost thirty years (1834 to 1860) of The Advocate of Moral Reform,
published bi-weekly by the New York Moral Reform Society, a group of
women dedicated to ending prostitution. She finds this body of discourse
gradually creates a feminist consciousness for readers out of what was a
traditional acceptance of the male-dominated Christian social order. Early
references in The Advocate describe prostitution as evil and such women as
perpetrators. Over time the perspective shifts, and prostitutes become
victims in the pages of the Advocafe. This changed portrayal creates a
sympathy binding all women as victims and as sisters, presenting a feminist
consciousness.

Not only can a text operate to name the context, it also can operate to
rename it. Attorney Gerry Spence is well known in the United States for
his courtroom victories in high-profile cases, including winning an acquittal
for white separatist Randy Weaver, who was charged with murder.
Weaver, his family, and a ydung family friend were involved in a month-
long standoff with a large number of US law enforcement officers on Ruby
Ridge, Weaver’s remote mountain homesite in the western state of Idaho.
When shots eventually were fired (who fired them was never determined),
the federal marshals called in reinforcements, and, over the next few days,
Weaver’s wife, son, and dog were shot and killed, as was a federal marshal.
Spence’s courtroom oration defending Weaver names and renames the
context, that is, the events on trial, in a way that was compelling to the
jury, who found Weaver not guilty of murdering the marshal.

First, Spence (1993) names the federal officers as ‘they’, setting them
apart from ordinary Idahoans, like the jury and Randy Weaver. “They’ are
people who like to start trouble; they ‘got excited’ on Ruby Ridge, ‘becanse
they've got a war, they can bring in their airplanes, and they can bring in
their helicopters and they can bring in their snipers and their assaulters, and
they can have themselves a big war up in northern Idaho’ (1993: 18).

Spence’s text renames Randy Weaver, not as a white supremacist but as
a god-fearing family man who just wants to be left alone. He argues that
the prosecution and media have ‘demonized’ Randy Weaver, that is, they
have unfairly and incorrectly characterized him, hoping the jury will think,
‘this is a man that believes different than me, this is 2 man that we can’t
trust, this is a man we don’t care what happens to’ {1993: 12). Spence’s
narrative, however, erases the demonization by renaming it and by umHEum
all the prosecutor’s mistaken characterizations of Weaver:

[Hlow many days did you hear these people over here try to make this man a
member of the Aryan Nations Church when he plainly was not, and tred to
‘conttect him in some way or another with their beliefs? And you heard horrid
things that turn my stomach that he does not subscribe to at all ., . [H]e is not a
white supremacist, he believes that people of different races s Ea live separ-
ately. (1993: 40)

Furthermore, ‘they’

looked to the bottom of the well for everything they could find against Randy
Weaver. There isn’t a thing that he ever did in his life that they didn’t look up
and try and smear him. If they would have found a crime they would have
brought it to your attention. And this is a man who never had even a traffic
accident. Never even had a traffic ticket. Never been charged with a crime of any
kind, and honorably served his country. Ema no history of any kind om criminal
record. (1993: 48)

In addition, ‘they’ demonize Weaver by mistakenly naming his home.
Spence says: “The FBI people want to call it a compound. Why? Because if
you kill them in the compound it’s okay, but if you kill them in the house it
might not be okay.’ Spence renames the ‘compound’ — it was a ramshackle
cabin and a ‘birthing’ shed. Thus, Spence’s oration creates a familiar
context for the jury, leading them to accept Spence’s context for the whole
case — a verdict of ‘not guilty’ (1993: 67).

Absence Many contemporary critics focus on what is absent from or
silenced by a text. As Wander puts it, the potential of a text ‘to command
being’ also involves the potential ‘to spell out being unacceptable, undesir-
able, insignificant’ (1984: 209). Television characters, Wander explains,
‘conform to conventional standards of beauty’ and are ‘white or near white,
fine-featured, young, well proportioned, and of average height’. Negated
are elderly, extremely short or tall, fat, scarred, or limping individuals
(1981: 518-19).

By using language that privileges one aspect of an event, another 9«8&%
is negated. Reese and Buckalew (1995) analysed the US televised reporting
of the Persian Gulf War by studying the evening-news transcripts from 2
August 1990 to 28 February 1991 of a local television station in Austin,
Texas, Prior to the bombing of Baghdad, according to Reese and Buckalew,
the station covered local ‘peace’ activities heavily. After the bombing began,
the station’s news coverage operated to create community consensus of
patriotic support for the war and to make absent any dissent. Reese and
Buckalew note: ‘The language used to describe public opinion either
privileged the pro-war position, or denigrated the anti-wdr voices.” Among
the many examples they cite are the following statements, made by either a
television reporter or an anchor person: é

[Regarding an anti-war protest at the University of Texas] Protestors out-
numbered those supperting the war by 2 to 1, but supporters say that’s only
because the anti-war folks are more vocal.

[Regarding a pro-war protest] In the beginning pro-war forces were relatively
quiet, now they are gaining in momentum. [Camera cuts to pictures of the B:i
Later the pro-war group was confronted by those cﬁﬁomnn to the U.S. presence in
the Persian Gulf.

One of the ‘most important linguistic techniques’ was to ‘align the pro-war
with the pro-troops position’, according to Reese and Buckalew, who give
the following example:
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[Regarding school children’s reaction to the war] In the meantime the students
are following through on their commitment to support not the war itself but
rather the Americans in the Middle East fighting for peace.

This ‘remarkable inversion’ obliterates any possible semantic space for anti-
war sentiment, as the war has become the pathway to peace (1995: 48-9).

A critic may conclude that a text is persuasive, that it creates a persona
for the rhetor, an implied audience, a contextual understanding, an
absence, or something else. The way in which the text operates to accom-
plish this is the subject of our third general question a critic can ask of a
text.

What Features of the Text Are Significant?

The features that interest a critic generally are related to another judgment
made by the critic. For example, if the text is deemed highly eloquent or
persuasive, the features the critic identifies are those that lend the text its
eloquence or persuasiveness. If the text is deemed to present a rhetorical
persona, an 56:& audience, a contextual understanding, an absence, or
so on, the critic identifies those features that create such an effect. Among
the many constricts critics use in identifying significant features of a text,
we discuss and illustrate structure and temporality, argument, metaphor, and
iconicity. Our discussion of these features of particular texts necessarily
involves their instrumental operation in what the text presents.

Structure and Temporality Focus on the structure of texts, such as the
introduction, body, and conclusion of a speech, is as old as the art of
rhetoric itself. Contemporary concern with the structure of texts is related
to Saussure’s (1986) insight that we experience discourse in a linear fashion.
Thus, the structure of a text becomes intertwined with time. Contemporary
rhetorical critics make much use of temporality in evaluating texts. One
focus is on chronology, as Medhurst (1987) illustrates in his criticism of the
‘Atoms for Peace’ speech delivered to the United Nations General
Assembly by former US President Dwight Eisenhower in 1953. Medhurst
observes that the speech moved ‘from present danger, to past efforts toward
reconciliation [with the Soviet Union], to a vision for the future’. A
chronological pattern of organization, notes Medhurst, would have forced
Eisenhower to begin with past failures and to ‘bury the present in the
middle portion of the speech’ rather than featuring the warning about the
ability of the Soviets to launch a preemptive strike. Also, Eisenhower
would have been unable ‘dramatically to juxtapose the failures of the past
with his visionary plan for the future’ if his organizational pattern had been
chronological (1987: 208). .

The placement of former US President Abraham Lincoln’s famous line —
‘A House divided against itself cannot stand’ — in the speech he gave to the
Illinois State Republican Convention (after he was nominated as its
candidate for the United States Senate) enhanced the effectiveness of that
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phrase. It comes, notes Leff, as an interruption, at a moment in the speech
when ‘our expectations have been prodded in a different direction’ (1983:
7--8):

Mr. President and Gentlemen of the Convention: If we could first know where we
are, and whither we are tending, we could better judge what to do, and how to do
it. We are now into the fifth year, since a policy was initiated, with the avowed
object, and confident promise, of putting an end to slavery agitation, Under the
operation of that policy, that agitation has not only, not ceased, but has
constantly augmented.

In my opinion, it will not cease, until a crisis shall have been reached and
passed.

A House divided against itself cannot stand. (1983: 3)

The first paragraph creates a temporal and spatial setting, then develops a
‘pattern of temporal progression’, moving from the past to the present to
the future. Says Leff, the famous fifth sentence breaks the progression, and
this break is the source of part of its force (1983: 8).

Argument Rhetorical critics frequently focus on arguments within a text
and do so from a variety of perspectives. As Chapter 8 in this volume (by
van Eemeren, Grootendorst, Jackson and Jacobs) is devoted to the topic of
argumentation, we refer readers to that account of contemporary theories
of argument for a more detailed treatment of the subject. Here we will
concentrate only on one of the more distinctively rhetorical forms of argu-
ment, the enthymeme. ,

First introduced in Aristotle’s work On Rhetoric, the enthymeme is
among the oldest concepts of rhetorical analysis. Many people describe the
enthymeme as an abbreviated syllogism. It is ‘abbreviated’ because it omits
a premise; the audience creates coherence in the incomplete argument by
consciously or unconsciously supplying the ‘missing link’ from the premises
in their own belief system. For example, suppose someone presents the
following argument: ‘It's more difficult to beat Brazil than the United
States. So we're better off scheduling a football (soccer) game against the
United States.” One premise and the conclusion of the argument are stated
explicitly by the speaker. However, as it stands, .the conclusion does not
follow from the premise. To make the argument coherent, the audience
unconsciously “fills the gap’ or supplies the missing premise:

It is more difficult to beat Brazil than the United States.
[Of two good things, the one more easily accomplished is the better.]
Therefore, we are better off scheduling a game against the United States.

If an audience is to be persuaded by the argument, they must assume the
italicized premise. If the audience does not assume that premise, they will
reject the argument as incoherent.

The theoretical construct of the enthymeme allows the critic to examine
the interaction between a speaker, a text, and an audience. In creating and
responding to enthymemes, speaker and audience reveal their unstated
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"beliefs and values; they reveal their ideology or ‘implicit philosophy” about
the nature of reality, the nature of their community, and their conception of
appropriate social relations. Fulkerson (1979), for example, illustrates how
Martin Luther King Jr, a leader of the US civil rights movement in the
1960s, used the concept of enthymeme in his ‘Letter from Birmingham Jail’.
King’s letter was a response to a letter written by eight Christian and Jewish
clergymen who objected to King’s strategy of civil disobedience. Fulkerson
notes that King expanded the clergymen’s enthymemes into syllogisms in
order to refute their arguments. For example, the clergymen argued:

[Outsiders have no right to protest in mu.ﬁg.zmma.i. Alabama.]
King is an outsider. .
Therefore, King has no right to protest.

As Fulkerson explains, King began his refutation by attacking the minor
premise; he explained that he indeed had ties to Birmingham and that he
was not an outsider. Then King attacked the implied major premise: he
cited the tradition of Christian missionary work, and he also argued that, in
an interdependent nation such as the United States, no citizen is an outsider
anywhere. In effect, King revealed that the argument of the clergymen
depended on a narrow, Southern, sectionalist mentality. This sectionalist
mentality contradicted both the ideology of Christianity and the ideology
of American nationalism. King forced the clergymen into revealing their
loyalties: were they Southerners? Or were they American clergymen? No
matter what the answer, King had succeeded in defusing the clergymen’s
argument. If they responded they were American clergymen, then they had
to acknowledge that the implied premise in the enthymeme is inconsistent
with their own ideology. And if they responded they were Southerners, then
their argument lost the institutional sanction of the Church.

Olson and Goodnight (1994) analyse discourse in the social controversy
over the use of animal fur as clothing. As they note, anti-fur rhetoric
suggests that ‘the claim that it is acceptable to use fur is based on the
enthymematically-supplied premises that humans may use animals so long
as such use proceeds humanely and that fur production is humane’. The
anti-fur advocates ‘block completion of the “acceptable use” enthymeme,
challenging the argument’s implicit premise by defining “cruelty” as any use
(humane or inhumane) of animals for the primary purpose of producing
luxury items’. The anti-fur activists similarly block completion of the
‘humane use’ enthymeme ‘by associating fur with cruelty’. They graphically
depict the conditions of fur production, including ‘traps, tiny cages, and
instruments of death’ (1994: 259-60). With both discourse and pictures, the
anti-fur advocates ‘disrupt the most basic, habituated enthymemes of the
fur industry’ (1994: 262).

Metaphor Figures of speech, including metaphors, can be identified in
order to account for the aesthetic appeal of the text. Recent studies in
metaphor (Lakoff, 1987; Lakoff and Johnson, 1980), however, suggest that
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metaphor plays a much larger-role in rhetoric than merely adding
ornamentation to a text. The fundamental form of human understanding is
a metaphoric process; the mind grasps an unfamiliar idea only by com-
parison to or in terms of something already known. Thus the metaphoric
language in a text presents a particular view of reality by structuring the
understanding of one idea in terms of something previously understood. In
this view of metaphor, it shapes human experience. For example, Lakoff
and Johnson demonstrate the pervasive use of the metaphor of war when
speaking of argument, making argument an antagonistic, competitive
event: ‘[Wle don’t just talk about arguments in terms of war. We can
actually win or lose arguments. We see the person we are arguing with as
an opponent. We aftack his positions and we defend our own.” This
metaphor ‘structures the action we perform in arguing’ (1980: 4). Crtics
seek to explain what structures or understandings metaphors create in a
text.

Ivie’s (1987} analysis of lectures and books by Helen Caldicott, an anti-
nuclear war activist from Australia, demonstrates how a critic locates
clusters of words around a single metaphor that presents a particular way
of understanding events. Caldicott criticizes the United States’ ““patholo-
gical reactions” to the Soviet Union; the United States has ‘““engineered
her own suicide™’ through ‘“paranoid projection”’ (1987: 177). Other words
used frequently by Caldicott are ‘crazy’, ‘deranged’, ‘madness’, ‘insane’,
‘paranoia’, and so on, leading Ivie to observe that Caldicott’s discourse is
dominated by one metaphor, that of madness. This metaphor urges a
revision of American understanding of the Soviet Union, one in which the
prevailing understanding of the so-called ‘Soviet threat’ is undermined. In
Ivie’s analysis, the efforts by Caldicott and other ‘Cold War idealists’ did
not change public opinion in the United States because the metaphoric
restructuring ‘promoted a reversal rather than a transcendence of the
conventional image of a barbarian threat to civilization’. As ‘Americans
have traditionally exonerated themselves of any guilt for war’, the effect of
the metaphor of madness and other prevalent metaphors in Cold War
idealists’ rhetoric was to ‘decivilize America’s image rather than the
enemy’s’ (1987: 178).

Critics also lock for ‘archetypal metaphors’ in rhetorical texts. Arghe-
typal metaphors operate across generations to place value judgments on the
subjects to which they are associated. Osborn (1967) details how lightness
and darkness work as archetypal metaphors: light relates to survival, sight,
and warmth; darkness relates to fear of the unknown, vulnerability, and
cold, Oshorn cites former British Prime Minister Winston Churchill’s
frequent use of these archetypal metaphors, suggesting that, in moments of
crisis, ‘the speaker must turn to the ancient archetypal verities, to the cycle
of light and darkness, to the cycle of life and death and birth again . . . and
find them all unchanged, all still appealing symbolically to the human heart
and thus reassuring one that man himself, despite all the surface turbulence,
remains after all man’ (1967; 339),
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This gendered language foreshadows a related role of metaphor in
structuring a rhetorical text to which critics are sensitive. Griffin (1993)
notes that the communication strategies suggested in the writings of US
feminist philosopher Mary Daly are illustrated in a commencement address
delivered by the author Ursula Le Guin at Mills College, a private school
for women, in 1983. As the “foreground’ of patriarchal linguistic structures
and rules for language use ‘oppresses and limits individuals and creates a
state of ontological erasure for women’, Daly describes the world created by
women’s communication as the ‘background’. Among her many suggested
strategies for women’s communication is the use of metaphors to reverse.the
patriarchal structures created by discourse in the foreground (1993: 164-7).
As Griffin notes, Le Guin illustrates this in her reversal of the archetypal
light—dark metaphor. Le Guin states, ‘darkness is the place that “nour-
ishes”’. It is the ‘place “where no wars are fought and no wars are won”’.
By this metaphorical reversal, by making darkness the place ‘““to be at
home there, keep house there, be your own mistress, with a room of your
own™’, Le Guin redescribes and reorients the world for her audience (1993:

172-3).

Iconicity An icon is a sign that mimics what it represents. For example, a
portrait is an icon for whoever is portrayed in the portrait. Most words are
symbolic rather than iconic because the relationship between the word and
what the word signifies is arbitrary; there is no resemblance between the
word and the meaning of the word. We use one word rather than another
simply because it is the convention adopted by users of a specified language.
However, when we combine words into sentences and phrases, we create
complex forms of iconicity (Hawkes, 1977: 136—40). This point is illustrated
by Lakoff and Johnson who contrast the following two sentences: (1) ‘He
ran and ran and ran and ran’; (2) ‘He ran.’ The repetition in the first
sentence changes its meaning without changing its semantic content. Lakoff
and Johnson account for the change in meaning by noting that the length of
the sentence mimics the behavior described by the sentence (1980: 127-8). If
a sentence is longer, the more substance it must contain. Iconicity functions
in a way that is similar to metaphor; iconicity ‘rests on the intuitive
recognition of similarities between one field of reference (the form of
langunage) and another’ (Leech and Short, 1581: 242).

The aesthetic importance of iconicity long has been recognized in
rhetorical theory. Longinus (1965), supposed author of the ancient treatise
On the Sublime, certainly understood the power of iconicity and illustrated
its use throughout the treatise. For example, Longinus quoted a passage
from a speech by Demosthenes in which an aggressor attacks a victim: ‘By
his manner, his looks, his voice, when he acts with insolence, when he acts
with hostility, when he strikes you with his fists, when he strikes you like a
slave’. As Longinus explains, Demosthenes used syntax to mimic the
onstaught of the aggressor: “The orator does just the same as his aggressot;
he belabours the judges’ minds with blow after blow . . . Thus all the
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way through, although with continual variations, he preserves the essential

- character of the repetitions and the asyndeta’ (1965: 130).

Iconicity, however, is not just an aesthetic device; it also serves instru-
mental functions. As British linguists have shown, iconic composition
subtly reveals and reinforces ideological structures (Fowler et al., 1979).
Rhetorical critics also emphasize this point. In analysing Martin Luther
King Jr’s ‘Letter from Birmingham Jail’, Fulkerson notes that the elaborate
parallelism and repetition create and reinforce a particular persona for
King:

[TThe rhythms and balance created by parallelism, especially when a series of

parallel constructions is used to build to a climax, probably have an affective

impact, much as they would in oral discourse but to a lesser degree. The major

effect is oa&om_w portraying the rhetor as a man who can balance various views
and who has his ideas under complete control. (1979: 134)

Rhetorical critics need to remain alert to the possibility that syntax is not
just a vehicle for correct usage or for ornamentation but also may convey a
message, or at least reinforce a message, to an audience.

In sum, the three questions we have examined here — What expectations
are created by the context? What does the text present to an audience?
What features of the text are significant? — are some of the more basic
questions rthetorical critics might ask as they approach a rhetorical text.
However, the teader should keep in mind that these questions are by no
means exhaustive. Critics can examine texts using a variety of methods, and
in doing so, they can adopt a variety of perspectives. Rhetorical critics
frequently draw from some of the same writings about language that
dominate scholarship in every other field listed in these two volumes,
including narrative, argumentation, genre/register, pragmatics, gender, and
ethnicity.

In the final section of this chapter, we attempt to demonstrate the critical
process in action. We do this by giving several possibilities for what
rhetorical critics might see in a single text.

The Critical Process in Action

’E
Rhetorical critics analyze entire rhetorical texts, which range from a speech
or a written document to an entire body of discourse or even the rhetorical
construction of a concept such as eguality (Condit and Lucaites, 1993) or
whiteness (Nakayama and Krizek, 1995). Space limits do not allow us to
reproduce an entire text in order to illustrate the process of critical
evaluation, We, therefore, focus on one of the most well-known twentieth-
century orations in the United States, Martin Luther King Jr's T Have a
Dream’ speech, delivered on the steps of the Lincoln Memordal in
Washington, DC in 1963 to an audience of over 250,000 people. The
speech was the culmination of the March on Washington by civil rights
activists. The speech is scen as one of the most moving speeches in recent
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times, one which gave moral force to the civil rights movement in the
United States. We begin our demonstration of the critical process by
describing portions of two critics’ analyses of the speech — Cox (1989) and
Hariman (1989). We chose these two because they ask similar questions of
the text but come to different answers and, therefore, to different evalu-
ations of the text. Then, using some of the constructs we discussed earlier in
this chapter, we suggest other possibilities for analysing this rhetorical text.

The main question Cox asks of the text is: what features are the source
of the speech’s moral power? In order to answer that question, Cox makes
use of several of the questions we have discussed in this chapter. Speci-
fically, in his effort to understand the contextual expectations on the
speech, Cox studied the historical situation King faced. The Southemn
states’ response to the clamor for civil rights was a policy of ‘gradualism’ —
waiting for social change to happen in the natural course of events. Based
on statements King made in his “Letter from Birmingham Jail’, Cox argues
that King believed such ‘gradualism’ was a tragic misconception. King
wrote: ‘“It is the strangely irrational notion that there is something in the
very flow of time that will inevitably cure all ills”” (Cox, 1989: 183).

Cox argues that King’s speech operates as a ‘powerful critique’ to the
policy of gradualism (1989: 183). In the first half of the speech, King sets
up the conflict between ‘the promises of democracy and the state of justice
delayed” (1989: 189), The speech begins with a reference to the Lincoln
Memorial, which features an enormous statue of a seated Abraham Lincoln
at the top of the Memorial steps upon which King and his entourage were
standing:

Five scor¢ years ago, a great American, in whose symbolic shadow we stand

today, signed the Emancipation Proclamation. This momentous decree came as a

great beacon of light of hope to millions of Negro slaves who had been seared in

the flames of withering injustice. It came as a joyous daybreak to end the long
night of their captivity.

But one hundred years later, the Negro still is not free. One hundred years
later, the life of the Negro is still sadly crippled by the manacles of segregation
and the chains of discrimination.

One hundred years later, the Negro lives on a lonely island of poverty in the

.midst of a vast ocean of material prosperity. One hundred years later. . . . (King,

1988: 325) )

Cox argues that these words introduce the temporal frame and moral
promise that guide the remainder of the address. The articulation of time
prepares the audience for the significance of the March and of King’s
demands:

I3
¥

So we have come here today to dramatize a shameful condition.

In a sense we have come to our nation’s capital to cash a check. When the
architects of our republic wrote the magnificent words of the Constitution and the
Declaration of Independence, they were signing a promissory note to which every
American was to fall heir. This note was a promise that all men, yes, black men
as well as white men, would be guaranteed the unalienable rights of life, liberty,
and the pursuit of happiness. (1988: 325)

NNEric i,/

The metaphor of a check ‘assumes . . . that a promise has been made’. The
promise King cites is both moral and temporal, Cox argues, as the
illocutionary act of promising ‘predicates a future act’; it has a “moral claim
in subsequent time upon the one who utters the promise’. At this point,
King moves to ‘the temporal and moral failure’ (Cox, 1989: 192-3):

It is obvious today that America has defaulted on this promissory note insofar as
her citizens of color are concerned. Instead of honoring this sacred obligation,
America has given the Negro people a bad check, which has come back marked
‘insufficient funds’, (King, 1988: 325) .

Here, Cox identifies a break in the temporal form:

But we refuse to believe that the bank of justice is bankrupt. We refuse to believe
that there are insufficient funds in the great vaults of opportunity of this nation.
So we have come to cash this check — a check that will give us upon demand the
tiches of freedom and the security of justice. (1988: 325)

This is an attempt, argues Cox, to ‘dissociate the promise from the record
of temporal faiture’ (1989: 193). The March becomes a resumption of the
journey to see the promise fulfilled.

We have also come to the hallowed spot to remind America of the fierce urgency
of now. This is no time to engage in the luxury of cooling off or to take the
tranquilizing drug of gradualism. Now is the time to make real the promises of
democracy. Now is the time to rise from the dark and desolate valley of
wwmmamwmon to the sunlit path of racial justice. Now is the time. . . . (King, 1988:

Says Cox: ‘By framing the present in relation to the promises of demo-
cracy, King is able to bring focus to the timeliness of the choice before
America’ (1989: 194).

The most famous section of the speech, the ‘I have a dream’ passage,
apparently was extemporaneous on King’s part. It articulates his vision of
the future and, Cox argues, completes the temporal movement of the speech
begun in the promises of democracy. Then, near the end of the speech, King
exhorts:

And so let freedom ring from the prodigious hilltops of New Hampshire. 4
Let freedom ring from the mighty mountains of New Yotk . . . .

Let freedom ring from the snow-capped Rockies of Colorado.

Let freedom ring from the curvaceous slopes of California . .

Let freedom ring from Stone Mountain of Georgia.

Let freedom ring from Lookout Mountain of Tennessee,

Let freedom ring from every hill and molehill of Mississippi, from every
mountain side, let freedom ring. (1988; 327-8)

Cox argues: ‘In the quasi-mythical time of this vision, past and future are
reconciled; no longer is there any tension between promise and reality, or
between struggle and deliverance.” This injunction is for the fulfillment of
the promise, happening in the very birthplace of the racist, anti-black
organization, the Ku Klux Klan (Stone Mountain of Georgia). The
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movement across the continent is, Cox explains, ‘as much moral as
geographical’. It is the ‘eschatological experience of exile and the promise
of deliverance’ (1989: 201).

King ends the speech:

And when this happens, and when we allow freedom to ring, when we let it ring
from every village and hamlet, from every state and city, we will be able to speed
up the day when all of God's children - black men, white men, Jews and
Gentiles, Catholics and Protestants — will be able to join hands and to sing in the
words of the old Negro spiritual, “Free at last, free at last; thank God Almighty,
we are free at last’. (1988: 328)

This, says Cox, is the ‘fulfillment — within the temporal space of the text’ of
a ‘heritage that King had articulated in the Lincolnian words of his
opening sentence . . . The timing of change in the polity and eschatological
time are merged. King’s dream becomes an empowering vision of the
fulfillment of time’ (1989: 202). Cox’s analysis of this speech is that King
redefines public time as morally charged and urgent. The dream of a future
time ‘orients our action now, as instrumental to this end’ (1989: 204).
Hariman asks similar questions of this text, but his analysis differs from
Cox’s in part because he identifies different contextual expectations to
which the speech is responding. Hariman argues that King is responding
not only to the policy of gradualism but also to a schism within the civil
rights movement, pitting those who advocated radical change against those
who favored more modest reforms. Hariman cites a different statement
from King’s “Letter from Birmingham Jail’ to illustrate this. King writes:
““T stand in the middle of two opposing forces in the Negro community.
One is a force of complacency . . . The other force is one of bitterness and
hatred, and comes perilously close to advocating violence.”’ After further
documenting the conflict among factions within the movement, Hariman
argues that, if a split occurred, ‘the center would have had the most to lose’
(1989: 207-9). From this perspective of the historical situation, Hariman
argues that King’s speech is not the tdumph that Cox claims it to be;
instead, the text ‘reasserts a moderate voice and some of the assumptions of
gradualism’ (1989: 206).
_This understanding of the context also leads Hariman to read the text
differently than Cox read it. As one example, Hariman argues that King’s
use of the check metaphor does not create moral or temporal urgency but

instead asserts a moderate voice, as checks take time to write and days to -

process. Furthermore, says Hariman, checks are part of the institutional
order: they can be ‘a sacred obligation only if capitalism is a religion’
(1989: 210). As another example, Hariman reads King’s ‘time’ and his
‘dream’ not as real but as mythical; they are part of the ‘myths used to
legitimate the status quo’. Also, the ‘concluding coda of “let’ freedom
ring”,” says Hariman, evokes an image of church and town hall bells that
toll on special occasions, with a ‘ceremonial sounding’. King’s speech,
concludes Hariman, is ‘capable of occluding the present behind a miasma
of myth’ {1989: 211).

" Hariman says King’s ‘let freedom ring’ stanzas can be read as trans-

forming time into space, as they move geographically around the United
States: ‘A disturbing sense of public time is being reduced to a reassuring
sense of public space,’” he says, drawing on Mircea Eliade’s observation that
‘creating and maintaining the mythic consciousness’ requires converting
time to space in order ‘to escape the anxiety of living in history’, (1989:
213). This evaluation leads Hariman to criticize King’s speech for ‘driving
competing speakers into marginality’ (1989: 216) but, at the same time,
Hariman acknowledges it as ‘a masterpiece’ (1989: 215).

While Cox and Hariman provide us with important insights into the
internal workings of the text, many other readings of King’s speech are
possible. For example, a critic might ask what makes this text a ‘master-
piece’, that is, what features account for the text’s aesthetic appeal? One
might focus, for instance, on King’s extensive use of metaphor and simile
to create vivid images of abstract principles. Many of these metaphors are
presented in pairs:

. .. a joyous daybreak to end the long night of their captivity.
.. . lonely island of poverty in the midst of a vast ocean of material Ea%mi@.

Now is the time to rise from the dark and desolate valley of segregation to the
sunlit path of racial justice. Now is the time to /if? our nation from the quicksands
of racial justice to the solid rock of brotherhood. (King, 1988: 325-6)

These paired metaphors — moving from dark to light, from low to high,
from isolation to integration — subtly reinforce King’s message about the
ultimate effectiveness of non-violent protest. Further, a critic might note
King’s extensive use of anaphora (repetition) and parallel sentence struc-
ture. These patterns and rhythms of the speech create expectations for the
audience; as King breaks and shifts the rhythm, he generates a sense of the
dramatic urgency of the moment. :

A critic also might ask bow the many metaphors of King’s speech
operate to create particular understandings. Cox and Hariman provide very
different readings of the check metaphor. Another critic, with different
expectations and predilections, might focus on the familiarity of the
metaphors. While only some of the metaphors qualify as archetypal, they
all are familiar {(dreams, checks, beacons, flames, joyous daybreaks, Tong
nights, and so on); indeed, many of the metaphors are so familiar as to risk
being tedious if not fatuous. A critic might analyse these metaphors as
reassuring in their orthodoxy. Nearly all of the metaphors originate from
biblical text, from the Protestant tradition, from the European literary
canon, and from the political tradition upon which the United States was
founded. They are metaphors designed to reinforce — not to challenge —
dominant conceptual frames. Rather than startle the audience, the ‘meta-
phors lull the audience into accepting conservative and patriarchal
standards and orientations. King’s challenge to the audience is carefully
mediated, and his stylistic choices contrast sharply with the choices of, for
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example, Malcolm X, the leader of a more militant faction of the civil
rights movement. Malcolm X insisted: ‘T don’t see any American dream; I
see an American nightmare’ (1964: 2). Malcolm X’s religion (Black
Muslim), countenance, and discursive style were more foreign than familiar
to white America.

A critic could direct attention to King’s choice of rhetorical genres. By
creating the case for civil rights within the genre of a ceremonial speech
rather than a political speech, King’s text is reassuring and reasonable
rather than radical. It is exhorting but not démanding; it is uplifting rather
than condemnatory; it is full of dream and hope rather than dread and
doubt. In accordance with the ceremonial genre, the speech uses impersonal
and distant referents for the failures of the past. It is ‘America’ and not
‘white Americans’ who have defaulted on the promissory note. Indeed, the
only specific personal condemnation is to particular residents of the South:
‘Alabama, with its vicious racists, with its governor having his lips dripping
with the words of interposition and nullification.” Everyone else is poten-
tially part of the dream for tomorrow; ‘we’ are ‘all of God’s children” who
will join hands’ and sing the ‘old Negro spiritual, “Free at last™ (1988:
328).

A critic might note further that, while the speech makes present the failed
promises of democracy and emancipation and the hope for redemption,
women are almost entirely absent from the speech. King refers to a
brotherhood several times QE.EW this speech, and his inclusive statements
refer to males:

This note was a promise that all men, yes, black men as well as white men, would
be guaranteed the unalienable rights of life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness.
(1988: 325)

I have a dream that one day on the red hills of Georgia, sons of former slaves

and sons of former slave-owners will be able to sit down together at the table of

brotherhood. (1988: 325)

. .. we hold these truths to be self evident, that all men are created equal, (1988:
327)

... we will be able to speed up that day when all of God’s children — black men
and white men, . . . (1988: 328)

The only female presence to emerge directly from the speech are children,
‘little girls’:
I have a dream that one day . . . right there in Alabama, little black boys and

little black pgirls will be able to hold hands with little white boys and little white
girls as sisters and brothers. (1988: 327)

An ironic contrast exists between King’s speech — addressed to an audience
that included women — and a speech delivered in 1995 by Louis Farrakhan
during the ‘Million Man March’ on Washington, DC. In his lengthy and
rambling speech, Farrakhan made an effort,’ at one point, to acknowledge
the black women who had been excluded from the Million Man Maxrch.

Technically, women were not excluded from participation in the Civil
Rights March of 1963; however, they were, in a sense, rhetorically excluded
from King’s speech.

Each of these perspectives on King’s speech could be developed in some
detail. In addition, critics could ask many other questions and analyse his
text by means of many other constructs. This example, and indeed the
entire chapter, arc intended to illustrate rather than define the process of
rhetorical criticism and the relevance of rhetoric to a student of discourse
analysis.

Conclusions

These various critical approaches to King’s speech and the discussion of
basic questions and critical constructs are intended to demonstrate how a
rhetorical critic might analyse a rhetorical text. To describe the range of
critical activity is difficult, as that which critics see in or ask of a rhetorical
text is as various as the expectations and predilections they bring to it.
Drawing from history generally and the history of rhetoric particularly,
writings about language, past rhetorical activity, and so on, critics evaluate
rhetoric by reading the context and the text in a way that illuminates the
operation and effects of rhetoric.

e

Recommended Reading

To gain a sense of the history of rhetoric, see Kennedy (1994), Conley
(1990), and Vickers (1988). For a sampling of writings that have influenced
the development of rhetoric, see Bizzell and Herzberg (1990). For examples
of critical texts as well as suggestions for doing rhetorical criticism, see Foss
(1995), Burgchardt (1995), and Leff and Kauffeld (1989). For discussion of
the critical process, see Nothstine et al. (1994). For vatious perspectives on
the critical process, see Black (1978), McKerrow (1989), Wamnick (1992),
and Leff (1980).

Notes ‘

1 Two scholars (Foss and Griffin, 1995) more recently have suggested that rhetoric be
viewed as invitational rather than persuasive. This description of the end of discourse may
change rhetorical practice in the years to come.

2 As the English word rhetoric comes fom the Greek (rhétoriké), tecnically the study of
rhetotic begins in Ancient Greece. However, instrumental use of oral discourse is as old as
language itself. Many extant ancient texts include discussion of matters that scholars now
describe as rhetorical. For example, the ancient Egyptians wrote ‘wisdom books™ that advise
how to speak in different settings, explaining, for example, how to speak effectively with one’s
superiors and with one’s subordinates. They also include advice about how to present oral
pelitions and what sorts of strategies are effective and ineffective in petitions - threats, flattery,
argument.
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7
Narrative )

Elinor Ochs

Narrative Realms

Imagine a world without narrative. Going through life not telling others

what happened to you or someone else, and not recounting what you read

in a book or saw in a film. Not being able to hear or see or read dramas

crafted by others. No access to conversations, printed texts, pictures, or

films that are about events framed as actual or fictional. Imagine not even

composing interior narratives, to and for yourself, No., Such a universe is
unimaginable, for it would mean a world without history, myths or drama; .
and lives without reminiscence, revelation, and interpretive revision.

When we think about narrative, literary forms come to mind as narrative
texts par excellence. At least since Aristotle’s Poetics (1962), nagrative
genres such as tragedy and comedy have been the preoccupation of
philosophers and critics. As a fandamental genre that organizes the ways in
which we think and interact with one another, however, narrative encom-
passes an enormous range of discourse forms, including popular as well as
artistic genres. The most basic and most universal form of narrative may be
the product not of poetic muse, but of ordinary conversation.

Scholars of narrative have argued that narratives are authored not only
by those who introduce them but also by the many readers and interlocu-
tors who influence the direction of the narrative (Bakhtin, 1981; 1986;
Bauman, 1986; Goodwin, 1981). This co-authorship is most evident in
conversational narratives, where interlocutors ask questions, comment and
otherwise overtly contribute to an evolving tale (Ehlich, 1980; C. Goédwin,
1984; M. Goodwin, 1990; Jefferson, 1978; Mandelbaum, 1987; Quasthoff,
1980; Ochs et al., 1992; Sacks, 1978). The interactional production of
narrative maintains and transforms persons and relationships (Miller et al.,
1992). How we think about curselves and others is influenced by both the
message content of jointly told narratives and the experience of working
together to construct a coherent narrative.

Our species is fortunate to have access to several communicative modali-
ties available to creale a narrative. Narratives can be produced through
spoken, written, kinesthetic, pictorial, and musical modes of representation.
Spoken and written narratives are commonplace, Dramatic enactments of
events through body movements and facial expressions may be even more
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basic a narrative vehicle, given the historicity, ubiquity, and enticement of
performance (Aristotle, 1962). Indeed Kenneth Burke (1973: 103) harkens
back to ritual drama ‘as the Ur-form, the “hub”, with all other aspects of
human action treated as spokes radiating from this hub’. And every picture
tells a story in the form of a more or less compressed narrative. Indeed the
history of art is in part a history of narrative representation (Adorno, 1984;
Berger, 1972; Dissanayake, 1988; Marsack, 1991). In some cases, a narra-
tive is communicated through a series of depictions, as in certain forms of
cave art or certain medieval illustrated manuscripts. In other cases, the
sequence of events is compressed into a single representation, requiring the
viewer to untangle the storyline from different elements in the scene. From
one point of view, minimalist art places heavy demands on viewers by
inviting them to create a narrative from highly abstract and elusive forms
and juxtapositions. From another point of view, minimalist liberates the
viewer from having to discern a single, authoritative narrative scripted by
artist or patron. Rather, the viewer is free to construe a range of possible
narratives suggested or inspired by the visual forms (Capps et al., 1993).

The range of narrative interpretation that characterizes paradigms of
visual art also characterizes other narrative modes, particularly music.
Instruments, tonality, and melodic leitmotifs may more or less explicitly,
more or less iconically, build characters and move them through emotional
and actional realms. The ethnomusicologist Steven Feld (1982) describes
how the Kaluli people of Papua New Guinea relate the melodic contours of
bird songs to particular forms of human sentiment, activity, and states of
being. Certain pitches, for example, convey sadness and weeping, which in
turn may evoke loss and abandonment. Kaluli reproduce these melodic
contours in sung narrative performances to arouse strong feelings from
those listening (Schieffelin, 1976).

While a narrative may be crafted through a single modality, more often
narrators intertwine a multiplicity of modalities. Narrators may quote or
make reference to a narrative excerpt from a book or newspaper, blending
oral and written instrumentalities. Or demonstrations involving artifacts
may be incorporated, as when children in American schools engage in a
narrative activity called ‘sharing time’ in which they tell a story through
both words and displays of objects brought from home (Michaels, 1981).
Similarly, narrating may involve tellers talking about, looking at, and
pointing to visual representations. This is seen in courtroom narration,
where withesses and lawyers piece together a plausible narrative, using
objects and images they construct as evidence (Goodwin, 1994). Scientific
narratives also rely on graphs, diagrams and other figures. While sometjmes
scientists merely refer to a figure, in the throes of working through a
scientific problem they may construct a narrative account from the per-
spective of being a symbolic object within a figure (Ochs et al., 1994). At
these moments, scientists use the figure as a frame of reference as they
gesturally and vocally narrate changes in physical states along symbolic
points within the figure. Picture books also interweave images with

linguistic text, inviting readers to pursue a narrative line across these two
modalities. And theatrical drama can be enacted through a variety of
modalities including pantomime, voice, written text, visual image, and
musical instrumentation.

In some cases, the interpenetration of communicative modalities is
evoked rather than actualized. Rather than using different modes of com-
munication, the narrator implies these modes through stylistic variation.
For example, when authors shift from descriptive prose to direct quotation,
they imply a shift to speech. In so doing, they transform the reader into an
(over)hearer as well. These interpenetrations produce intertexts or hybrid
modes of discourse (Bakhtin, 1981; 1986). The intermingling of implied
modalities is especially prevalent in the novel, where authors craft not only
spoken dialogue but also inner silent forms of communication in a literary
format. The play of communicative channels weaves a complex relationship
between author, character, and reader/(over)hearer. If well wrought, such
complexity yields meanings that render the author an artist and the product
a work of art.

As this discussion implies, narrative plays host to a range of genres. In
the course of telling a narrative, speakers may engage in a wide range of
language activities. For example, they may embed an argument within a
narrative, as in the following exchange' among family members narrating a
story:

Mom: = We didn’t Jaugh believe me.
Rhoda: [Yes you did — you st[arted to laugh,
Corky: [((shaking head no)) [hh
{ { Mom looks to Corky for confirmation of memory))
Mom: I don’t think we did — I [had to go-
Rhoda: [YES YOU DLD!
(from Family Dinner Corpus: Ochs, 1986-90%)

In this example, Rhoda accuses her family of laughing at her during an
embarrassing incident. When an interlocutor is the butt of a narrative, he
or she often disputes the account of events. Gossip, a form of narrative in
which a breach in cultural norm is recounted, is characteristically gonten-
tious (Brenneis, 1984; Haviland, 1977; Goodwin, 1990). The highly con-
frontative nature of gossip is captured in Goodwin’s (1990) account of this
activity among African American girls. These pre-adolescents engage in
complex, conflict-laden narratives called ‘He-said-she-said’, wherein one girl
tells anotherfothers about what a third girl said about her/them (such as
“They say y’all say I wrote everything over there’). This reported accusation
is refuted CUHUH. = THATWAS VINCENT SAID."), in turn triggering
lengthy public discussion. .

Not only can narrative house other language activities, it can itself’ be
incorporated into a larger genre or activity. For example, not only can a
narrative house a dispute, it can also be housed within an ongoing dispute,
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as when someone launches a story to illustrate a point he or she is
advocating. Narratives can also appear as a part of a prayer. In the
following example, a child begins to say grace at the dinner meal, but in the
midst of a formulaic thanksgiving, she launches a narrative about events in
her day:

Laurie: =kay — Jesus? — plea:7se — um — help us to love
and .hh um — Thank you for letting it be a n:ice day
and for taking a (fine/fun) nap?
.hh - amd - for (letting) Mommy go bye
and I'm glad that I cwied today?
cuz I like cwying [.hh and

Annie?: [( (snicker} )
Laurie: I[m glad (that anything/everything) happened today=
Roger?:  [((snicker))
Laurie: =in Jesus name
((claps hands)) A:-MEN!
(from Family Dinner Corpus: Ochs, 1986-90)

In this example, Laurie’s story about crying at school when ‘Mommy go
bye’ is framed within the saying of grace. However, grace does not function
simply as a set of bookends for Laurie’s narrative, as visualized below:

Grace | Narrative | Grace
Rather, features of the genre of grace seep into the telling of the story:
G r N a ARRA ¢ TIVE e

In particular, a defining feature of grace is an expressed sentiment of
thankfulness. This sentiment organizes Laurie’s narrative when she recounts
‘I’'m glad that I cwied today’ and ‘I like cwying’. Events like crying, which
are normally associated with sadness, are imbued with a sensibility appro-
priate to the occasion of giving thanks for a meal. In this fashion,
narratives become organized by the contexts in which they are constructed.

When we think about written narratives, many of us envision them as
different from Laurie’s narrative. Delimited by titles and typographical
spacing, perhaps even a book cover, written texts appear to have defined
boundaries, However, even written texts can be part of an ongoing com-
municative interaction — for example, a dispute or a supplication or a
political agenda — that in subtle and profound ways shapes the narrative
text. Kenneth Burke (1973: 1) notes: “Critical and imaginative works are
answers to questions posed by the situation in which they arose. They are
not merely answers, they are strategic answers, stylized answers.” Scholars
ranging from Burke to Russian formalists (Bakhtin, 1981; Todorov, 1984)
to proponents of cultural studies (Williams, 1982; 1983) implore interpreters
of narrative to embed such texts in the social and historical dialogues in
which they participate.

allakdvioc Ly

Given the variety of modes and genres that realize narrative activity, it is
an enormous task to consider how narrative is rooted in cultural systems of
knowledge, beliefs, values, ideologies, action, emotion, and other dimen-
sions of social order. Typically cultural analyses of narrative focus on a
particular context of narrative activity, for example spoken or sung narra-
tive performances (Bauman, 1986; Becker, 1979; Briggs, 1992; Feld, 1982;
Hymes, 1971; Jacobs, 1959; Scollon and Scollon, 1981a; E.L. Schieffelin,
1976; Tedlock, 1972; Watson-Gegeo and Boggs, 1977; Witherspoon, 1977),
mythic tales (Lévi-Strauss, 1955; B. Schieffelin, 1984), conversational
narratives of personal experience (Miller et al., 1990; 1992; Morgan, 1991;
Ochs and Taylor, 1992b), reading stories (Heath, 1983), writing stories
(Scollon and Scollon, 1981b), gossip (Besnier, 1993; Brenneis, 1984; M.
Goodwin, 1990; Haviland, 1977), or classroom narrative events (Cazden
and Hymes, 1978; Michaels, 1981; Ochs et al., 1994; B. Schieffelin, forth-
coming). Narrative in each of these contexts is rendered meaningful vis-g-
vis some property of local ethos — for example, an orientation towards
autonomy or intervention, explicit moralizing, sacredness of text, facticity
of text, imagined selves, social asymmetries, and so on. To date no study
examines narrative activity as it is variously construed across modes,
settings, and participants within a single speech community. As such, we
need to be cautious in positing broad generalizations that identify a culture
with one narrative style.

Narrative and Time

The term ‘narrative’ is used either in a narrow sense to specify the genre of
story or in a broad sense to cover a vast range of genres, including not only
stories but also reports, sports and news broadcasts, plans, and agendas
among others. What holds these diverse modes of narrative together?
Regardless of the contexts in which they emerge, the modalities through
which they are expressed, and the genres laminated within them, all
narratives depict a temporal transition from one state of affairs to another.
This attribute does not uniquely define narrative. We may think of this
temporal attribute as a necessary but not sufficient characterization of
narrative. As will be discussed later, narratives depict far more thah an
ordering of events.

Literary philosopher Paul Ricoeur (1988) refers to the temporal property
of narrative as the ‘chronological dimension’. This transition is captured
linguistically by a sequence of two or more clauses which are temporally
ordered (Labov, 1972). This characterization encompasses narratives that
are captivating as well as those that are dull. It includes accounts of
enigmatic events as well as those that are predictable. A narrative can be a
simple chronicle of events or an account that contextualizes events, by
attempting to explain them and/or persuade others of their relevance.

Narratives may concern past, present, future, hypothetical, habitual, or
other culturally relevant mode of reckoning time. Narratives that are
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d with past events include cz.vwa genres such mwm HMHMMM
histories, and reports concerning either Hunom.mmm_cbmw or .ﬁﬂwww e ﬁam
ivi ,Hmﬁﬁ (1989: 17), for example, notes Emm stories :ﬁ L time
s 4 ecific, affirmative, past time narratives which tell abou
Hav.o:w wmﬂm mmm SE,% took place at specific unique moments in a unique
st tin o‘...nH”.E » William Labov and Joshua Waletzky (1968: mwd. refer to
WM.M%”MMMMW% .mm ‘narratives of personal experience’ and characterize them

linguistically as ‘one method of recapitulating past experience by matching

a verbal sequence of clauses to the momamwww MM. %Mwwﬁwwﬂwwgmmw Mm HMHMMMM.@W
ot oooﬁmnmwawmw.ﬂ%%Mﬂaﬂ%ﬁnmn_mw“msmﬁﬂ?ow of personal experience.
onmﬂm”.m“”Msnms also be primarily concerned with sequences &. waﬁm

_MHMQN wmnm in present time, for Q.SBEP mvon..a broadcasts in %..EM_,,
o Bﬁm_o%ﬂﬁoa narrate actions, strategies, and reactions of players Nﬁ._ helr
Mﬂ&annmm. Alternatively, narratives may Fozm. on the %::.:ﬁ mwsﬂanmosm
sequences such as agendas, Huanwon@aonm,.wmﬁon, mﬁﬂmamﬂoummrn wo=o§bm_
forecasts, warnings, threats, mua. planning mwuoamwwmaw e o for b
excerpt, a young girl narrates a series of suggestions, to g

birthday party:

primarily concerne

y! ? do for my birthday? —
. Mommy! I know what 'munna da
sl Could we paint our face for our birthday? .

Mom: If you want,

Sally: ((counting on her fingers as she speaks))
Mommy, paint our face, number one —
Okay, now. go to the park, number two,
Daddy has to play monster, :E:Gmn .Enno. "
U:m: — number {FOU:7:r! go to miniature goli
And number five go to UCL pool —
And number SIX? — kiss Mommy,

-ha I'm just kidding,
Harha fim s Qwoﬁ Family Dinner Corpus: Ochs, 1986-90)

- ) ﬁu
Narratives about hypothetical worlds can concern hypothetical pas

e 3

m
¥ U ﬁ ,

i ive i ted by a
f hypothetical narrative is construc cipa "
mwwbmwww ﬁwwgﬁ who are planning how to resolve a scientific problem:

PIL: If you .B._S your lime there (0.2} and you-

temperature [quench (0.5) down to:: where I have

[((Student looks at board))

that word [long range order,
[((Student rises, goes 1o board))
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Student: Yeah, _
PI: will you see any dynamics at all down there?,
(Ochs et al., forthcoming)

In this excerpt, the principal investigator uses a figure on the blackboard to

take the student and himself on an imaginary narrative journey (Ochs et

al., 1994; forthcoming). The principal investigator posits a sequence of
hypothetical moves, and elicits from the student a consequential generic
event.

While scientific narratives (such as experimental reports) reckon time
primarily in terms of scientific units of measurement, autobiography and
other genres of personal narrative reckon time in terms of a person’s
apprehension of time. As noted by Ricoeur (1988), narrative time is human
time, not clock time. Ricoeur’s approach to narrative draws on the
philosophy of Martin Heidegger (1962), who distinguishes physical time
from existential time. In Being and Time, Heidegger suggests that humans
experience time as a fusion of past, present, and future. We experience
ourselves in the present time world, but with a memory of the past, and an
anxiety for the future. A property of our species is that we have human
cares; and these cares lead us to contextualize the present in terms of the
past and future, the past in terms of the present and future, and the future
in terms of the past and present.

It is our cares about the present and especially about the future that
organize our narrative recollections of past events. Narrative serves the
important function of bringing the past into the present time consciousness.
That is, narrative provides a sense of continuity of self and society. But
perhaps even more importantly, narrative accounts of past events help us to
manage our uncertain future. In Heidegger’s framework, when we construct
narratives about the past, we apprehend them in terms of what they imply
for the present and future.

- For these reasons, narratives that touch on past events are always about
the present and future as well (Ochs, 1994). In some cases, narratives
provide new models, open up novel possibilities, for the shape of our lives
to come. In other cases, narratives about the past touch off a concern about
the present or future. For example, in ‘He-said-she-said’ narratives told b
African American girls, gossip about the past ‘instigates’ one of the
intetlocutors (the accused) to defend herself in the present and posit how
she will redress the offense in the future (Goodwin, 1990: 271y

Barbara: Well you zell her to come say it in
front of my fa:ce. (0.6) and Il put
her somewhere.

In conversational narrative, a concern for the present and future may crop
up at any point in the telling. Co-narrators wander over the temporal map,
focusing on the past then relating it to the present and future and then
returning to another piece of the past. For example, after Laurie recounts
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i i her mother left her at school, the family
during grace) how she cried when |
Mmﬁﬁ_m to Laurie’s predicament to help :mnawmoo tomorrow (Ochs, 1994

129
ther: but honey? — I only work —

Mo this — it was only this week that I worked there all
week? because it was the first week? of school
[but —

Annie:  [she cried at three o’clock too
0.2) |

Mother: ME.H after this? — it — I only work one day a week? there
and that’s Tuesday

The family narratively ricochets from relevant bits of the past:

Mother: Laurie? — you didn’t take yer ((shaking head no)) —
blanket to school either did you.
Laurie: No I (for)got it ((petulant)).

to strategies for conquering the future:

Mother: We'll hafta get it out of the closet —
and put it over there with the lunch stuff.
AM-OV H 3 - _.
JYimmy: yes — so you could — bring it (with/to) school.

What is the import of experienced time QEEEH. time) for E&Qﬂmﬂ&.ﬂm
narrative? One implication is that different narrative genres, such as s OMM
and plans, organize the same text. me compression of different tempo ”
domains within a single stretch of discourse in tum suggests ﬁmﬁ&mnwwnw X
best understood as a perspective on a moﬁ rather than as a kind o oM.
(Ochs, 1994). Rather than mapping particular genres on to .&m,nnoﬂ bﬂ.ﬂoa
tive sequences, we examine the same stretch of SF or sﬁasm# Mn H..Em_&s
visual representation for different genre properties. .Wﬁ:ﬂ. an sMM mmmm
“What genre is this text?, we ask, ‘How E.. at all) is this ﬁoxw o_.mmwum dasa
story? a plan? a broadcast? a forecast? >.=a so on. The mw {he
narrators and scholars is to pursue the generic threads that run throug

ir interconnections.
ﬂoxmﬁqownmrwmwwwwhwmm. of this chapter, the &moﬁ&oﬂm will focus on ormﬂm._o-
teristics of one narrative genre, namely m.ﬁoumm. We will pursue the linguistic,
psychological, and sociological structuring of such narratives.

Narrative Point of View and Plot Structure

While narratives can in principle recount z.ﬁﬁ_w predictable events, EMM_W
stories concern noteworthy events. Something wwﬁw.oson that the mHMQ M o
finds surprising, disturbing, interesting, or otherwise 8=mEo. (Labov e
ﬁﬁmﬁ_@v 1968; Chafe, 1980). Stories normally have a pomnt to make,
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which organizes the construction of the narrative itself. Often the point is a
moral evaluation of an occurrence, an action, or a psychological stance
related to a set of events.

Stories are not so much depictions of facts as they are construals of
happenings. Kenneth Burke (1962) looks at stories as selections rather than
as reflections of reality. And Erving Goffman notes:

A tale or anecdote, that is, a replaying, is not merely any reporting of a past
event. In the fullest sense, it is such a statement couched from the personal
perspective of an actual or potential participant who is located so that some
temporal, dramatic development of the reported event proceeds from that starting
point. A replaying will therefore incidentally be something that listeners can
empathetically insert themselves into, vicariously reexperiencing what took place,

A replaying, in brief, recounts a personal experience, not merely reports on an
event. (1974: 504)

Ricoeur (1981: 278) calls point of view the configurational w&BnEwou of
narrative. Aristotle introduced the term mythos or ‘plot’ to characterize
how events and emotions are interwoven to form a coherent narrative. Itis
plot that distingnishes a list of events from a history of events or a story of
events (Frye, 1957; Ricoeur, 1981; White, 1981). In creating a plot, his-
torians and storytellers give structure to events within a sense-making
scheme. The plot knits together circumstantial elements such as scenes,
agents, agency (instruments), acts, and purposes into a coherent scheme
that revolves around an exceptional, usually troubling, event (Burke, 1962).

The plot can be seen as a theory of events in the sense that it provides an
explanation of events from a particular point of view (Feldman, 1989; Ochs
et al,, 1992). In this sense, stories are akin to scientific nartatives. While
scientific narratives de-emphasize agents and motives (Latour, 1987), they
share with story narratives the property of recounting something out of the
usual — an enigma, a discrepancy, an oddity, a challenge, an upset that
disturbs the equilibrium. Further, both scientific and personal narratives try
to shed light on that problem by placing the problem within a sequence of
cause—effect events and circumstances. .

The capacity to create and decipher plots is a quintessential faculty of the
human species. Jerome Bruner (1990) has proposed that narrative is mmwmwmo
instrument of folk psychology. Stories are cultural tools par excellence for
understanding unusual and unexpected conduct. In storytelling, narrators
intertwine two domains of behavior, what Bruner calls ‘dual landscapes’:
(1) situational circumstances and protagonists’ actions, and (2) protago-
nists’ mental states. Often, for example, narrators explain an unusual and
unexpected action in terms of a protagonist’s thoughts and feelings. In so
doing, narrative serves to ‘render the exceptional comprehensible’ (1990:
52). Because stories recount events that depart from the ordinary, they also
serve to articulate and sustain common understandings of what the culture
deems ordinary, For this reason among others, narrative is a powerful
means of socializing children and other novices into local notions of
situational appropriateness. Co-narrators often comment on how they
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themselves. As participants to these narrative interactions, children come to
understand what is expected, normal, and appropriate.

Building a Narrative

How are story narratives oonmﬁaoanﬂﬂoﬂq are they initiated and devel-
ey come to completion? -

owmw“_ ﬂw MMM Mou%nw& text, a title 9..052. ﬁmm_u_o mm.men may :.E“EMQ
identify the text as a possible story. While stories told in oouﬁ_.mm:oﬂ w.
not have titles, they do often have story mxm\ama mm.mow.m. 1992). Instea o
abruptly beginning a story, a teller transitions into it with the oo-OﬁmHWQos
of other interlocutors. This activity is moooavrmwma through story prefaces
such as “You want to hear a story?”, wherein interlocutors indicate an
intention to tell a relevant story and elicit a m.o-mbmmn to do so from A.Umrmnmw
Tellers of stories in conversational interaction om..ﬁon H.:a an m&.&woﬂ.:
task: not only do they let others know that a story is coming up ?MEM ﬁMa.
occupy the floor for more than one cznnmuo.&. they also need to lin ’ rnM
story at least vaguely to current talk. .Ezm.mom_ may @o mooomd_w ishe
through repetition of some portion of the prior talk, as in the fo owing
example (Jefferson, 1978: 221):

Roger:  Speakin about forties. I worked on a k-o:n Morganelli’s
Forty.

Sometimes story prefaces are introduced by someone other Emm_ the person
who eventually initiates the story. For example, women sometimes E&.E%
and forward a story to their husbands to .8: (C. Qoo&é:.r 1986;
Mandelbaum, 1987). In the excerpt below, Phyllis prefaces a story ina im«.
that retains her husband Mike as its principal teller (C. Goodwin, 1986:

298):

Phyl:  MTike siz there wz a big fight down there las’ night,
Curt:  Oh rilly?
(0.5)
Phyl: 'Wih Keegan en, what.
Paul [de Wa::/d? ]
Mike: Paul de Wa:l d. Guy out of . . .

Once a story is launched, it assumes a particular structure. The elements

that comprise a story have been analysed by ME_omcvrnnm. mouw_.ozm.wm.
literary critics, and discourse analysts at least since Aristotle. >Mmﬂomn
(1962) described in some detail the mHoESmﬂEm of tragedy and comedy. wm
characterized tragedy in terms of principles of plot, character .ﬁbcm

habits), language, thought, spectacle (manner), and melody. For Aristotle,

the soul of tragedy is the plot, and character is of secondary importance, A
plot must have a beginning, a middle, and an end, but this progression is
not as obvious as it might first appear;

A beginning is that which does not come necessarily after something else, byt
after which it is natural for another thing to exist or come to be. An end, on the
contrary, is that which naturally comes after something clse, either as its
necessary sequel or as its usyal {(and hence probable) sequel, but jtself has nothing
after it. A middle is that which both comes after something else and has another
thing following it, A well-constructed plot, therefore, will neither begin at some

Literary studies such as Viadamir Propp’s The Morphology of the Folktale
(1986), Northop Frye’s The Anatomy of Criticism (1957), Paul Ricoeur’s
Time and Narrative (1988), and Roland Barthes’s The Semiotic Challenge
(1988) continue to draw on these Aristotelian principles in analysing the
structure of story narratives,

William Labov’s {1972) linguistic analysis of narratives of personal
experience also harks back to Aristotle’s notion of the narrative essentials
of a beginning, middie and end. Rather than analysing written narratives,
Labov gathered oral narratives of purported lived éxperiences in the course
of interviewing a population of speakers in New York City. The narratives
were produced in response to the interview question, “Were you ever in a
situation where You were in serious danger of being killed? ‘Examining
these narratives, Labov comments that some ‘are compiete in the sense that
they have a beginning, a middle, and an end’, but other more fully form
narratives display the following structural features of personal experience .
narratives (1972: 363): (1) abstract (for example, ‘My brother put a knife in
my head’), (2) orientation (‘“This was just a few days after my father died"),
(3) complicating action (T twisted his arm up behind him . . D) (@)
evaluation (“Ain’t that g bitch?), (5) result or resolution (‘After all a that I
gave the dude the cigareete, after all that’), and (6) coda (‘And that was
that”), '

These elements are echoed in ‘story grammars’, which, somewhat paralle]
to Propp’s morphology of Russian folktales, articulate a syntax of stogy
narratives (Mandler and Johnson, 1977; Mandler, 1979; Stein and Glenn,
1979; Stein and Policastro, 1984). In these analyses, stories have grammati-

. knowledge of story structure. In Stein and Glenn (1979) major story -

constituents include: (1) a setting, either (2) an initiating event or (3) an
internal response, (4) an overt attempt, (5) a consequence. Stein and
Policastro ( 1984) add a sixth story component: a reaction to (3}, (4), or (5).
Jean Mandler and Nancy Johnson (1977) include as well an ‘ending’
component, and make a further distinction between stories that are goal-
oriented and those that are not. Those that are goal-oriented parallel the
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Stein and Glenn model. Stories that are not goal-oriented consist of (1)a
setting, (2) a beginning, (3) a simple reaction ~ either an emotional response
or an unplanned action — and (4) an ending. All constituents comprising a
story episode, and with the exception of thesetting, are seen as invariantly
ordered.

The concept of setting is common to literary, linguistic, and psycho-
logical models of narrative, Story grammars and linguistic conceptualiza-
tions of sefting define setting in terms of the physical, social, and temporal
context of protagonists’ conduct. Literary analyses of stories and cultural
psychological approaches (Bruner, 1990; 1991; Feldman, 1989) emphasize
that setting goes beyond time and space and social circumstance to encom-
pass the psychological climate that anticipates a beginning narrative event.
The historical rise of the novel and other narrative genres is linked to
greater attention to what Bruner (1990) calls the ‘mental landscape’,
including the emotional states, morality, perspectives, and motives of
protagonists as they enter a crucial narrative event. It is the psychological
climate that colors protagonists as tragic hero/heroines or comedic fools.
Aristotle notes, for example, that a tragedy rests on establishing that the
protagonist is of high moral fiber and that the protagonist is an unwitting
victim of circumstances. This psychological context is established in
settings. ,

While pieces of the setting appear at the start of stories, narrators may
also delay revealing crucial aspects of the setting until much later in the
story. There are many reasons for this. One is that the narrator may wish
to slowly disclose vital elements of the context to build suspense. If the
narrator were to reveal all the relevant background initially, the story loses
its dramatic tension. Another reason is that narrators themselves are not
always aware of important details of the story setting at the start of the
storytelling. It is only when the story is under way that storytellers make a
connection between a prior circumstance and the troublesome event of
concern in the narrative. In conversational storytelling, a narrator may be
reminded of such circumstances by co-narrators participating in the inter-
action (Ochs et al., 1989). In therapeutic conversations, the psychotherapist
is often instrumental in evoking unmentioned states of mind, actions, or
conditions that may render a narrative event more. meaningful (Capps and
Ochs, 1995a; 1995b).

Yet another reason for late revelations of settings is that narrators at first
iry to present themselves in the best light as protagonists (Ochs et al.,
1989). They build settings in such a way that their emotions and actions
seem reasonable and worthy of an interlocutor’s empathy. However, some-
times the best laid plans of mice and men run amok, when other co-
narrators bring out undisclosed pieces of the setting that unravel this
positive self-portrayal. Such dissembling occurs in the narrative excerpt to
follow. The story opens with nine-year-old Lucy complaining about how
her school principal inadequately punished a girl who pufled up her friend’s
dress in front of the boys:
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Lucy:. 1don’t think Mrs. um Andrew’s being fair becanse um

cﬁﬁu we were back at school um — ,
this wi.w — she pulled um — Vicky’s dress (( puts hand to kmee) )
up t’her ] ] i
Mom p : € ((gestures with hand high on chest} ) in front of the boys
Lucy:  she only — all she did was get a day in detention

H..Hon family sympathizes with Lucy’s perspective, Then, unexpectedly, her
six-year-old brother Chuck introduces a piece of the setting :uwnwnoﬁmmﬁ to
her parents: Lucy herself had been punished by the principal and for the
same length of time (one day) as the girl who embarrassed her friend:

Chuck: Luey? — you only went to it once — right?=

Father: =({(clears throat) ) |
Q.S.w (Lucy arches her back, eyes open wide, looks shocked, starts
shaking her head ‘no’ once, father looking at her) J -

Mother: (Yow’ [ve been in it/You can tell us can’t you?)

Father: [I'm lis?tening)
Lucy:  ((low 1o Chuck) (thanks)
0.4)
Lucy:  ((louder)) [yeah — that — (was ) “
Mother: [(She was in it) once?
{0.6)
Lucy:  Once.

(Ochs et al., 1992: 47

h:o.%.m plight is a common one in conversational storytelling. When we tell
stories among intimates such as family members and friends we are
EuoumEm to their knowledge of our lives, They can at mcum moment
ntroduce background information that undermines the point we ag
narrators are trying to convey. .
>.= characterization of stories specify a key event that disrupts the
WQE_@H..M:E of ordinary, expected circumstances. For example, the notions of
ooﬂﬁrommou, (Aristotle, 1962), ‘trouble’ (Burke, 1962), ‘deviation b.o:wm the
ordinary’ (Bruner, 1990), ‘complicating action’ (Labov, 1972) ‘initiating
event’ (Stein and Glenn, 1979), and ‘inciting event’ Amum&m 1982) all
concern an unpredictable or unusual or problematic event on which a
Darrative episode focuses. In the story that Laurie tells while saying grace
for instance, she focuses on the problematic event of ‘Mommy go bye.’ Hbu
Lucy’s ﬁw@. the focus initially is on the problematic conduct of a mnw.coH-
NMMR, ‘this girl? - she pulled um ~ Vicky’s dress up t'here in front of the
s.
In many stories, the key troublesome event is seen as provoking
h@&oﬁm&& responses and actions that attempt to reinstate a sense of
equilibrium. In Mandier and Johnson’s (1977) framework, these are goal-
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“directed stories. For example, in Laurie’s story, ‘Mommy go bye’ is seen as
inciting Laurie to cry. In Lucy’s story, the schoolmate’s transgression is
seent as inciting the principal to punish the transgressor with one day's
detention.

These psychological and actional responses in turn have outcomes, which -

in turn may engender further psychological responses nq& actions. For
example, in Lucy’s story, Lucy becomes upset when she discovers that ﬁ.w@
principal gave the schoolmate only one day’s detention. She tells Wnn. family
that the principal is not fair; and when her mother asks her, “You think she
should have gotten suspended?, Lucy responds, ‘At h@»mﬂ_,

In a study of the narrative construction of agoraphobia, Cw.m Omﬁwm and
Elinor Cchs (1995a; 1995b) found that the nairatives of panic xperience
told by an agoraphobic woman consistently delineate a series of spiraling
problematic events, wherein one problem leads to mu.g.wmn. _...Uow. mxﬂﬁﬁo_ a
traffic jam is seen as inciting heightened awareness. H.Em. n.n”mruwﬂoa in turn
incites panic, which then incites the protagonist to Eﬁﬂm.m series of
attempts to mitigate panic that fail, inciting further panic E&ﬁ né_ﬁEm.zq
the protagonist communicates her distress and escapes the situation. .Hs
stacking problem upon problem, the narrator constructs a world in which
she is helpless and driven by panic. .

When storytellers recount that a problematic event incited ﬁmwoﬁouo%n&
responses or actions, the story appears to be capped in past time. As
discussed earlier, however, stories have a way of edging into the future, and
storytellers often frame an inciting event, a psychological response or an
attempt to handle that event as s#{f unresolved, still problematic at the time
of the telling, For example, in Laurie’s story, while Laurie herself treats the
problematic event of ‘Mommy go bye’ as finished business (T'm glad (that
anything/everything) happened today in Jesus name A:-MENT!), her Eo_&on
does not. Laurie’s mother treats both ‘Mommy go bye’ and Laurie’s
response as current problems, which provoke her to propose a set of ?Ewa
actions to help. In the case of panic stories, the sufferer of mmoHEuwow.E
consistently frames panic as not only a past problem but also an ongoing
problem with debilitating consequences. Indeed a hallmark of mm.oaﬁ.rogm
is the tendency to ruminate about the consequences of past panic episodes
for future life experiences. The storied past becomes a rationale for the
here-and-now and beyond (Capps and Ochs, 1995a; 1995b). o

Many narratives appear to be motivated by narrators’ current &mwmam.
faction with how they or some other protagonist handled a situation, as in
Lucy’s complaint about the response of her school Hﬁ.u&ﬁw._ to a school
problem. Indeed one motivation for narrators to initiate stories is to work
through with other interlocutors how they currently feel or should feel
about some element of a past situation. The writer Vaclav Havel notes
in his Letters to Olga (1989) that this motivation is part of an all-
encompassing quest to relate our personal lives to a broader horizon of
relationships, places, objects, ideclogies, values, and other human concerns.
Our experiences are full of enigmas, and we tell stories to probe with others
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these mysteries and frustrations. While the character of co-narration varies,
the activity offers an opportunity and a potential for communal reflection
not only on the meaning of particular experiences but also on the meaning
of life on historical, cultural and cosmological planes.

In many communities, the activity of problem-solving through collabor-
ative narration is emblematic of friendship, collegiality, or family member-
ship. Unfortunately, members of these communities are not always able to
enjoin. familiars to narratively work through problems. Even in close
physical proximity of family and friends, persons may feel awkward or
incapable of presenting an unresolved narrative. In the absence of informal
problem-solving encounters of this sort, would-be narrators may bring their
stories to community practitioners. In a number of societies, these prac-
titioners are said to engage in ‘disentangling’ (Watson-Giegeo and White,
1990), and in others, “psychotherapy’,

Narrative Identities

Narrative is not only a genre of discourse, it is also a social activity
involving different participant roles. Both Bakhtin (1981) and Goffman
(1974) distinguish the narrative role of author (or, in Goffman’s words,
principal) from that of narrator (or, in Goffman’s words, animator), As
noted earlier, Bakhtin also inspired the perspective that narrative aifdience
plays a key role in the construction of narrative (see Duranti, 1986; C.
Goodwin, 1986). The audience is a co-author of narrative form and
meaning. .
Jennifer Mandelbaum (1987) suggests that audience involvement varies
in storytelling. She distinguishes between teller-driven and recipient-driven
stories. Teller-driven stories resemble Erving Goffman’s description o
story: ‘Sometimes [the participant] will sustain his story across several
consecutive turns, the interposing talk of others largely taking the form of
encouragement, demonstrations of attentiveness and other “back channel”
effects’ (1974: 509). In recipient-driven storytelling, recipients take a more
active role: ‘teller and recipient together work out what a storytelling
is “about” and how it is to be understood’ (Mandelbaum, 1987 238).
Recipient-driven storytelling characterizes situations in ‘which the recipient
is also a story protagonist, especially when the recipient is the butt of a
story. This observation resonates with Marjorie Goodwin’s (1990) study of
‘He-said-she-said’ interactions, where the primary story recipient is both the’
object of accusation and highly active in structuring the ensuing story.
Charles Goodwin (1986) points out that story recipients vary in their
knowledge and expertise concerning story details. In storytelling interac-
tions among adult Americans, recipients who are more knowledgeable tend
to contribute more to the ongoing telling. Their knowledge can be viewed
as an entitlement to narrate (see also Shuman, 1986). Knowledge is not
always a basis of narrative rights, however. Carolyn Taylor’s (1995a;
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1995b) study of family storytelling suggests that American children often
don’t get to tell stories about themselves, but rather are expected to listen
as one or both parents assume this right. In parallel fashion, the medical
anthropologist Basil Sampson writes an article called “The sick who do not
speak’ Gwmmv in which he portrays how persons who have been sick or
injured in Australian aborigine communities do not have the right to tell
the story of their illness. The sick are thought to be not themselves in this
condition and therefore unable to portray events. Instead those who cared
for the sick person retain this right. .

The assignment of the roles of teller and audience, or teller and BE.?on.ﬁ
to whole narratives ultimately breaks down in conversational storytelling in
which many participants construct the story. Particularly where ,ﬁoéﬁmum
includes close friends and family members, the telling can be widely
distributed. Particularly in these cases it makes better sense to mmmmms
the roles of teller and audience/recipient turn-by-turn as the storytelling
evolves. At one moment a participant ‘may be teller and the next a
recipient.

In examining family storytelling, Ochs et al. (1992) found it useful to
consider all family members present as co-tellers in that telling routinely
shifted from one family member to another in the course of a story. We
distinguished an initial teller, someone who introduces a story, .m.oE other
tellers, those who contribute to the telling of a story once introduced.
Rather than assuming a minor role, family members as o&ﬂ. ﬁo.monm
contributed substantially to story construction, including supplying pieces
of the setting, positing psychological responses, and attempting to Rmo_ﬁ
the central story problem. For example, after Lucy as initial teller E.a.o-
duced the story about the schoolmate who gets only one day of detention,
her mother continues the story by suggesting Lucy’s psychological response
to the schoolmate’s offensive actions:

Lucy:  she only — all she did was get a day in detention

Mother: mhm? — you think she should have gotten suspended?
(0.6)

Lucy: at LEAST

Mother: (cuz Lucy) was really embarrassed
((nodding yes, talking while eating))
1.6
Mother: MH nwoms you/Lucy really) would have liked to kill the — the |
girl — huh?
Lucy:  [{(nods yes slowly, as she chews, fork in mouth))
Mother: [(cuz) you were upset with her —
{ (speaking very fast)) but you were held back .
because you (thought) your school was goin’ to do it
and the school didn’t do it and you feel upset

INAifallva FAR g

Other family members also chime in as co-tellers. Lucy’s younger brother
Chuck, for example, suggests that he would give more detention as
punishment:

Chuck: I think? she should — be: in there for a h- whole HSOZ‘E.% or
50=
IR =(well maybe)
(0.6)

Chuck: each day she('d) hafta go there — each day each day each day
even if? . .

And as noted earlier, it is Chuck who takes the story in a radically &m.ouaa
direction when he discloses that Lucy herself was in detention.

Narrating Lives

When those involved in narrative interactions actively participate as both
tellers and recipients, they exercise their entitlement to co-author a narra-
tive. When that narrative concerns a lived experience, co-authors impact
the gaﬂﬁmm&um of that experience. It is not only a narrative but a life or
a history that is collaboratively constructed. Narrative is a sense-making
activity; it is also a primary vehicle for retaining experiences in memory.
Entitlement to co-tell a narrative is then a powerful right, asnoBbammEm

past, present, future, as well as imagined worlds, i

As co-tellers draft a story, they script one or more narrative messages.
The message may concern what happened, discerning ¢rush status of events.
Hence telling a story becomes, for better or for worse, a means of estab-
lishing a sense of reality in memory. On the other hand, the natrative
message may concern what should have happened, discerning the moral
status of events (Duranti, 1994; Ochs et al., 1992). Indeed, because narra-
tives have at least one point of view, they inherently convey judgments. All
of the narratives illustrated in this chapter communicate strong moral
messages, but perhaps the most striking is the story of Lucy and the girl
who got one day’s detention in school. Everyone in the family throws in
their moral judgment first about the girl and then about Lucy. Very mmon
story narratives are vehicles for socializing values of a family or a ﬁu‘cwo
institution such as a school or a community at large.

Messages about truth and morality contribute to causal explanations that
narratives routinely construct. Because they present a point of view and’
because they frame an event as provoking responses, story narratives in
particular allow co-tellers to build explanations about situations (Ochs et al.,
1992). In some cases, co-tellers work together to build a compatible account
of events, In these cases, collaborative storytelling helps to create solidarity
— for example, a coherent family, institution, or community culture.

However, in other cases, co-tellers challenge one another’s explanations
of emotions, actions, and circumstances. This often happens when stories




are narrated among those who share a history with one another and with
the protagonists in a story narrative. In societies such as mainstream
America, those privy to background relevant to an unfolding story may
introduce elements that radically alter the storyline. For example, in the
story about school detention, Lucy’s younger brother’s revelation of her
detention experience undermines Lucy’s explanation of why the school
principal is not fair. Whereas Lucy had based her sense of injustice on the
gravity of the schoolmate’s transgression, her brother provides an
alternative basis for Lucy’s judgment: the principal was not fair to give
Lucy and the schoolmate equal amounts of detention. Co-narration that
involves challenging and redrafting storylines is akin to academic and legal
challenging and revision of explanations for events. In both cases, chal-
lenges recast a narrative account as a version of experience rather than as
fact. As such, collaborative storytelling of personal experiences is a
province for socializing intellectual skills demanded in professional worlds
(Ochs and Taylor, 1992a; Ochs et al., 1992),

Challenging how another is telling a story, like all human actions, is
socially organized. There are expectations concerning which stories are
challengeable. For example, Heath (1983) notes that the white working
families in her study discouraged challenging written narratives. Similarly,
family, institutional and community cultures may structure who assumes
the role of challenger. In many communities, for example, adults more than
children are given this entitlement (Heath, 1983; Goody, 1978: Ochs and
Taylor, 1992b; Ochs and Taylor, 1994). In the white middle-class Ametican
families studied by Ochs and Taylor, mothers challenged more than twice
as often and fathers more than three times as often as did children in
collaborative narrative interactions. Because narrative activity is ubiquitons
in these households, the recurrent narrative roles of family members help to
constitute their family identities. When a family member routinely assumes
the role of challenger, this narrative role becomes part of their family
identity. In middle-class American families, challenging narrative accounts
is a routine social action that contributes to the identity of parent but
especially the identity of father. The predilection for parents, especially
fathers, to challenge is well understood by young children, who in turn
display a predilection to sabotage or only minimally comply with parental
efforts to elicit their stories. Familiar to these households are exchanges of
the type: “What did you do at school today? ‘Nothing.” Children in these
families are loath to have their stories problematized and redrafted by
authoritative co-narrators.

Conclusion

Narrative activity in these ways is at once a discursive medium for collec-
tive probing and problem-solving and a tool for instantiating social and
personal identities (Mumby, 1993). Narrative activity allows members of

Narrative 203

communities to represent and reflect upon events, thoughts and emotions,
E.: this opportunity may be asymmetrically allocated, granting reflective
rights to some more than to others. Crucial to the construction of a self, an
other, and a society, co-narration crafts biographies and histories; yet the
meaning of experience and existence — what i possible, actual, reasonable,
desirable — tends to be defined by some more than others. To these ends,
narrative has the capacity to limit, indeed imprison, or to expand and
transform the human psyche.
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1 Transeription conventions
.hhh inbreath
hhh outbreath
underline emphatic stress
: sound stretch
©.2) Ppauses in seconds and fractions of seconds
) micropause (less than 0.2 seconds) i
((comment)} non-vocal action or transeriber’s comment
falling (final) intonation

? tising (final) intonation

s continuing (final) intonation
2 slightly rising (final) intonation
bolded text  phenomenon of focus

[ overlapping talk or actions
( ) doubtful hearings

bu- cutoff sound or syllable
“you® low in volume

>well< speeded up speech

CAPS loud volume

A

sudden pitch rise
* vocal fry
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2 Many of the examples used in this review are drawn. from the Family Dinner Corpus
gathered during 1986-90 as part of a larger project ‘Discourse Processes in >Bo=owu
Families', snpported by the National Institute of Child Health and Development (grant no. 1
ROH HD 20952-01A1). Members of the research team included principal investigators Elinor
Ochs and Tom Weisner, and research assistants Maurine Bernstein, Dina Rudolph, Ruth
Smith, and Carolyn Taylor.
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Argumentation

Frans H. van Eemeren, Rob Grootendorst,
Sally Jackson and Scott Jacobs

What is Argumentation?

Argumentation uses language to justify or refute a standpoint, with the aim
of securing agreement in views. The study of argumentation typically
centers on one of two objects: either interactions in which two or more
people conduct or have arguments such as discussions or debates; or texts
such as speeches or editorials in which a person makes an argument
(O’Keefe, 1977). An adequate theoretical approach to argumentation
should have something to say about both the process of argumentation and
the arguments produced in that process. Consider the following passage,
adapted from a syndicated newspaper story (Associated Press, 1993):

(1} A recent study found that women are more likely than men to be

murdered at work, 40% of the women who died on the job in 1993 were

" murdered. 15% of the men who died on the job during the same period
were murdered.

The first sentence is a claim made by the writer, and the other two sen-
tences state evidence offered as reason to accept this claim as true. This
claim-plus-support arrangement is what is most commonly referred to as an
argument.

But arguments do not only ocour as monologic packages; an argument
may also be built in the interaction between someone who puts forward a
standpoint and someone who challenges it, as in the following exchange
between a young female patient and a middle-aged male therapist (from
Bleiberg and Churchill, 1977; see also Jacobs, 1986). (In transcriptions of
conversation, square brackets are commonly used to indicate points at
which one person’s speech overlaps another’s, as when the doctor begins
talking before the patient ends. A period in parentheses indicates a short
pause.)

(@ 1 Pt: Idon’t wantthem to have anything to do with my life, except ()
{security(?)
2 Dr: [You live at home?
3 Pt: Yes.

AlgUlieritation PAV)

4 Dr: They pay your bills?
5 Pt: Yeah.
6 Dr: How could they not have muﬁ?um to do with your life?

In turn 1 the patient’s statement that she does not want her parents (‘them’)
to have anything to do with her life seems to commit her to the standpoint
that it is possible for her parents to have nothing to do with her life. The
therapist calls out and challenges this standpoint by asking a series of
questions whose answers can be seen to support a contradictory position: it
is not possible for the patient’s parents not to have anything to do with her
life, _
Examples (1) and (2) illustrate features central to the concept of argu-
mentation. First, a characteristic inferential structure can be extracted from
both cases: propositions put forward as claims and other propositions
(reasons) put forward as justification and/or refutation of those claims.
Second, the arguments in both examples are about an issue which has two
sides and which provides for two opposing communicator roles: a pro-
tagonist who puts forward a claim and an antagonist who doubts that
claim, contradicts it, or otherwise withholds assent. For the newspaper
story, the antagonist is a skeptical audience projected or imagined as
needing proof to be convinced of the claim; for the therapy session, the
antagonist is the therapist who challenges the patient’s position and, puts
forward a contradictory standpoint. Third, these examples point to the way
in which arguments are embedded in acts and activities. In the newsp:
story, the writer does not openly make the claim or the argument for the
claim that women are more likely than men to be murdered at work; the
writer reports what claim and supporting argument are made by ‘a recent
study’, thereby avoiding any personal responsibility for the truth of what is
argued. In the therapy session, the argument for the therapist’s standpoint
is secured through questions that elicit concessions by the patient that
commit her to an inconsistent position, forcing her to back down from her
initial standpoint. The argument emerges from this collaborative activity.
Moreover, the patient’s initial standpoint occurs in the act of expressing a
wish, and it is the therapist who seems to pin on the patient the further
claim that such a wish is a realistic possibility. 4
These two arguments have another feature in common: both involve
questionable means of building a case. In (1), the conclusion seems plaus-
ible only because of a very serious flaw in reasoning that, by its nature, is
difficult to notice. Women are in fact much less likely than men to be
murdered at work. While the statements contained in the support may be
true, their truth does not guarantee the truth of the conclusion, for reasons
we will explore shortly. The problem with the argument in (2) is not so
much with the truth of what is said or with the reasoning itself as with the
aggressive method by which the therapist pushes forward. The rhetorical
question in turn 6 and the brusque, declarative form of the other questions
amount to a ‘put-down’ of the patient that discourages her from advancing
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serious defense of her standpoint. The analysis of such inadequacies
(generally termed fallacies) is among the most long-standing concerns of
the study of argumentation.

A Brief History of the Study of Argumentative Discourse

The tradition of argumentation study has a very long history that can be
traced back to ancient Greek writings on logic (proof), rhetoric (per-
suasion), and dialectic (inquiry), especially the writings of Aristotle. Since
argumentation’s function is to convince others of the truth, or acceptability,
of what one says, the enduring questions addressed in the theory of argu-
mentation have had to do with matters of evaluation: what it takes for a
conclusion to be well supported, what criteria should govern acceptance of
a standpoint, and so on. Historically, the study of argumentation has been
motivated by an interest in improvement of discourse or modification of the
effects of that discourse on society. Aristotle treated argumentation as a
means to expose error in thinking and to shape discourse toward a rational
ideal.

Central to Aristotle’s logic was a distinction between form and substance.
Rather than giving a particularistic analysis of the strengths and weaknesses
of individual arguments, Aristotle’s logic identified argument patterns that
could lead from statements already known to be true to other statements
whose truth was yet to be established. These patterns applied universally, so
that any contents could be substituted for any other contents with the same
result. Consider the following argument:

(3) Some child molesters are teachers.
Some teachers are women.
Therefore, some child molesters are women,

In arguments of this sort (called ‘categorical syllogisms’), the first two
sentences (the premises) refer to three categories, each premise stating a
relationship between two of the three categories. The third sentence (the
conclusion) states a relationship between the two categories not paired in
the premises. The conclusion is likely to be accepted as true by ‘most
people, as are the two premises offered in its support. But the conclusion is
not in fact justified by the two premises, as can be seen by abstracting from
the argument just the formal relationships asserted to hold among the three
categories mentioned. By convention, we use S to stand for the category
that appears as the subject of the conclusion, P to stand for the category
that appears in the predicate of the conclusion, and M to stand for the
‘middle’ term that connects 5 and P by being paired with S in one premise
and with P in the other. We can eliminate the complication of substance by
substituting .5 for ‘child molesters’, M for ‘teachers’, and P for ‘women’, so
as to exhibit the form of the argument as follows:

R = Ratlii s i b FAr |

(4) Some S are M.
Some M are P.
Therefore, some & are P.

The flaw in this argument is that the § category may be completely con-
tained in the portions of A that are not P, so that it is possible that no S
are F. So, while the conclusion is possibly true, it is not necessarily true. It
may be true that some child molesters are women, but this is not assured
by the truth of the premises. When an argument’s form guarantees that the
conclusion will be true any time the premises are true, the form is said to be
‘valid’. But if the conclusion may be false even though the premises are
true, the form is said to be ‘invalid’.

People rarely present their arguments in the form of complete syllogisms.
Nevertheless, these forms do have an intuitive grounding in everyday
reasoning, as can be seen in the following exchange between an uncle and
his four-year-old nephew:

(5) ((Curtis runs into the kitchen and crashes into his uncle))
Uncle: Curtis, what are you doing?
Curtis: I’'m a spaceman.
Uncle: You can’t be a spaceman. You're not wearing a helmet.
Curtis: Han Solo doesn’t wear a helmet.

Uncle: Yeahhhh. e
Curtis: He’s a spaceman. () As you can see, not all spacemen wear
helmets. ‘ .

((Curtis races off into the living room))

By filling in the suitable missing premise and paraphrasing each expression
to fit a certain standard form, the uncle’s argument can be made to
correspond to a valid form of syllogism. The missing premise is that
helmet-wearing is a necessary property of being a spaceman, ordinarily
expressed as ‘All spacemen wear helmets.” In standard syllogistic form, all
statements express a relationship between two categories, so we further
paraphrase the premise as ‘All spacemen are helmet-wearers.’ To represent
the uncle’s argument in the standard form of a syllogism, the subjects and
predicates of all statements must be treated as general categories. So
‘Curtis’ must be considered a category with a single member, in which the
explicitly stated premise “You are not wearing a helmet’ can be rewritten as
‘All Curtisses are non-helmet-wearers’, or, by a relation called ‘obversion’,
rewritten into the logically equivalent form ‘No Curtis is a helmet-wearer.’
Substituting in the abstract category labels P, M, and S for ‘spacemen’,
‘helmet-wearers’, and ‘Curtis’, we get the movement from ordinary conver-
sational expression to abstract categorical representation show in Table 8.1.
Notice that whether we choose this particular translation or some other
similar translation (for example, allowing ‘non-helmet-wearers’ as a
category), we get a form in which, if the premises are true, the conclusion
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Table 8.1
Conversational expression Categorical paraphrase Categorical abstraction
All spacemen have helmets, All spacemen are helmet- All P are M.
Wearers.
Curtis does not have a No Curtis is a helmet- No § are M,
helmet. wearer.
Therefore, Curtis is not a Therefore, no Curtis is a No § are P.
spaceman. spaceman.
Table 8.2
Conversational expression Categorical paraphrase Categorical abstraction
Han Solo does not have a No Han Solo is a helmet- No P are M.
helmet. wearer.
Han Solo is a spaceman. All Han Solos are spacemen. >= 8 are M.
Therefore, not all spacemen Therefore, some spacemen {Assuming that E_Mnn Hmwmwmv
are :a:w—nn.éoﬂonm. are not helmet-wearers. least one member ol

Some S are not P.

cannot be false; this is the defining feature of wﬂ:&%ﬂ form, and this
fers to any ‘substitution instance’ of the form.
UBHHWMWMHMM E,mgnawmm valid, that does not mean that the truth of the
conclusion is beyond doubt; one or both premises may be false. The oom-
clusion that Curtis is not a spaceman follows given the truth .ow moG
premises, but one may still challenge the :.:.E of Eo ooz.o_smﬂou. y
challenging the truth of one of the premises, msa in ﬁ.ﬁ dialogne :mn.:, this wm
what occurred. Curtis inferred the syllogistic requirement that Em M%n e
must be assuming that all spacemen wear heimets, m«& he ncbawuﬁ.& ow
rebutting that inferred premise. In this case we mﬂcmﬁﬁo hY Ha urrnnao.w ,
P for ‘helmet-wearers’, and M for ‘Han Solo’ (again a.H.mm.ssm a mwoo.mro
individual as a category with just one member), as seen 1n .H.mEn.m. . _ .n
conclusion of Curtis’s syllogism contradicts the first premise of his =Mo_o 8
syllogism, which was never actually stated but SE.% is nevert ﬁm ess
necessary to represent the form and content of the Eﬁo $ reasoning. Mamm
the existence of Han Solo, Curtis infers a E.n.uucmﬁo,s that in .Qmmm%
syllogistic logic is called the ‘contradictory’ of his uncle’s proposition. Une
of the two propositions must be true and one Bﬁ.ﬁ be false. s
From Aristotle’s logic, the study of ﬁm:ﬁnamaos vmm taken a tra ﬂﬁn
of analysing the form of argumentative :ﬂ.nngmo .E%&E%nmw o _ﬁ ]
content. The development of modern symbolic Hom_o is a direct response Ho
the concern for formally representing the inferential structure of seemingly

acceptable or unacceptable arguments.
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Classical rhetoric has to do with effective persnasion: with principles that
lead to assent or consensus. Aristotle’s rhetoric bears little resemblance to
modern-day persuasion theories, which are heavily oriented to analysis of
attitude formation and change but largely indifferent to the problem of the
invention of persuasive messages (O’Keefe, 1990; Eagly and Chaiken,
1993). In Aristotle’s rhetoric, the emphasis was on production of effective
arguraentation for an audience where the subject matter did not lend itself
to certain demonstration. Whereas the syllogism was the most prominent
form of logical demonstration, the enthymeme was its rhetorical counter-
part. Enthymemes were thought of as syllogisms whose premises are drawn
from the audience. They are usually only partially expressed, their logic
being completed by the audience. The failure of the uncle’s argument in (5)
is an enthymematic failure of his audience (Curtis) to accept an implied
premise {though Curtis does recognize the premise). The enthymematic
quality of everyday (‘marketplace’) arguments leads to one of the enduring
problems of argumentation analysis: how to represent what is left implicit
in ordinary argumentative discourse.

Also important for the subsequent study of argumentation was the
analysis of fallacies (what were first termed ‘sophistical refutations’ or
‘sophisms’, after the Sophists, a group of ancient theorist-practitioners who
were accused of equating success in persuasion with goodness in
argumentation). Among the sophisms Aristotle identified were argument
forms that have a false appearance of soundness, such as the fallzey of
equivocation, a reasoning error that arises from an unnoticed shift in the
meaning of terms used within an argument. ‘ .

The argument about on-the-job murder rates in (1) contains a fallacy of
equivocation. The equivocation'is between two possible concrete meanings
for “probability’ or ‘likelihood’. The conclusion refers to the probability of
a woman {(or man) being murdered on the job calculated by comparing the
number of women (or men) who are murdered on the job in proportion to
all working women (or men). The conclusion suggests that this proportion
is higher for women than for men. But the grounds for the conclusion
define probability quite differently, as a proportion calculated by
comparing the number of women (or men) who are murdered on the job
against the number who die on the job. The conclusion of the story Would
follow from these grounds only if men and women had similar overall rates
of death on the job. But the same article reports that men account for
93 percent of all workplace fatalities. The difference this makes is very
pronounced: based on other statistics reported in the story, one can
calculate that there were 849 men murdered on the job, but only 170
women murdered, even though (as the article also reports) men and women
today are fairly evenly represented in the American workforce (55 percent
and 45 percent respectively). The grounds for the conclusion are true:
comparing only men and women who die on the job, the probability that a
male death is due to murder is lower than the probability that a female
death is due to murder. Nevertheless, comparing all employed men and
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women, the probability of a male Eﬂ%nw v&sm :”MM.M”._& is much higher
ility of a female worker being mu -

Em%,\wwﬂwwmﬂw”w EM.BQ of mHmEan..mmﬁb theory, one EEESM_.W% _ummm
the cataloguing and analysis of fallacies (Hamblin, 1970). mo Ewwo
involved in this form of theory will apparently never be owﬁ@.ﬁg , 885
invention of new forms of argumentation (such as probabilistic Hmmm.ﬁéuﬂmv
creates new opportunities for fallacies Swmmﬁa.ma and new opportunities to
i i d explain why they are fallacious.

E%M_mwoﬁuwwﬁﬁwuﬁo %43&02 wcm Aristotle’s o.onﬁvﬁ.wosm to the mEaM o“.
argumentation, the Aristotelian concept &. &Ewoﬁo is .dm% =sanmm.80$. M
the art of inquiry through critical discussion. Una.noﬁ._o is a way M. pu y.m
ideas to critical test by attempting to expose and eliminate ooun.m ictions ”o
a position: a protagonist puts woaim.a a claim and then m:.oSmamw msmvéwwm o
a skeptical questioner (an antagonist). The exchange cmgnﬂn h n.w e ﬂﬂﬂm
and patient in (2) captures the structure of m.cov a H.Em od, if no e
cooperative spirit. While the paradigm case of dialectic is the azma.uon a <
answer technique of the Socratic dialogues, a pattern of assertion Mﬁn
assent may also be employed, as in (5). The mame_mﬂm .&. any w.mnﬂoﬁrw.ﬁ
claim is supposed to be cooperatively mmmm.mmma 3.\ eliciting HM..oBH.mmm a
might serve as commonly accepted starting points, _&Q.H BEEMG%M
implications from those starting points mm@ determining their compa r“ Mc w
with the claim in question. Where &Bncz.am emerge, new claims mig o
put forward that avoided such nowﬁm&osgm...ﬂdm Em.&on of Mwm‘”.noﬂ .oo
opposition amounts to the pragmatic application of _ommo. aco M ora .H_M:
method of putting logic into use so as to move from conjecture and opin

e belief. ]

ﬁoﬁmw MMMoﬂn outlined duties for the roles of questioner and mbméwaa
and the types of questions and answers allowed, E.n &&moﬂo&roowcmwwow
of argumentation has, until 302&%. vmo.n largely ignored in the m<mow
ment of argumentation theory. Notions like ,oaam.s of proof, ﬁammza%_ .
or reductio ad absurdum proof have developed in argumentation ooah.
without much notice of their dialectical echo. Hw._n recent Hm&moownawmo
dialectical conceptions of argument marks a decisive shift in attention for

argumentation theory and research.

Contemporary Perspectives

The turning points for the contemporary mE%.ow .mam‘uﬁmnﬁma%ﬁ é%mm
Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca’s La Nouvelle Rhétorigue (in Mummmr_ The
New Rhetoric), and Toulmin’s The Uses of E.mzﬁm.:r both pu Ha waum
1958. Toulmin argued for a new, non-formal oonoﬂu.aoﬁ.ow. rationa ity, ﬂ.a

to substantive discourse contexts (‘fields’) Ewﬂ varied in .&mﬁ. .swugwm #MM
organization. Perelman and O__uaorﬁ.,—..ﬁanm 3 new thetoric reintroduc :
the audience to argumentation and provided an inventory of effective mﬂ.mc
mentation techniques. Most important for contemporary argumentation

study were the start toward an interactional view of argument and the move
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away from formal logic. Both Toulmin and Perelman took judicial argu-
ment as a model for argumentation generally, focusing attention on the
interchange between two opposing arguer roles. These landmark works took
the first steps toward studying argumentation as a linguistic activity,

The principal contribution of the new rhetoric has been to return argu-
mentation to a context of controversy in which some audience is to be
addressed. Rhetoric has often been understood as anti-rational or as a
departure from a rational ideal. But in contemporary rhetorical theory
there is a striking retreat from a hard distinction between rhetoric, the
study of effective techniques of persuasion, and dialectic, long associated
with ideals of reasonableness, rationality, and tendency toward truth. The
distinctive theme in these modern re-examinations of rhetoric is the situated
quality of argumentation and the importance of orientation to an audience.
The central theoretical questions are how opposing views comie to be
reconciled through the use of language and how actual audiences may be
brought through rhetoric itself to more closely approximate the stance of
an ideally rational audience.

This tendency toward dialectification is even more explicit in the philo-
sophical work of Hamblin (1970). In his detailed critique of the ‘standard
treatment’ of fallacies, Hamblin built the case for seeing argument as a
dialectical process organized around disputants’ efforts to convince one
another of their respective standpoints. Important features of Hamblin’s
approach are the emphasis on rules defining speaker commitments and
regulating interactional moves rather than an emphasis on logical forms as
the generative mechanism for argumentation as well as the recognition of
the self-constituting and self-regulating character of argumentation
Hamblin’s interest in the formal analysis of dialogue is a direct preceden
for many of the most interesting current trends in argumentation theory.. m,

Although it is possible to approach dialectic formally and non-
contextually, the dialectical approach to argumentation tends to be accom-
panied by an interest in ‘real’ arguments as they arise in the back and forth
of real controversies. Because of concerns with the problems of assessing the
adequacy of ordinary argumentative cases, with the conditions of ordinary
argument, and with the communicative and interactional means by which
argumentation is conducted, dialectical approaches have tended tof align
themselves with pragmatic approaches to discourse and conversational
interaction.

Accompanying a broad trend toward dialectification has been an equally
influential trend toward functionalization and contextualization. Central to
this trend has been Toulmin’s work (1958; 1970). In broad outline, Toulmin
theorized that regardless of substantive context, argument could be sgen as
the offering of a claim together with answers to certain characteristic
questions, but that standards for judging the adequacy of arguments are
variable from one argument field to another. The question of what a
speaker has ‘to go on’ gives rise to what Toulmin called ‘grounds’ —
roughly equivalent to the premises of classical logic. The question of what
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Grounds Claim
40% of the women Women are more likely
who died were murdered. to be murdered at work

15% of the men who than are men.
died were murdered.

Warrant

Events that occur more

often relative to opportunities
for ocoutrence are more likely.

Figure 8.1

justifies the inference from these grounds to the claim gives rise to the
“warrant’ or ‘inference license’ — better understood as a kind of reasoning
strategy or rule than as another premise. ‘Backing’ for the warrant might
take the form of substantive information similar in kind to the ‘grounds’, so
that the structure nowadays called ‘the Toulmin model’ differs from a
classical description of argument in focusing not on the formal relationships
among parts of an argument but on the functional relationships.

Consider how we might ‘diagram’ the arguments in (1) and (3). In
diagramming such arguments, we often find that we must add elements not
actually stated but necessary to represent the speaker’s reasoning. In
example (1), we must add an assumption about how one computes and
compares probabilities, as in Figure 8.1

Example (3) is much more complicated, despite its apparent simplicity,
because to diagram it adequately we must treat it as two arguments, one of
which builds the grounds for the other. As with example (1), we must add
content left implicit. Specifically, we must atttribute to the uncle the belief
that having a helmet is a necessary feature for a spaceman, not just a
property that happens to be shared by all spacemen. This implicit belief can
be partitioned into a factual proposition about properties of the category
‘spacemen’ (appearing in Figure 8.2 as backing for an assumption about
category membership requirements) and a reasoning rule that specifies
conditions under which something may be treated as a member of a class.
Factual materials specific to the individual case provide the grounds for the
conclusion or the backing for the warrant; reasoning rules and other similar
elements serve as warrants, as shown in the diagram in Figure 8.2,

These diagrams not only help to explain how the various parts of the
arguments are related, but also help to locate problems in each argument.
In the upper diagram, the problem is easily recognized as having to do
with what is considered an ‘opportunity’ for each event to occur; the
probability of a woman’s being murdered on the job is reasonably
measured not as the proportion of deaths that are murders but as the
proportion of all working women murdered on the job, a much lower
figure. In the lower diagram, the fault is in the unstated part of the backing
for the warrant: the apparently mistaken belief that all spacemen have

.....:WC_:G-:.E:C: L1/
Grounds 1 Claim 1
Curtis has no helmet. Curtis lacks a necessary
feature for being a
spaceman.
Warrant 1

A helmet is a necessary
feature for being a spaceman.

Backing 1
All spacemen have helmets.

Grounds 2 Claim 2

Curtis lacks a necessary Curtis cannot be a

feature for being a spacernan

spaceman. .
Warrant 2

An entity cannot be a
member of a class unless
it has all the necessary
features of the class.

Figure 8.2

helmets and the correspondingly faulty assumption that having a helmet is
a necessary feature of being a spaceman. ‘ -G

The embeddedness of argumentation in substantive discourse contexts
also foreshadowed in Toulmin’s work, especially in the idea that standards
for evaluation of argument are ‘field-dependent’ and in the still miore
?ﬁﬂﬂﬂnﬁ& idea that the field-independent elements of argumentation
@EB_ grounds, warrant, etc.) can be understood as answers to the ques-
tions o.w an idealized interlocutor. Although the style of analysis inspired by
Toulmin’s work (diagramming of arguments as completed units) may seem
to focus more on argument form and content than on interactions, the
argument structure is really the product of an interaction with each part of
the argument defined in terms of some specified interactional functi$n — as
answers to particular questions or challenges to the initial claim.

One thread leading from Toulmin’s work forward is the ‘informal logic’
movement (Govier, 1988; Johnson and Blair, 1983). Although the name
suggests otherwise, informal logic is not a new kind of logic. Rather, it is a
normative approach to argumentation in everyday language that is broader
than the formal logical approach. The informal logician’s objective is to
aoﬁ_ov. norms, criteria and procedures for interpreting, evaluating and
no.ummH.Enm argumentation that are faithful to the complexities and uncer-
tainties of everyday argumentation. A common theme in informal logic
is that formally invalid arguments are often quite reasonable as bases for
practical decisions.
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According to Blair and Johnson’s (1987) program, the cogency of
argumentation is not identical to formal validity in deductive logic. They
argue that the premises for a conclusion must satisfy three criteria: (1)
relevance, (2) sufficiency, and (3) acceptability. With relevance, the question
is whether there is an adequate relation between the contents of the
premises and the conclusion; with sufficiency, whether the premises provide
strong enough evidence for the conclusion in the face of objections and
counterargumentation; with acceptability, whether the premises are true,
probable or otherwise reliable.

A step further toward a functional, interactional view of argument is
taken by pragmatic argumentation theories such as the pragma-dialectical
theory of van Eemeren and Grootendorst (1984; 1992; van Eemeren et al,,
1993; see also Walton, 1989; 1995). The pragma-dialectical theory begins
with the assumption that the purpose of argumentation is to resolve a
difference of opinion, so that the opposition of argumentative roles is
a characteristic feature of argumentative discourse. Argument is seen as a
kind of interaction that arises in the context of other interactional business,
when something said, implied, or otherwise conveyed makes plain that
there is a difference of opinion between two parties. This description is
necessarily abstract, since argumentation can take any form from a single,
written text by an author addressing an unknown audience to a heated
back-and-forth debate between two people talking face to face. But the
important, defining feature of argument is that it occurs as a means of
addressing — and attempting to resolve —a difference of opinion by means
of exploring the relative justification for competing standpoints. The writer
envisions an audience to be persuaded by means of arguments offered to
support the writer’s views or 1o refute the audience’s own views. Arguets in
conversation with one another allow their respective positions to unfold in
direct response to each successive move by their partners. But in both cases,
the organization of the argument depends on the existence of opposing
roles and on the arguer’s understanding of the issues that must be resolved
to overcome the opposition.

Reflecting broad trends toward dialectification, functionalization, and
contextualization of argument, pragma-dialectical theory offers a model of
argumentative discourse not in terms of form and content but in terms of
discussion procedure. In place of a set of standards to be applied to
individual units of proof, the pragma-dialectical model offers rules for
argumentative interaction and associated preconditions having to do with.
such things as participant abilities, attitudes, and power. .

Argumentation is seen within the pragma-dialectical view as a discourse
device for the regulation of discourse itself. It falls within the class of devices
known as ‘repair mechanisms’ and its function is to locate and resolve
differences of opinion (Jackson and Jacobs, 1980). The view of argumen-
tation as a form of repair (pre-emptive or post hoc) is important, because it
calls attention to the embeddedness of argument within other sorts of
interactional business. In other words, the analysis of any particular
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argument — including such arguments as those occurring in the newspaper
story about murders on the job and in the spaceman conversation — is
relativized, placed within some broader discourse context that guides the
analysis by defining what is at stake.

To say that argumentation comes about as a form of repair is also to say
GE the organization of argument must be understood in terms of general
interactional principles. In the pragma-dialectical view, insights from m@moom
moﬁ .Emoé (Searle, 1969) and Grice’s (1989) theory of conversational
implicature are used as a bridge between the special organization of argu-
Enﬂwmou and the general principles that organize discourse and inter-
action (van Eemeren et al., 1993, especially Chapters 1 and 5).

Case Study: Critical Analysis of Advertorials

UEooﬁnw— theories of argumentation have their most transparent appli-
cation to argumentative discussion, that is to direct exchange of views
between two disputants. Many published analyses of such materials can be
found (for example, van Eemeren et al., 1993; Chapters 5-7). We have |
chosen for a case study a more challenging set of materials: a series of
monologic texts representing just one side of a discussion. What makes our
analysis ‘dialectical’ is not that its object is dialogue but that it places any
argumentative text into the context of one party’s effort to convince another
of a standpoint by answering doubts and objections and by grounding
conclusions in mutually acceptable starting points. The trick is to see that
these short monologues reflect an image of an author as protagonist (here,
RJR. Tobacco) but also project an image of an addressee as antagonist or
skeptical interlocutor (here, a young person considering whether to smoke).
Hrm two texts presented in examples (6) and (7) originally appeared as
o.a:onm_ advertisements (or ‘advertorials’) published in American maga-
zines during the period 19846 and paid for by the R.J. Reynolds Tobacco
Company. The two advertorials are ostensibly acts of advice urging young
ﬁno% not to smoke. They make particularly interesting cases for recon-
struction because of the way in which these advertorials exploit and subvert
the very standards of open and cooperative discussion they séém to
promote. The appearance of a good faith effort as reasonable argument
only serves to disguise the fallacious design.
@ 1 Some surprising advice to young people
2 from RJ Reynolds Tobacco.
3 Don’t smoke.
4 For one thing, smoking has always been an adult custom. And
even for adults, smoking has
5 become very controversial. So even though we’re a tobacco
company, we don’t think it’s a good idea
6 for young people to smoke.
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7  Now, we know that giving this kind of advice to young people
can sometimes backfire.
8 But if you take up smoking just to prove you're an adult, you're
really proving just the
9 opposite. Because deciding to smoke or not to smoke is something
you should do when you don’t have
10 anything to prove.
11 Think it over. After all, you may not be old enough to smoke.
But you’re old enough to think.
12 R.J. Reynolds Tobacco Company

Some straight talk about smoking
for young people.
We're R.J. Reynolds Tobacco, and we’re urging you not to
smoke.
4  We're saying this because, throughout the world, smoking has
always been an adult custom.
And because today, even among adults, smoking is controversial.
6  Your first reaction might be to ignore this advice. Maybe you
feel we're talking to you as if
7 you were a child. And you probably don’t think of yourself that
way.
8 But just because you’re no longer a child doesn’t mean that
yow're already an adult, And if you
9 take up smoking just to prove you're not a kid, you're kidding
yourself. :
10 So please don’t smoke. You'll have plenty of time as an adult to
decide whether smoking is
11 right for you.
12 That's about as straight as we can put it.
3 R.J. Reynolds Tobacco Company

Q)
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While one can readily sense that something is amiss, the problem is how to
bring the argument to account for the offenses committed. Argument
reconstruction is an analytic tool that may serve such a critical function.
What we will try to show in this section is that the arguments provided are
so weak as to be virtually self-defeating. The arguments in these adver-
torials invite the conclusion that there are no good arguments why young
people should not smoke. How this communicative effect is achieved in
texts that seem to argue against young people smoking can be shown
through a reconstruction of the arguments. _
Considered dialectically, the advertorials must be seen as contributions:to
a broader public debate concerning the role of tobacco and the tobacco
industry in American society. By 1984, public attitudes toward smoking had
shifted dramatically, leading to unprecedented restrictions on smoking in
restaurants, hotels, government buildings, trains, and airlines. Congressional
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hearings were scheduled to consider, among other things, further restrictions
on the advertising of cigareties. Part of the call for the hearings was the
argument that cigarette companies were advertising to children to replace the
growing number of adult smokers who were quitting or dying. So, even
though the two advettorials appear to be self-contained rhetorical acts
simply directed toward young people, we should expect broader “circum-
stances to motivate the way in which arguments are selected and fashioned.
Not coincidentally, these two advertorials were followed by a third, entitled,
“We don’t advertise to children.” As part of the proof of this claim, the third
advertorial argued: ‘First of all, we don’t want young people to smoke. And
we're running ads aimed specifically at young people advising them that we
think smoking is strictly for adults.’
. At least on the surface, the arguments in (6) and (7) have the appearance
of reasonable efforts at dialectical engagement. Both advertorials begin
with seemingly plain and direct justifications for why young people should
not smoke (lines 4-5). First, smoking has always been an adult custom.
Second, even for adults smoking is controversial. These arguments define a
kind of disagreement space in which protagonist and antagonist engage not
so much over the issue of whether or not smoking is a bad idea in general,
but over an issue that might plausibly be raised by a young reader
considering smoking: if (as RJR Tobacco must believe) it is okay for adults
to smoke, why is it a bad idea for young people to smoke?

The reactions of a young interlocutor are then more openly anticipated
and addressed in both ads. In lines 7-11 of (6) the tobacco company

. anticipates that somehow giving this kind of advice might backfire, pro-

voking young people to try to prove they are adults by doing exactly what
is being advised against. The nature of the problem is more explicitly
anticipated in lines 6-9 of (7): this kind of advice might be rejected because
it might seem condescending (by talking to the reader as if they were a
child). In both cases RJR argues that rejecting the advice by taking up
smoking will not prove that a young person is an adult or not a kid.

Finally, both advertorials lay claim to the special credibility of ‘dis-
interested’ argumentation. In (6), RIR implies that they are argning against
their own self-interest as a tobacco company, calling their advice ‘sur-
prising’ and then asserting that they don’t think it is a good idea for yofing
people to smoke ‘even though we’re a tobacco company’ (line 5). In (7), the
advertorial opens and closes by characterizing its message as ‘straight’.

So far, we have described the arguments more or less informally,
restricting ourselves to claims and reasons that closely parallel material
presented in the texts. The two primary arguments for not smoking could
be presented as follows:

®) Claim: Young peaple should not smoke.

Reason 1: Smoking has always been an adult custom.
9 Claim: Young people should not smoke.

Reason 2. Smoking is controversial even among adults.
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Like most naturally occurring arguments, the texts themselves are incom-
plete as outlines of the underlying reasoning. This does not mean that the
arguments are inferentially defective or that the reasons fail to give any
adequate justification for the claim, but only that we have to fill in what
has been left implicit.

Intuitively, people understand more in these arguments than is being said
explicitly. Some set of tacitly shared beliefs and meanings are taken for
granted in building these arguments, and the assumption of these beliefs and
representation of these meanings allow the reasons to stand in a justifying
relation to the claim. This is the characteristic feature of enthymematic
argument. But what are these tacit beliefs? And by what principles would
a satisfactory representation be constructed? This is the problem of un-
expressed premises, and can be usefully seen as a special instance of the
problems of coherence and inference in discourse generally.

One way to handle the problem is to try to identify assertable proposi-
tions which, though unexpressed, could still be treated as premises to which
the arguer is committed in making the argument. We presume that RJR
Tobacco is attempting to make a cooperative contribution to the debate
and, following Grice’s (1989) theory of implicature, we should look for

propositions which, though unstated, are mutually available and would be’

recognized by reasonable people to make the argument acceptable if they
were stated. At a minimum, a reasonable arguer should be held to be
committed to an inferential pattern that is valid and whose premises are
true, or at least, plausible. One such pattern would be the following:

(10) Premise I: If smoking has always been an adult custom, then young
people should not smoke.
Premise 2:  Smoking has always been an adult custom.
Conclusion: Young people should not smoke.
(11} Premise I: If smoking is controversial even among adults, then
young people should not smoke.
Premise 2: Smoking is controversial even among adults.
Conclusion: Young people should not smoke.

In each case, a premise has been added that fits a2 deductively valid pattern
of inference called modus ponens. Modus ponens is a form of reasoning
about propositions; its ‘elements’ are propositions rather than categories.
Using p and g as propositional variables (symbols that can stand for any
proposition), we can represent the abstract form of (10) as follows, where p
is the proposition ‘smoking has always been an adult custom’ and ¢ is the
proposition ‘young people should not smoke’:

(12) If p then 4.

2.
Therefore, 4.

L

Notice that although the advertorials do not state the ‘if p then ¢’ premise,
the protagonist (RJR) is nonetheless committed to its truth by virtue of
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offering p as a reason for accepting ¢. Since the argumentative functions of
the ‘reason’ and ‘claim’ in (8) and (9) are more or less transparent, so is the
commitment to the added premise in (10) and (11).

But explicating such a premise as a step in recomstruction is rather
pointless unless it helps us to find the substantive grounds that the premise
itself stands in for. Adding a premise that asserts in effect ‘If reason then’
claim’ can be done with any two statements that appear in an argu-
mentative relation. This does nothing more than state that inferring the one
statement from the other is permitted. While such a premise satisfies
logically minimal criteria for valid inference, it does not really answer the
question of why one might think the one assertion is good reason to claim
the other. Where possible, one should search for unexpressed premises that
are informative in this way and not substantively vacuous. Thus, in (5), the
unexpressed premise in the uncle’s argument is better seen as something like
‘All spacemen wear helmets’ than as the trivial ‘If you're not wearing a
helmet then you can’t be a spaceman.” What is wanted, then, is a more
informative alternative to premise 1 or a more informative unpacking of its
basis.

Let us first consider the reasoning in (10): what does smoking being an
adult custom have to do with why young people should not smoke? R.J.
Reynolds builds into its arguments the assumption that whether or not to
smoke is something that adults are entitled to decide for themselves
("deciding to smoke or not to smoke is something you should do whem you
don’t have anything to prove’, (6) lines 9-10; “You’ll have plenty of time
as an adult to decide whether smoking is right for you’, (7) lines 10—11).
This is at least part of what it means to assert that something is an adult
custom.

And we can also readily extract from both advertorials the proposition
that young people are not adults. In (7), it is supposed that young people
probably do not think of themselves as children. And RJR answers by
denying that this shows they are an adult (lines 8-9). In both (6) and (7),
young people are projected as trying to prove they are adults — an attempt
which, according to the advertorial, only proves they are not adults. But so
what if young people are not adults? Why is showing this pertinent to the
claim that young people should not smoke? 4

Because to assert that something is an adult custom means not just that
adults have a right to practice it, but that only adults are entitled to do so.
If someone is not an adult, they are not entitled to practice it (‘smoking is
strictly for adults’).

So, we can unpack the argument in (10) as being grounded in the
following line of reasoning. Only a person who is an adult is entitled to
practice an adult custom. (If a person is an adult, that person is entitled to
practice an adult custom. If a person is not an adult, that person is not
entitled to practice an adult custom.) Young people are not adults. It
follows from this that young people are not entitled to practice an adult
custom. Since smoking is an adult custom, young people are not entitled to
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smoke. And, since it is safe to assume that people should not do what they
are not entitled to do, it can be concluded that young people should not
smoke.

The substance of this reasoning is certain to be rejected by young people
who are considering smoking, but it is all that the advertorials offer as
grounds for their advice. And here is where we begin to see the troublesome
weakness of the arguments in these advertorials. No matter how we wiggle
around trying to find a substantive basis for connecting the stated reasons
to the claims, we consistently find a chain of reasoning that seems only to
presume and reassert the adult entitlement, adult privilege, and adult
authority to restrict children’s choices.

RIR Tobacco is defending a position that only adults are entitled to
smoke, and young people are excluded from this category. But why are
young people excluded? Here, we should notice that the categories of
‘adult’ and ‘child’ are primarily moral, not biological classifications. Adults
have rights that children do not have. And exercise of these rights requires
a capacity for mature decision-making. Now, it is a widely taken for
granted assumption that children are incapable of making wise decisions
about health issues and are therefore in need of protection from their own
bad choices. Both ads do allude to childish, immature reasoning by young
people (in (6): ‘But if you take up smoking just to prove you're an adult,
you’re really proving just the opposite’; in (7). ‘if you take up smoking just
to prove you're not a kid, you're kidding yourself”}). But RJR pointedly
blocks an assumption that this is the basis for excluding young people from
adult classification. Example (6) concludes by urging young people to
“Think it over’ and by asserting that they ‘may not be old enough to
smoke. But [they]’re old enough to think.’

Actually, no real argument is ever put forward to think that young
people are different in any important respect from adults. Both ads antici-
pate that a young reader will reject classification as non-adult (and will
attempt to prove adult status by smoking), but neither ad substantively
defends the premise. In (7), RJR does not justify withholding adult status
from young people; they only deny that the fact that the reader is not a
child does not mean the reader is an adult (line 8). In (6), RJR defends the
claim that young people are not adults through a kind of circular reasoning
that Fogelin and Sinnott-Armstrong (1992) call a self-sealing argument: by
pushing the burden of proof on young people to prove that they are adults
(and attributing a motive that a young reader is highly likely to disavow),
the tobacco company guarantees that young people cannot be adults
because adults are persons who do not have anything to prove. In both
cases, what looks like substantive refutation: and counterargument.is really
a refusal to mount a defense. By failing to accept the burden of justifying
its classification of young people, the advertorials leave this issue at an
impasse.

Also noticeably withheld is any Hma justification for why smoking is a
restricted activity. Yet this is presumably the basis for the controversy in
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the first place: young people do not recognize the legitimacy of the restric-
tion to adults. The advertorials merely yoke their claim that young people
should not smoke to the presumption by custom that they are not entitled
to smoke until they become adults. Invoking the force of presumption is
what is done by saying that smoking bas ‘always’ been an mm:h custom,
and that this is so ‘throughout the world’.

The lack of genuine substantive support is particularly noticeable since
the advertorials do not make use of the seemingly strongest available argu-
ments against smoking: cigarettes are a lethal, addictive drug, especially so
for young people. One might think that the argument reconstructed in (11)
alludes to these substantive objections to smoking; but in saying that
smoking is controversial really nothing more is conveyed than that some
people approve of smoking and others do not. The argument functions only
to bolster the presumption of exclusion.

To see this, we must first unpack the meaning of ‘controversial.” To say
that something is controversial is to say that there are two sides to the
issue, neither of which is clearly correct, so that the issue is contested but
essentially undecided. To say that ‘smoking is controversial’ means that it is
neither clearly right to smoke nor clearly wrong to smoke. And in the
absence of a decisive conclusion, the position with the presumption wins so
that adults should be entitled to smoke if that is what they choose to do.

But there is another sense of ‘controversial’ that especially applies to
issues where one position enjoys a presumption ~ the sense of a pesition
being strongly challenged. To preface the reason in (9) with the qualifi-
cation ‘even among adults’ conventionally implicates that smoking is more
‘controversial’ for some group other than adults. Presumably young people
form this contrast group since it is the status of smoking for this group that
is at issue in the advertorials. If smoking is controversial among adults, it
must be more so among young people. And here the meaning is that for
young people, smoking is even more questionable, more challengeable.
That is, the case that smoking should not be permitted is stronger for
young people than it is for adults.

But what makes the case stronger? No substantive basis for ormcms% or
contrast is provided in either advertorial. The only difference is that adult
smoking has customary presumption — something that does not agply to
young people.

_ The paradoxical quality of the arguments is pernicious, working to
undermine the credibility of the very advice they offer while simultaneously
resisting critical examination. The advertorials appear to openly engage the
doubts and challenges of young people with substantive argumentation and
frank refutation, but in fact consistently refrain from advancing sericus
arguments. They appear to provide arguments that are disinterested,
balanced, and objective, yet the manner and content of argument are subtly
crafted to maintain a strategic consistency with the position that smoking
by adults is a legitimate, mature, and reasonable decision. Most import-
antly, the advertorials offer advice, but do it in a fashion paradoxically
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adapted to young people: adapted not by selection of premises the audience
is likely to accept but by selection of premises the audience is almost sure
to reject.

Practical Applications of Argumentation Study

To understand the whole field of argumentation study, it is first necessary
to imagine three (or more) distinct scientific objectives. The first objective is
prescriptive: to arrive at a set of principles. that tell people how to argue
well. This altogether practical interest was the first to emerge and is clearly
embodied in centuries of writings on rhetoric, dialectic, and logic. The
second objective is descriptive: to arrive at an empirically correct model of
argumentative discourse, analogous in form and compatible in substance to
models of such phenomena as talking on topic, managing the floor in
conversation, or negotiating social identities. Obvious examples of descrip-
tive argumentation research can be found within conversation analysis and
related streams of work (Coulter, 1990; Goodwin, 1983; Jacobs and
Jackson, 1982; Schiffrin, 1984). Modern formal logic and cognitive science
have also taken a recent turn toward description of natural inferential
processes, as in efforts to model such long-neglected phenomena as the use
of heuristics and the structure of ‘default reasoning’. The experimental
study of social influence also offers a form of descriptive argumentation
research, heavily orienied to identifying what factors actually influence
people when presented with argumentative texts (Eagly and Chaiken, 1993;
O’Keefe, 1990). The third objective is critical: to develop a framework
for the evaluation and improvement of actual argumentative practices,
treating the practices both as phenomena to be explained and as oppor-
tunities for intervention — that is, for attempts to bring about social change
(Goodnight, 1982).

Each of these aims has some form of practical spinoff, for the study of
argumentation has from classical times been a practical business concerned
with the improvement of reasoning and reason-giving discourse, Contem-
porary argumentation study, with its emphasis on substantive discourse
practices and discourse contexts, embodies this practical component a little
differently than have more traditional approaches. In the broad inter-
disciplinary domain of argumentation research, there are two principal
sorts of applications.

Pedagogical Applications: the Cultivation of Argumentative
Competence

The first sort of application is most obviously connected with the centuries-
old rhetorical tradition: the development of critical capability. In the study
of argumentation, one objective is to cultivate competence in analysis and
critical inquiry. The study of fallacies is, in its best pedagogical embodi-
ments, the cultivation of a critical sense that makes the student a better
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participant in argamentative discourse: better not in the sense of being able-
to win in debates, but better in the sense of being able to advance
discussion toward a rational resolution. So, for example, in teaching
students to recognize self-interest as a potential threat to rationality, we
create antagonists for views that should be opened to imspection. Case
studies such as our analysis of tobacco industry advertorials, for example,
serve not only as potential contributions to an ongoing discourse, but also
as exemplars for critical thinking about public persuasion.

But to say that contemporary pedagogical applications have close ties to
classical rhetoric is not to suggest that these contemporary applications
merely recycle the achievements of the past. On the contrary: since dis-
course practices themselves evolve along with other social conditions,
critical analysis will necessarily face new challenges related to changing
practices. For example, in contemporary public discourse, the extremely
pervasive use of public opinion polls as a tool for the management of
public opinion creates some distinctively modern forms of fallacy that
require careful theoretical analysis and systematic pedagogical attention
(for example, Harrison, 1996).

Interventions: the Design of Discourse Processes

The second sort of application, associated conceptually with pragmatically
oriented approaches such as Willard’s (1982; 1989) interactionist theory,and
with our own pragma-dialectical theory, centers on the design of discourse
processes. Human societies have always designed communication systems,
but an explicit and detailed attention to the design features of particular
systems is a recent development stimulated by broader social changes such
as the explosion of communication and information technology. As we
have pointed out elsewhere (van Eemeren et al, 1993: Chapter 8), the
blending of descriptive and normative concerns supports not just the
individual-level pedagogical applications long associated with argumenta-
tion study, but also social- or institutional-level applications that take the
form of proposals for how to conduct discourse. .

How might we think about interventions for the case study we have been
examining? Probably the first lesson is that in a world of advertgpials,
infomercials and docudramas, where talk radio serves as a public forum,
and the quality of jury decisions in murder trials is judged against the
results of public opinion polls, what the public needs is not just more or
better information about the content of issues but more and better
information about the way in which information is being provided. What is
so insidious about messages like the R.J. Reynolds Tobacco advertorials is
not so much the deceptive content of their arguments, as the disarming
frame in which the arguments are presented. It is unlikely that any set of
regulations or procedures for critical discussion can anticipate or prevent
their own subversion and exploitation, Rather, what needs to be provided
for is the self-regulating capacities of the argumentation process itself. The
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only effective way to control wﬂmmo.woam .mndenuBmou is with counter-
ion that points out what 1s going on. .

ﬁwmoﬂmwpﬂmw&m ﬁ% another lesson. H_.am.“ H.m. no .E:E.E ﬁ%mﬂﬂﬁﬂn
forum for reasoned opposition to ‘paid’ editorials like those ﬁu_u_%_um E_M
R.J. Reynolds. An argumentative solution to the problem presente ot N s
case might require not only the development o.w .ﬁaﬁ to rebut .Sﬁ u rm %0
the design of structures to support the activity n.:, Hm_ﬁ:.pumaﬁmzﬂ.os&
government grant programs for development of anti-smoking educati

s).
anHﬁWM_ Mwmwms features of disputation structures — whether they are wMMMM
sarial or non-adversarial, how they H..n.oﬁmm for ,c.&msoamaoonﬁm on
among views, what endpoints they recognize as resolutions, an mM_ ow_ Mmﬁamﬂ
properly within the domain of mnmﬁumnﬁ:ob %E.&r O.w wmﬁwﬂ | erest
from a pragma-dialectical perspective 1s &m way in &uo the ..Hw HMM of
disputation can correct for obstacles to rational discussion encoun
real-life circumstances.

Recommended Reading

i i ical i including composition or
To follow up an interest in such ?moﬂ.n.& issues as inc :
mMmmem of %Hmnaouﬂmv handbooks taking a langnage- or &moodmam-noaonm&
approach include van Eemeren and Grootendorst (1992), Fisher Gommw
Fogelin and Sinnott-Armstrong (1992), Walton (1989), and Woods an
lton (1982). o
QWHMMWM@H mvnma\mmm of argumentative discourse is discussed thoroughly by
van Eemeren et al. (1993) as well as Jacobs and Jackson (1982). .
Good starting points for theoretical study of argument may be woﬁﬂ J
van Eemeren et al. (1996) or Willard (1989), and any semous theoretica
study of argumentation will also include Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca
(1958; 1969) and Toulmin (1958).
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9
Genres and Registers of Discourse

Suzanne Eggins and J.R. Martin

Definition and Delimitation of Topic

This chapter introduces register and genre theory (R&GT), a label which
can be applied to a range of linguistic approaches to discourse which seek
to theorise how discourses, or texts,! are like and unlike each other, and
why. The kinds of questions R&GT ask can be outlined by comparing the
following texts:

Text 1

Although the term postmodern had been in cultural circulation since the
1870s, it is only in the 1960s that we see the beginnings of what is now
understood as postmodernism. In the work of Susan Sontag and Leslie
Fiedler we encounter the celebration of what Sontag calls a “new sensibility’,
a new pluralism following the supposed collapse of the distinction between
high and popular culture. It is a sensibility in revolt against the normalising
function of modernism; its rebellion is an attack on the canonisation of
modernism’s rebellion, an attack on modemism’s official status as the high
culture of the modern capitalist world. What these critics oppose is not so
much the project of modernism as its canonisation in the museum and the

academy

Text 2

Most of this stuff I can’t really comment on because I don’t understand a
word of it. If I understand 2% I think I'm doing pretty well . . . Post
Modernism is a big fad in intellectual life right now. It’s intriguing as an
intellectual phenomenon. I don’t think there’s much in the way of
intellectual substance to it, It offers people a device to be careerist, and go to
conferences and get cushy jobs and write a lot of articles and be very
wealthy and live in big hotels, and keep totally disengaged from any human
activity that matters, and meanwhile be more radical than thou.

As register and genre theorists, our concern when confronted with these
two texts is to describe and explain both how the texts are alike and how
they are different. The similarities in this case are confined to topic: both
texts are ‘about’ the intellectual movement which has come to be known as
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postmodernism. The linguistic evidence of this similarity is in the use of the
key lexical item: postmodernism.

The differences between the texts, however, are more marked than their
similarities. In non-technical terms, we could describe text 1 as ‘heavier’ or
more formal, more technical, and more factual than Text 2, which sounds
more chatty, accessible, and opinionated. The first step in an R&G analysis
would be to describe the linguistic patterns (words and structures) in the
two texts which created such different effects. There are three main areas of
difference between the texts: the degree of formality of the langnage used,
the amount of attitude/evaluation expressed by the text-producer, and the

background knowledge drawn on in the texts. In text 1, for example, we
find:

Textual formality

(@) Use of standard unabbreviated syntax.

(o) No references to the writer.

{¢) Thematic prominence (first position in the clause) given to the congcept
of postmodernism or to generic groups of participants: for example,
Although the term postmodern; it is a sensibility; these critics.

(d) Frequent use of embedding, where units of clause structure are filled
by elements which are themselves clauses; for example, what is now
understood as postmodernism; the celebration of what Sontag cglls a
‘new sensibility’; What these critics oppose. ,

(® Lexically dense noun phrase structures with heavy post-modification:
for example, a sensibility in revolt against the normalising function of
modernism; an attack on the canonisation of modernism’s rebellion: an
attack on modernism'’s official status as the high culture of the modern
capitalist world.

(f) Nominalized vocabulary (action meanings expressed as nouns): cir-
culation, beginnings, work, celebration, sensibility, pluralism, collapse,
distinction, revolt, rebellion, canonisation, attack. .

(2) Use of ‘elevated’ vocabulary: sensibility, the project of modernism, the
academy. ,

/

Expression of attitude

(a) Sparse use of minimizing or intensifying adverbs: only in the 1960s.

(b) Sparse and oblique use of attitudinally loaded vocabulary: the
supposed collapse.

Assumed knowledge .

(a) Use of terms which have specialized technical meanings within
academe: pluralism, high and popular culture, canonisation, modernism,
capitalist.

(b) References to scholars without biographical details being presented:
Sontag, Fiedler,
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Text 2, on the other hand, displays the following patterns:

Textual formality . . .
(a) Frequent references to the writer, who is grammatically the subject:

for example, I can’t really comment on; I don’t think. .

(b) Thematic position filled either by the writer (I don’t S.H.aw there's much
in . .. if) or simple unnominalized noun phrases naming postmodern-
ism: most of this stuff, it. .

(c) Use of contractions and idioms: for example, can’t, don’t, understand a
word of it.

(d) Low level of nominalization: activity. . .

(e) Frequent use of action verbs: go to conferences, get cushy jobs, write a
lot of articles.

Expression of attitude o

(a) Frequent use of intensifying or minimizing adverbs: really, pretty,
very, totally, more. o

(b) Frequent use of attitudinally loaded lexical items (‘snarl’ words): stuff,
fad, intriguing, device, cushy, radical.

Assumed knowledge . :

(&) Rather than technical lexis, everyday vocabulary is used: stuff, people,
cushy, a lot of.

(b) Indirect reference to the Bible: more radical than thou.

Note that to complete this first step of R&G analysis, the m@aamoma.ou. of
language differences, we need to be able to draw on a detailed description
of grammatical and discourse patterns in English. o

The second step in an R&G analysis is to try to explain the linguistic
differences enumerated in the first step. One obvious explanation for the
differences is that each text must have happened in a very different soctal
context. And of course that is true: text 1 comes from a textbook, and so
occurs in a written, academic context; text 2 is an excerpt from a public
speech, a face-to-face encounter with a generalist mﬂ&mnon.u.

Our explanation has highlighted a very important observation about ax.n
that each text appears to carry with it some influences from the ooﬁn.ﬁ in
which it was produced. Context, we could say, gets ‘into’ text by influ-
encing the words and structures that text-producers use. .

We can push our explanation further by trying to specify just what
dimensions of social context appear to have an impact on the language of
texts. With texts 1 and 2 we can note that choices of vocabulary and
structure are influenced by three main contextual dimensions. Firstly, the
difference in the formality between the texts can be related to the degree of
feedback that was possible between the text-producer and his E.u&goo, the
principal contrast being between spoken and written situations. u. we
analysed a large sample of written language and compared that with a
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large sample of spoken language, we would find differences similar to those
we have noted for texts 1 and 2: written language will use fewer personal
references, greater nominalized vocabulary, fewer action verbs, with mean-
ings packed densely into complex noun phrases. We refer to this dimension
of the context as the mode. .

Our second cluster of linguistic differences (the absence/presence of
attitudinal and evaluative choices) relates to the roles being played by each
text-producer: in text 1 the role taken on by the writer is that of ‘educator’
and in text 2 it is that of ‘social commentatorfradical critic’. The language
of the texts illustrates the discourse roles to which these social roles give
access: social critics express attitudes and judgements, while educators (in
our culture) must limit their expression of attitude or express it in disguised
ways. This role dimension of context is referred to as the fenor of a
situation.

Finally, the contrast between technical and everyday vocabulary can be
related to the degree of familiarity with the topic that each text-producer is
assuming in his audience. As we saw above, this is expressed partly through
the choice of words which have very precise, technical meanings within the
field of the textbook (cultural studies). Assumed knowledge is also realized
through the ‘other contexts and other texts’ to which the audience is
assumed to have access: in the first text, the audience is assumed to know
who Susan Sontag and Leslie Fiedler are, whereas in the second text, the
only assumed shared text is that of the Bible. Thus, both technicality of
lexis and sources of intertextual references are significant indicators of what
we call the field of the discourse. ‘ .

Thus, we can find in the immediate situational contexts dimensions
which help to explain why each text uses the linguistic patterns that it does.
The analysis of these two texts has demonstrated that linguistic differences
between texts can be correlated with differences in the contexts in which the
texts were produced. ‘

It is significant that we identified not just one, but several, clusters of
patterns that differentiated the texts. Similarly, we identified not just one,
but several contextual dimensions that had ‘got into’ the texts. This
plurality suggests that a text is the weaving together simultaneously of
several different strands of meanings. If we ask, for example, what text¥l “is
about’ (that is, what it means), we need to recognize that it is about more
than one thing at a time. On the one hand, the text makes meanings about
a reality (what postmodernism is, who was involved in its development,
etc.). But these ideational meanings are not the only meanings the text is’
making. In addition, the text is also saying something about the writer’s
attitudes to his topic and his role relationship with his readers. These are
the interpersonal meanings of the text. Finally, through its strand of textual
meanings, the text is saying something about how it is organized as a
linguistic event (that is, that it is a written text, and should be read as such).

It is these notions of the strands of meanings in text, and their
correlation with contextual dimensions, that give approaches to R&GT



their two common themes. Firstly, they focus on the detailed analysis of
variation in linguistic features of discourse: that is, thers is explicit, ideally
quantifiable, specification of lexical, grammatical and semantic patterns in
text. Secondly, R&GT approaches seek to explain linguistic variation by
reference to variation in context: that is, explicit links are made between
features of the discourse and critical variables of the social and cultural
context in which the discourse is enacted. Register and genre are the
technical concepts employed to explain the meaning and function of
variation between texts.

The concept of register is a theoretical explanation of the common-sense
observation that we use language differently in different situations. More
technically, contextual dimensions can be seen to impact on language by
making certain meanings, and their linguistic expressions, more likely than
others. We can say that context places certain meanings ‘at risk’. The
notion of ‘at risk’ can be demonstrated initially with the example of meals.
When it comes to what to eat, those of us in the affluent West are generally
faced with options to choose among. But dimensions of the mealtime
context, principally what time of day it is and who we will be eating the
meal with, will make certain choices more or less likely. Thus, if it is
morning and you are in your ordinary domestic context, you are more
likely to reach for the cereal and toast than to whip up a quick pavlova or
put a chicken in the oven to roast. This relationship is probabilistic rather
than deterministic: while certain foods are more likely to be chosen than
others given the context, there is nothing to stop you from eating roast
chicken and pavlova for breakfast if you so decide.

Similarly with language, key dimensions of the social context {such as
whether the interactants can see and hear each other or not, whether they
share the same background knowledge, and whether they have strong
attitudes to express) will make certain meanings more likely to be made.
Thus, in face-to-face context most university lecturers are more likely to
begin their classes with “Well, now today we'’re going to have a look at
some ideas about an intellectual movement that’s come to be called post-
modernism’, whereas they are more likely to begin Chapter 1 of a textbook
with ‘“In this book it will be suggested that the inteliectual movement
known as postmodernism’. However, again the relationship is probabilistic
not deterministic: some lecturers do in fact begin their face-to-face
encounters with students by announcing that ‘Tt will be suggested in this
lecture that the intellectual movement known as postmodernism’, making
linguistic choices that the flagging interest of their students might suggest to
them are more appropriate in a different context.

Theorizing the language/context relationship (just what dimensions of
context matter to text, and how context gets ‘into’ text) is a central concern
of register theorists. In subsequent sections we review formulations that
range from the relatively ‘weak’ position of ethnographers such as Hymes
(1972; 1974), who posit that a rather disparate number of dimensions of
context have an impact on text, to the ‘strong’ position, associated with
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‘important respects. Firstly, linguistic definitions of genre draw on Russian
literary theorist Bakhtin’s (1986) identification of speech genres as
‘relatively stable types’ of interactive utterances. This broadens genre to
include everyday as well as literary genres, in both written and spoken
modes. Thus, a transactional encounter such as buying meat at the
butcher’s is a genre, as is a recipe in 2 magazine or a staff meeting in E.a
workplace. Secondly, linguists define genres functionally in terms of their
social purpose. Thus, different genres are different ways of using language
to achieve different culturally established tasks, and texts of different genres
are texts which are achieving different purposes in the culture.
Genre provides further explanation of the differences between texts 1 and
2. While text 1 is fulfilling the cultural purpose of ‘tertiary education’, text 2
is fulfilling a very different cultural purpose of ‘delivering sccial commen-
tary’, or perhaps more accurately ‘stirring’. We can see these &mmng.omm of
purpose reflected both in the way the texts achieve coherence and E.Ea
way each text unfolds dynamically. Thus, in the way the types of meanings
of the text co-occur we recognize a pattern typical of a particular genre.
With text 1, for example, we recognize that to write in an objective way
about a technical topic taking on the role of educator is quite consistent
with the cultural task of ‘making a textbook’. We also recognize a text’s
genre by the sequence of functionally distinct stages or steps through which
it unfolds. In text 1 the writer moves us through the stages: date the term,
give direct definition from early source, unpack and elaborate on definition,
and summarize early uses of term. Text 2, on the other hand, has very
different stages: it begins with a stage of personal difficulties with concept,
then offers a definition, followed by a dismissal of concept, ‘and justification
of dismissal. Each text is in turn an excerpt only, taken from complete texts
which have clearly different staging structures: text 1 is from Chapter 7 of a
text which stages its content by moving chronologically through different
academic movements, culturally a very familiar staging structure for a
textbook. ]
Thus, the major linguistic reflex of differences in purpose is the staging
structure by which a text unfolds. Genre theory suggests that texts s&.mor
are doing different jobs in the culture will unfold in different ways, working
through different stages or steps. Again, this relationship between context
and text is theorized as probabilistic, not deterministic: an interactant
setting out to achieve a particular cultural goal is most likely to mE.mﬂo a
text of a particular genre, and that text is most likely to En.oi in a
particular way — but the potential for alternatives is inherent in the dialogic
relationship between language and context. ;
R&GT is, then, a theory of functional variation: of how texts are
different, and the contextual motivations for those differences. A useful
R&GT is one that will allow for both textual prediction and contextual
deduction. That is, given a description of the context, it should be ﬁom.m:&m
to predict the meanings that will be at risk and the linguistic features likely
to be used to encode them. Alternatively, given a text, it should be possible
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to deduce the context in which it-was produced, as the linguistic features
selected in a text will encode contextual dimensions, both of its immediate
context of production and of its generic identity, what task the text is
achieving in the culture.

For prediction and deduction to be possible, analysts must be able to
relate categories of context to the detailed specification of language
patterns. That is, R&GT must provide a methodology for textual analysis,
and it must provide an account of how situational and cultural context are
expressed systematically in language choices. Thus, a fully developed R&G
theory involves both a detailed account of language, and a theory of
context and the relationship between context and language.

In this chapter we will concentrate on outlining the systemic functional
approach to register and genre analysis. The systemic approach not only
provides a detailed description of the functions and structures of English
(cf. Halliday, 1985b), but goes further and relates the contextual dimen-
sions of register to the semantic and grammatical organization of language
itself. This results in a coberent, functional explanation of why particular
dimensions of context are important and others not. Similarly, the systemic
approach has been developing detailed specifications of the staging
structures and realization features of different genres, as well as accounts of
how genres can relate to and evolve into other genres, thus providing
replicable and functionally motivated accounts of different genres in our
culture. *

A further dimension of the systemic approach which space allows us only
to touch on briefly in this chapter is that it takes contextual explanation one
step further, by recognizing that the differences between texts are also the
reflection -of a more abstract contextual dimension that we could call

“ideology. Ideology refers to the positions of power, the political biases and

assumptions that all social interactants bring with them to their texts. Thus,
while text 1 tacitly takes up and supports the positions of academic ideology
{seeking to trace development of the concept, withholding personal opinion,
efc.), text 2 introduces an ideology of humanistic morality. In each case, the
ideological perspectives have functional motivations: they tell us something
about the interests of the text-