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1. Introduction: approaches totext and discourse

Studying the ways people communicate is a very ¢exnmatter because it entails various
aspects of different disciplines. Verbal elemeragehto be studied along paralinguistic signs
such as loudness, breathing patterns and intonatrbrch includes tone unit boundaries,
nuclei, pitch etc. In addition, non-verbal signsisias gestures, facial expressions, body
postures and movements (relative to the interlasiXpetc. have to be taken into account.
Aspects of media use may also be involved as vgeliazial and psychological dimensions.
The different factors of grounding, the particigaot the communication and the setting have
to be considered as well as the dimensions of twgnframes and idealized cognitive
models, which language users have internalizedebiar it is not only the given context of
communication which is at stake, e.g. the commuiviealiscourse space, which Langacker
(1998: 4) defines as “the mental space compridmogéd elements and relations construed as
being shared by the speaker and the hearer assafdlasommunication at a given moment in
the flow of discourse®, but also different spacesich may be opened by space building
devices such as time adverbiais the year 252band counterfactualsf(l were in your
shoe$.!

These complex phenomena have been the concerrsafudse analysis for the past five
decades. The different approaches and perspectd@sed to study human communication
make it difficult to present an exact definition discourse analysis. “It would be nice if we
could squeeze all we know about discourse intoraaefinition. Unfortunately, as is also
the case for related concepts as ‘language”, “congation”, “interaction”, “society” and
“culture’, the notion of discourse is essentiallyzly.” (van Dijk, 1997: 1).

The following comparison proves van Dijk’s pointaththere are terminological
inconsistencies. For example, Koch (1965: 16) tédedo be the superordinate term:

Any sequence of sentences temporally or spaciaignged in a way to suggest a whole will be considé¢o be
a text. Any text (or parts of a text) having masi#ions of a particular theme in common will besidered to
be a discourse. Texts without a discourse may feereel to as non-discourse texts. We are therefonéronted
with the following dichotomy:

TEXT

non-discourse text discourse

Salkie (1995: ix) on the other hand does not diffiéiate between text and discourse at all: “A
text, or discourse is a stretch of language that Inealonger than one sentence. Thus text and
discourse analysis is about how sentences combifoerh texts.”

In some uses the difference between the teextsand discoursereflects different traditions

of how to approach the description of communicapitlenomena. In the tradition of German
Textlinguistikthe written text was regarded as the primary ohitvestigation, whereas in the
British and American traditiowliscourse analysisimply referred to the study of linguistic
phenomena beyond the sentence boundbigwadaygexttends to be regarded as the spoken
or written product of a communicative event. Unlike tradition of textual structuralism non-
verbal elements like drawings, film takes or dagcare not considered parts of a téxt.

! Cf. Fauconnier (1985), Fauconnier and Sweetsedg)Land Fauconnier and Turner (1994a), (1994b0&),9
Langacker (1991a), (1991b) and Lakoff (1987).

2 There used to be a predelection for written laggum some traditions. Cf. de Beaugrande (1997: 46)
English has been dominated by written culture, araging the belief that the order of language @rtherges
when written down in neat sentences - a beliefeshay many homework linguists.” Cf. also Harweg74p

3 Cf. Koch (1974a) and my analysis of comic strigéifig, 1974).



Discourseon the other hand refers to the speaker’s or hisarental representation of a text.
But since it cannot be claimed that there is a it@piagical consensus about these terms it is
important to be aware of the meaning intended. gk, for example, applies the term
discourseif the following criteria are métfirst, it must be language in use, i.e. autheanit
not invented language data, second, beliefs mustob@nunicated, which means that the
participants share what they think, believe, fegnt etc. and third, an interaction must take
place. Interaction and the communication of beledsials the exchange of communicative
intentions via speech actsThus van Dijk would not consider speeches, sermoes/s-
bulletins, novels or newspapers as instances obdise, because they lack turn-taking. That
the termdiscoursehas other quite specific uses complicates magteza furthef®

(i) Units of communication as used in different isbsituations, e.g. “legal discourse”,
“classroom discourse” etc.

(ii) Different ways of structuring areas of knowtgdor social practice. Thus discourse
is seen as social practices which structure saeality in different ways, e.g. by
defining social roles and relationships. This applo is derived from
ethnomethodology.

(ii) Historically different ways of formulating sal, political or scientific theories, e.g.
using different metaphorical frameworks. A well-kmo example is “psychological
discourse” based on either metaphors from mechanimsmputer technolody.

The above orientations are particularly importanCritical Discourse Analysiswhich tries

to analyze unconscious biases in the linguisticaiem of individuals, groups of language
users or institutions. These biases may have apulative and detrimental effect on the
addressees, whiclCritical Discourse Analysigries to make transparent and thus to
overcomée’ This orientation of discourse analysis follows fhectionalist tradition, which
investigates the mutual influence of language asdusers. The formalist tradition, on the
other hand, analyses the internal organizatioranglage as an autonomous system, looking
for structural units at the text levil.

Almost a decade ago, Bublitz (1991) made the fahgwobservations with regard to the state
of the art of discourse analysis: (i) Since disseuwanalysis is less than twenty years old there
are no “old“ research results. (i) Among researshbere is a certain agreement as to the
units which are to be described but there is neeagent that these units form a unified set
which has to be described according to linguistid &unctional criteria. (iii) There is no
standard paradigm of description in discourse amal\He does not conclude, though, that
discourse or discourse analysis is too unsysteradteld to be described in a systematic way.
Eight years later the state of the art of discowasalysis has to be assessed differently. In
order to give some reference points within thedfiet discourse analysis, | will take the six
approaches to discourse analysis as described hffriic(1994) as a backdrop to my own
description:

1. Speech Act Theorf, Conversation Analysi§. Interactional Sociolinguistics,

* Cf. van Dijk (1997: 2).

® Cf. chapter 3.

® Cf. Fairclough (1992), Foucault (1979), Péche198¢).

' Cf. chapter 5.

8 Cf. Halliday and Martin (1993).

° Cf. Gerbig (1993), Jager (1993), Jager and Jaeks@d®992) and Stubbs (1996).
10 Cf. Harris (1952a, 1952b), Koch (1974b) and L&\ia64 ).



4. Ethnography of Communicatipts. Pragmaticsand 6.Variation Analysis® There is a
certain degree of overlap between the approachesh® initial hypotheses vary considerably.
They also differ in that they regard meaning défdty, either as a linguistic or a social
phenomenon. Schiffrin differentiates these appreaetcording to three criteria:

(i) The individual participants of an interactiomdatheir intentions, social acts and
speech acts, linguistic competence and world knidygde

(i) Linguistic interaction of the participants agproduct of cooperation.

(iif) The type of communication.

Since | have added new aspects and developmentdisgourse analysis a different
presentational order has suggested itself so tiet will be dealt with in the following
chapters:

1. Speech Act Theory chapter 3: Cooperative interaction, speech actsrdarkencing
2. Conversation Analysis chapter 5: Conversation as an instrument of canistif social
reality

3. Interactional Sociolinguistics chapter 6: Discourse as a wider conceptual an@sbavent
4. Ethnography of Communicationchapter 4: The ethnography of communication

5. Pragmatics chapter 3: Cooperative interaction, speech actsrdarkencing
6. Variation Analysis chapter 6: Discourse as a wider conceptual an@tsbavent

| have also added relevant aspects pertainingdio background. Sinc&peech Act Theory
andPragmaticshave close links | have treated them in the samapter in which | also deal
with aspects of linguistic politeness. The sameliapgo Interactional Sociolinguisticand
Variation Analysis Through this arrangement and their charactedmathe commonalities
and differences of these approaches will becomar.clewill begin my description with the
tradition of describing the information structurfesentences and texts, which Schiffrin’s list
does not contain.

2. Communicative dynamism and the chain of refererec

There is a long tradition of discussing topic (tle@rand comment (rheme) in the context of
analyzing the informational structure of discoutnd these attempts never really moved
beyond the sentence-pair boundary. In other wahes, were not properly contextualized. It
started in the Prague School tradition of analyzihgmes and rhemes in sentences, an
approach based on the assessment of the assunmthatibn flow (‘communicative
dynamism’) within them. It is not my purpose hevegive a detailed account of the whole
tradition of theme-rheme structure or topic-commiarits. Moreover, this was done by Esser
(1984: 10), who gives an overview of the terminatay variety within the so-called
functional sentence perspective, which goes batked 930s. This variety is due to what he
calls Komplexbegriffg(lcomplex terms), which have more than a single mngarThe main
problem in describing the theme-rheme-structureseftences lies in the fact that various
semantic (ideational) and pragmatic (interpersoo@lgria and the criterion of the linguistic
form may be applied. Esser’s overview is presemethble 1, in which he lists different
authors and their terminological usage of topic awimment or theme and rheme
respectively?

1 Schiffrin gives a description of these six apptcto discourse analysis and later tests thediesfty with
regard to the analysis of her data.
12| table 1 the sign “/ “ occurs between pairsaiplementary terms and the sidtf fneans “is equivalent to".



Autor Komplexbegriff

(author) (complex terms)

Mathesius  (posthunbasis of /

1975: 81, 83) nucleus of the
utterance

Mathesius 1939 Themd

(Firbas 1964: 268)

Hockett (1958: 201)  toptc

Danes (1960: 45)

Halliday

(1967: 204, 212)

Danes (1967: 504f.)

Danes (1970: 72) Thema/Rheéma

Chomsky (1970: 72)
Firbas (1971: 141)

Quirk et al.
(1972: 937, 940, 945)

Sgallet al.

(1973: 56f.)

Kuno

(1976: 120f., 173)

empathy focus
Chafe (1976)
Clark & Clark

(1977: 31)

Dekeyseret al. topict

(1972: 2f.)

Anfangs- Rest

element

(first element) (residue) (given)

theme rheme
theme

theme

topic
frame insert

"gegeben’ ‘neu’
(new)
known new
comment
théme propos
given new
themeltopic rhemelcomment
presupposition  focus
therhe rhemé
given new
focus

contextually non- boundIfocus

boundtopic
old, predictableew, unpredictable
information information
givenness new information
definiteness contrastiveness
given new
old OgivenO new[1focus
known

Table 1. Terminological variety in functional sentence peive.

! With the meaning: “first element plus “given® “.

2 With the meaning: “two complementary communicafivections®.

% In the framework of his theory of “communicativgnamism®. The theme has the lowest, the rheme itfteekt

force in pushing communication forward.

* With the meaning: “nucleus".



Rather than summarizing Esser’s work it may be manghwhile to have a detailed look at
the present state of this discussidiDne of the heuristic starting points of the theimeme
discussion is the fact that sentences in discaroa&ain some information which the speaker
presupposes to be known by the hearer and someniation which the speaker asserts. The
former is often referred to as “old” or “given amhation and the latter as ‘new’. Thus the
theme-rheme contrast hinges on the presence anabsé anaphoric ties to the previous text.
With regard to nouns, this means that the diffezelnetween definiteness and indefiniteness
can serve as an indicator of anaphoricity. Anogfeent of departure is found in what is being
spoken about. In English, this is often mentionedhe first element in a sentence and also
often serves as the subject. But as Esser’s synepeivs, these different aspects have not
been clearly separated and thus this whole aremsseather impenetrable. An excellent
synthesis of clause structure, information struet@nd sentence topics is offered by
Langacker (1991a). His statement about the straatievents, meaning and grammar in the
framework of Cognitive Grammar can be taken asadisg point for a new analysis and a
critical review of the information structure in sences (Langacker, 1991a: 282):

Meanings are characterized relative to cognitivengios, many of which are idealized cognitive models
in the sense of Lakoff 1987. Cognitive models fundatal to our experience and our conception of the
world are claimed to underlie the prototypical \euof certain grammatical constructs pertaining to
clause structure. Grammatically significant as vigelthe structure of events - or more preciselg th
structure of ourconceptionof events - in terms of conceptual autonomy angeddence. Clausal
organization is in large measure shaped by thesctien of these factors.

Langacker begins his description with two basic etedi.e. the action chain model and the
stage model. The action chain model relies ondhddmental conception of causality which
in terms of prototypicality means that from an itemthe source domain energy flows to an
item in the target domain. These conceptualizatiares subsumed under the teforce
dynamics.Talmy (1988) metaphorically extends force dynamacson-physical domains. In
sentences like the following an energy source, the. hi-jacker, metaphorically transfers
energy to a target, i.e. the pilot:

(1) The hi-jacker forced the pilot to fly to Beirut.

In Langacker’s action chain model energy is transfiefrom an initial object, i.e. the head, to
an adjacent object and from there to the nextsanah until it reaches the final object, i.e. the
tail. The simplest action chain contains only achaad a tail. Langacker’s second model, the
stage model, is used to describe how events ameeptralized in scenes. This happens in a
moment-to-moment fashion. On the “stage” thergoarécipants who act in a certain setting.
This model is supposed to describe the construahich a speaker engages before speaking.
The linguistic equivalent is called coding. An irfisee of construal and coding is given in the
thematic relations or semantic ‘roles’, which Lakga interprets not aper selinguistic
constructs but as pre-linguistic conceptions gregdhnd everyday experience. Those which are
basic and cognitively salient are called role atgbes (Langacker, 1991a: 285):

agent: a person who volitionally initiates physicaligity resulting, through physical
contact, in the transfer of energy to an extevbgect.

patient: an animate object that absorbs the energy titteshvia externally initiated physical
contact and thereby undergoes an internal chahggate.

instrument: a physical object manipulated by an agent to atiquatient; it serves as an

intermediary in the transmission of energy.

13 A concise summary of Prague School Functionalisprésented in Hanks (1996: 102ff.)



experiencer: a person engaged in mental activity (be it intdllal, perceptual or emotive).
mover: an entity that undergoes a change of location.

It is important to note that this is an open listlahat other roles such as animate patient or
non-human agent may become both cognitively promiad linguistically relevant. The
action chain model, the stage model and the semaslgs combine to form the canonical
event model which represents the normal observaifoa prototypical action (Langacker,
1991a; 2854

The stage model contributes the notion of an ewentrring within a viewer (V) observing it from an
external vantage point. Inherited from the billidxal model is the minimal conception of an actatrain,
in which one discrete object transmits energy totlaer through forceful physical contact. Moreovag
action chain head is characterized as an agenitsatall as a patient that undergoes a resulfaabge of
state (indicated by the squiggly arrow).

Langacker provides the following figure as a repmegtion of the canonical event model
(Langacker 1991a: 285):

O—0O

AG PAT

setting

Figure 1.

For the linguistic expressions of events anothelnatiomy is important, namely the distinction
between autonomous and dependent events or subevdnts one can conceptualize the
bursting of a balloon without the accompanying seiné¢ of the popping sound, but one
cannot conceptualize an abstract causing, becawsatton is conceptually dependent. As the
following examples show, an event can be concepgtalwith and without expressing the
causation ((2) (a) and (b)), but it is difficult é&xpress the causation on its own as2in(g)
(Langacker, 1991a: 287):

% The billiard-ball model is equivalent to the actichain model.



(2) (a)The wind caused the tree to fall over.
(b) The tree fell over
(c) The wind caused

An event is also dependent on its participants.pf@fey, for example, cannot be
conceptualized without an agent and a patient. glwesisiderations lead Langacker to ask
what the innermost layer of an event conceptiofiesclaims that this innermost layer is the
conception of an autonomous relationship which jbat a single participant and which he
callsthematic relationshipThe participant is callethemeand it may manifest any of several
role archetypes. He defines the concepts as fol{beusgacker, 1991a: 288):

The most elemental kind of thematic relationshipi® in which the participant merely occupies some
location or exhibits some static properBxist round andred are good examples of expressions that
profile such relationships. The semantic role ef participant will be referred to asrqg for conceptually

it is minimal and non-distinctive. In fact, the aeole is inherent in the others (e.g. somethirgtbabe in

a place in order to move, or have a property ireotd change) and can be thought of as represeifigng
degenerate case to which all of them collapse wehetatic view precludes the manifestation of their
distinctive characteristics. Importantly, the zeote per se is unaltered if the description of @ateon or
property should happen to be complex or incorpoaat®minal. Considehlice is under the bedit the
clause level, there is only one participant - AliGgnd the thematic relationship is one of being oertain
location. The bed is invoked merely to specify tloattion; it is not a clausalarticipant (though it could

be in other expressions), but rather part of tlignge

Conceptually autonomous thematic relationshipsaitiver stand alone or be part of a more
complex conception, e.g. in terms of force dynamitee following examples show a
transition from a thematic relationship in whicpatient (the ice) undergoes a change of state
to one that has several conceptual layers of dans@tangacker, 1991a: 292).

(3) (a)The ice cracked
(b) A rock cracked the ice
(c) A waiter cracked the ice with a rack
(d) The manger made a waiter crack the ice with a rock
(e) The owner had the manager make a waiter crackadevith a rock.

In (3) (e) the sentence reflects the mental pathttie conceptualizer traces, from the original
source of energy (the owner) to the most immediatece of energy (a waitep.

The above considerations are part of a concephaysis. What is essential for the definition
of topic is the relationship between conceptual lamglistic structure, i.e. coding, which is a
very complex matter (Langacker, 1991a: 294):

15 This natural order of the mental path can be sadrso that the energy flow moves “upstream®.
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Conceptually, there are countless ways of congirairgiven event, and a particular event conceptiaght
deviate from the canon in any manner or to any ekegringuistically, a variety of grammatical desceach
with multiple values clustered around a prototyaes usually available as alternate means of codigiven
conception. An event's objective properties aresegpuently insufficient to predict the grammatidalisture of a
clause describing it.

The fact that people are able to construe a scemneuitiple ways, lies at the foundation of
cognitive semantics. Among these alternative coaigr are archetypes which are
linguistically coded as prototypical constructs.téhsions of these are formed to adapt the
limited inventory to the need of expressing vao@as linguistically, as the following examples
show (Langacker, 1991a: 296):

(4) (a)Floyd's hammer-blow shattered the sides of theglas
(b) The force of the hammer hitting the glass causaddsito fly in all directions
(c) Floyd's action generated fragments of glass.
(d) Floyd’s arm brought the head of the hammer intotaohwith the glass
(e)Floyd's strength overcame the structural integofythe glass

All these coding possibilities are perfectly legisite, but they deviate from the prototypical
coding in that they structure the action chainedéhtly. A significant indication of this can be
that no basic-level categories are u¥eBipeakers tend to formulate at this basic levdkam
they have a reason to code either at a more spemifia more schematic level. These
considerations lead to the tetmmarkedcodingwhich signifies an arrangement in which an
archetypical construal is represented by the pyptcal linguistic equivalent, which in turn is
suggested by the structure of the canonical everttein One clause type which reflects an
archetypical construal is the finite transitiveusa because subject and object receive focused
attention. But there are other clause types whatstitute unmarked coding.

Unlike the approaches to the description of topictteeme described above, Langacker
(1991a: 306) takes Givon’'s (1983, 1995) notionapfi¢ality and defines it according to four
factors “that pertain to different aspects of thhaeeption of clausal participants. Each factor
defines a natural path whose point has a certaimsure of cognitive salience by virtue of
being the initial element in an ordered sequencerdiotypical subject is the starting point
with respect to all of these paths and therefoie haximal topicality and a high degree of
prominence.” The topicality factors are the follogi

(i) a participant’s semantic role, i.e. the natofé@s participation in the event
(i) a participant’s location in the empathy hietay

(ii) definiteness

(iv) the figure-ground organization

%1n (4) this is partly the case.
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These factors have a diminishing degree of objggtivom (i) to (iv). Since the subject is
prototypically an agent, it is seen as the stantamt (head) in the energy flow of the action
chain.

The empathy hierarchy has the following ranking:

speaker hearer> human> animal> physical object abstract entity

This hierarchy is less important than agentivity havertheless it has an influence as the
following examples show (Langacker, 1991a: 296):

(5) (a)The dog chased me (&) I was chased by the dog
(b) I chased the dag (b”) ?? The dog was chased by.me

(5) (b’) is odd because the subject ranks lowethenempathy hierarchy and is also not the
agent.

Definiteness is a question of mental contact indineent discourse space by the speaker and
hearer and is thus fairly subjective. An indefirstgbject (a lake, migraine headaches in the
sentences belowpften seems awkward and is commonly avoided by medna special
construction (Langacker, 1991a: 308):

(6) (a)?? Alake is in that valley. (a@)There is a lake in that valley
(b) ? Migraine headaches plague Sallp’) Sally is plagued by migraine headaches

A natural path is thus defined by the followingriarehy:definite> specific indefinite

> non-specific indefinitewhose starting point implies that the speaker lzearer direct their
attention to a particular instance of the type uesjion. Other facts relevant in this context,
are contrasts such as count noun vs. mass nogulairvs. plural, concrete vs. abstract and
pointlike vs. extended. The figure-ground-organ@atis of special importance in this
context. Non-linguistically this means that whenmaun beings look at an object in their
environment they tend to focus on it, i.e. singleut and look at it separately against the
(back-)ground. The foreground figure tends to beéentmnspicuous, mobile, better delineated
and smaller in size than the backgrodh@he lonesome cowboy in a movie, for example, is
set off against the prairie as the ground. Thecypla of figure and ground is also reflected in
language, where (7 (a)) is more likely to occuntfia(b)):

(7) (a)The passenger sits in the coach.
(b) ? The coaclsurroundsthe passenger.

The fact that sentences such as (7 (b)) are useldufnorous purposes only underlines the
validity of this point. Langacker takes the figuyeund organization of a conceptualized
source to be wholly subjective as the followingslirates (Langacker, 1991a: 308):

Although an entity’s selection as the figure witlsirscene is encouraged by certain objective priegert
(e.g. compactness; being in motion; contrast witlraaindings), in the final analysis figure/ground
alignment is not inherent in a situation but a eratif construal. The linguistic relevance of figigreund
organization is shown by the semantic contrast éetwsuch pairs aseforevs. after, abovevs. below
andin front ofvs.in back of...

" The third and the sixth of the twelve main tenetsgestalt psychology, which Hofstatter (1964: ¥49f
presents, formulate these observation explicitly.
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These factors tend to characterize a prototypichjest as (i) being an agent, (ii) having a
high ranking in the empathy hierarchy, (iii) beidgfinite and (iv) being the figure in the
figure-ground alignment. Since many subjects do hate the first three of these
characteristics Langacker concludes that what @tjests have in common is that they
represent the figure (‘trajector’) at the clauselle

By relinquishing the old criteria, i.e. “‘given” afdew™ and ’first element’, he is able to
provide a grid for the description of quite disgaraotions such ampic-commen{theme-
rhemeg andsubject

The information flow in discourse is the incremehttoherent and connected information to
the communicative discourse space by the speakédmapacker (1998: 18) mentions three
main facets of this process:

(i) What is being added, i.e. the content.
(i) Where it is added, i.e. the conceptual dimems
(iif) For what purpose it is added, i.e. the conmioative intentions.

The clause is the structural unit that maps theeatiphase of the communicative discourse
space onto the next. It is also responsible for ¢bkerence and connectedness of the
incrementing information. In this area there id stilot of work to be done to be able to deal
with normal complex discourse.

The second question pertains to the place withencitnceptual framework, i.e. it specifies
where a connected discourse structure is to be builntegrated. There are at least five
dimensions. First it can be a “'world", i.e. thd rearld or an imaginary one. The mention of a
figure like Ulysses or Mickey Mouse introduces araginary world:

(8) In this comic Mickey Mouse visits Ulysses in Hiavi

The second dimension is instantiated in the opjposibf real events vs. generalizations as
exemplified in (9):

(9) Wolves are fierce creatures, but my pet wolf iyfolband tame.
Third, as was mentioned above a “'mental space’ mawytroduced, i.e. a belief space, a
hypothetical space or a counterfactual space. Tifexrehce between a world and a space is a
matter of degree. A space is often constructedakena certain point:

(20) In France Nixon would not have been forced to mesig
The fourth dimension concerns the spatial and teatsetting. It is a well-known rule that a

change of place and time must be made explicitraibe the hearers will assume that place
and time have not changed. Thus it is very awkwaushy (11) but mean (12):
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(11) 1 had a discussion with Len about force dynamiex tweakfast in Amsterdam two
years ago and a similar discussion with Fred overch.

(12) I had a discussion with Len about force dynamies dreakfast in Amsterdam two
years ago and a similar discussion with Fred owsgrch in Albuquerque four years
ago.

The fifth wherespecification concerns the topic which allows tiearers to select the domain
of knowledge to which a proposition belongs. lalisost impossible to understand (13) in any
satisfactory way because there is no indicatiom krfiowledge domaiff

(13) The procedure is actually quite simple. First yamwange things into different
groups. Of course one pile may be sufficient dejpgnah how much there is to do.

The purpose of what it is added, i.e. speech aglsch represent the communicative
intentions of the interlocutors, are dealt witlthe following chapter.

3. Cooperative interaction, speech acts and inferemg

Speech Act Theoryas introduced by the language philosophers Jolstih and John R.
Searle, who observed that language is not only dsedhe functions of reference and
descriptions but also to perform social actionds Timension of language in use is explored
by analyzing speech acts, which therefore requueszriptive framework different from the
principles of semantic concatenation as shown e ghevious chapter. Searle formulated
constitutive rules for speech acts and also dedth wdirect speech acts which are
characterized by the fact that there is no diregpping between the linguistic form and the
illocutionary meaning.

Speech act theorists look for coherence not alethed of linguistic form and meaning but at
the level of expressed interactional moves. Lewin€N83: 289) characterizes the general
properties of this approach as follows:

(i) There are unit acts speech act®r moves- that are performed in speaking, which belongato
specifiable, delimited set.

(if) Utterances are segmentable into unit pausterance units each of which corresponds to (at least)
one unit act.

(iii) There is aspecifiable functionand hopefully grocedure that will map utterance units into speech
acts and vice versa.

(iv) Conversational sequences are primarily regualdty a set ofequencing rulestated over speech act
or (move) types.

Levinson expresses serious doubts that such a ndelpropriate. The problem with (i) is
that there are single-sentence utterances whid¢brpemore than one speech act at a time. An
even bigger problem is given by the fact that cosatonal responses can be directed towards
the perlocution(s) of an utterance as well asstdldgcution(s) (Levinson, 1983: 290):

18 Cf. the ,topicless* text in chapter 7.
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Suppose, for example, that A and his companioneBate party, and A being bored says to B:

A: It's getting late, Mildred
B: a. But I'm having such a good time
b. Do you want to go?
c: Aren't you enjoying yourself, dear?

Then B might reply in any of the ways indicated{ hone of these addresses the illocutionary fofd€
utterance; rather they respond to a number of plespierlocutionary intents that A might have hadt B
this is highly problematic for the species of moutetjuestion: for perlocutions are unlimited in diand
number and any responses based on them will neitg$ath outside the scope of such a model.

The problem of identifying unit parts as statediinis difficult to solve because the clauses
as well as other sub-sentential parts of a sentareye manifest more than one speech act
each. In addition, utterance responses may bezeglaby non-linguistic behavior such as a
gesture or a nod of the head.

Since contextual influences may be crucial for riimepping procedures characterized in (iii)
there is the necessity of “some immensely compl&erential process that utilizes
information of many different kinds.“ (Levinson, 8% 291).

Speech Act Theory was developed further by Pragniaiscourse Analysis, which is based
on Grice’s cooperative principle. Unlike Austin,icer (1975, 1978) did not suggest a
typology of speech acts or performative verbs. Bgeoved that due to the context, a speaker
conveys more information than is encoded in theasgim structure of his or her utterance. He
introduced the four maxims of cooperation: quantiyality, relevance and manner (Grice,
1975: 46)"° If these maxims are adhered to they provide imfémemeans of interpreting the
speaker’s meaning. Consider the following questioswer paif®

A: Did you eat all the biscuits?
B: | ate some of them.

A will infer that B did not eat all of the biscujtsecause it can be expected that speakers will
tell as much of the truth as is necessary to pathdarers in a state of knowledge, which
renders them sufficiently informed. From a logigalint of view B is certainly telling the
truth, because eating some of the biscuits is &dlgiemplied in eating all of them. What B
fails to do is give A all the (relevant) informatiothat s/he has. Therefore B has
conversationally implied that s/he did not eabélihe biscuits and thus has misled A.

In the following example A has to assume that Bisager to the question is relevant and work
out the appropriate meanifb:

A: Would you like a chicken salad?
B: I'm a vegetarian.

19 For mnemonic reasons Grice’s third maxim whichchls maxim of relationwill here be callednaxim of
relevancebecause he originally formulated it & relevant.

2 The example is taken from Leech (1983).

2L Cf. Hunig (1989: 626).
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A has to reason as follows: vegetarians do nommesit and since chicken salad contains meat
B is turning down the offer. This information iscanversational implicature because it is
independent of the explicated information and cantiependent. It is also cancellable
because B might add:

B: (I'm a vegetarian.) But not a very strict one, 4btty your chicken salad.

Since it is normal for speakers to say far lesa thay intend to convey, it is understandable
that Grice’s cooperative principle has been widedgd in discourse analysis. On the other
hand he has been critiqued because his principtedaived from the language use which is
typical of the academia and the middle class “igl&nd and New England®, i.e. in western
industrialized societies, but may be less adeda@atthe linguistic description of other social
or ethnic groups.

Apart from the inferences which people draw froncheather’s statements there is also a
more emotional involvement in using language besanisthe need to be recognized as
individuals. A striking example of this aspect igam in the following dilemma. A has a close
friend, B, who is very poor. B wears a very uglgkat and asks A: How do you like my new
jacket? Obviously A’s answer is not only determinmd his truthfulness but also by
considerations of tact. Thus speech act logic asried above is not sufficient to explain
certain variations and additional communicativatsigies used by speakers and hearers. This
IS SO because speakers care about what othersahihlem, i.e. they care about their social
image. Brown and Levinson (1987) saw this deficgeand introduced the terrface into
linguistics, which the sociologist Erving GoffmalB65, 1967) had introduced into sociology,
to refer to the interactional identities of speakand hearers. It is derived from metaphorical
phrases such ds lose one’s facandto keep one’s fac&offman (1967) uses the expression
to be inface for example, to refer to a role behavior whichinsaccordance with the
expectations accompanying that role and the exipress be out offace to behavior which
runs counter to such expectations. Brown and Lewir{3987: 13), who wanted to distinguish
different degrees of linguistic politeness, coirtlbd termspositiveand negative facewhich
they describe as follows:

Central to our model is a highly abstract notionfate” which consists of two specific desiresdgfa
wants’) attributed by interactants to one anotttes: desire to be unimpeded in one’s actions (negati
face), and the desire (in some respects) to beowepr of (positive face). This is the bare boneshef
notion of face which (we argue) is universal, bbick in any particular society we would expect éthe
subject of much cultural elaboration.
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Certain speech acts threaten the positive or negttce wants of the hearer and are therefore
calledface-threatening acts (FTAIf the speaker criticizes the hearer s/he comaesitive
face-threatening act, if s/lhe wants the heareothich or her a favor s/he commits a negative
face-threatening actdhe seriousness or weightiness of a face-threajeaoh depends on
three factors: the social distance between thekepead the hearer, the power that the hearer
has over the speaker and the degree to which aircddce-threatening act is rated an
imposition in a specific culturé.

Brown and Levinson’s theory of politeness is talprby Leech, who introduces a somewhat
simplified Politeness PrincipléLeech, 1983: 81):

(i) Minimize (other things being equal) the expressof impolite beliefs!
(i) Maximize (other things being equal) the expies of polite beliefs!

The social motivation for it is that unless peogte polite to their neighbors the channel of
communication will break down. But at times it miag useful to make a point by being
ironic, i.e. by saying something which is obviousbt true, such as the following:

(2) I really like it when you trample on me like that.

Irony typically takes the form of being too obvibugolite for the occasion. Th&ony
Principlereads (Leech, 1983: 82):

If you must cause offense, at least do so in a whigh doesn’t overtly conflict with the Politeness
Principle but allows the hearer to arrive at théemdive point of your remark indirectly, by way of
implicature.

Gibbs (1994: 365) goes a step further and clairasitbny does not only serve a social goal,
directed at an interlocutor, but constitutes a mofi¢hought. He provides the example of
someone saying/hat lovely weathen the midst of a rainstorm and comments as fatoiv

This statement reflects the speaker’s concepttializaf the incongruity between certain expectaion
that the day would be nice and the reality of r&ife judge events as ironic because of an awareriess
the incongruity between expectation and realitygnethough, in some cases, other participants in the
situation appear to be blind to what is really reqppg. This awareness suggests that irony is eoglyn

a matter of rhetoric or of language but is a funeatal figure in the poetics of mind. We concepueli
events, experiences, and ourselves as ironic anldwguage reflects this figurative mode of thirgkin

This relocation and redefinition of irony as a mse&t suggests that the use of irony similar to
the use of conceptuatetaphors can and should be studied as an intdgpat# ofCritical
Discourse Analysi&'

It should be pointed out that Brown and Levinsowiesvs on politeness have also been
critigued. Wierzbicka (1991: 69) attacks their ttyebecause it is based on a misguided
universalism and gives the following main ideasautline of a new direction in the study
of linguistic interaction:

(i) In different societies, and different comrities, people speak differently.

22 Face which refers to the part of the human body wite highest communicative significance (smiling,
frowning, blushing, going pale etci$, used in sociology as a metonymy for the intéoaet identity of a person
relative to a role. In linguisticéace is used metonymically for the personal values @& participants in
communicative interactions.

2 Cf. also Clark and Gerrig (19843ibbs and O’brien (1991) and Sperber and WilsoB8g)L9

24 Cf. Hunig (in prep.)
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(i) These differences in ways of speaking ardquod and systematic.

(iii) These differences reflect different cultukalues, or at least different hierarchies of values

(iv) Different ways of speaking, different commuatiwe styles, can be explained and made sense of, i
terms of independently established culturdlesand cultural priorities.

She believes that these points are of particulaoimance in multi-ethnic societies such as the
United States or Australia, because if verbal bemmawhich deviates from the mainstream
norm, can be explained in terms of different catwalues, serious social and interpersonal
misunderstandings can be prevented or at leasiatbel.

Her main argument against the universalists is tiatways of speaking in terms of values
such as “directness’, “indirectness’, “solidaritypontaneity’, “sincerity’, “social harmony’,
“cordiality’, “self-assertion’, “intimacy” and fsekpression® are by no means clear, because
they are used with quite different and even muguatompatible meanings. In order to avoid
confusion it is necessary that linguists must filedcriptive terms which represent universal
concepts independent of any specific culture (Wieka, 1991: 10):

| suggest that we can find such concepts in theeusal alphabet of human thoughts (...), thatnighe
indefinable (i.e. semantically simple) words andrpm@mes of natural language, such,a®u, someone,
something, this, think, say, wamtdo), which can be found, it seems, in all the langsagf the world.

With regard to different attitudes toward “selfexrtion™ by Japanese and mainstream English
speakers she points out the difference with the bélthe following underlying conceptual
structure (Wierzbicka, 1991: 73):

Japanese don’t say: "I want this’, "I don’t want this’
Anglo-American do say: | want this’, "I don’t want this

This means that Japanese speakers are discounagedséying clearly what they want,

whereas Anglo-American speakers are encouraged sodOn top of this, Japanese culture
places a taboo on asking other people directly iney want. A similar contrast between
Japanese and Anglo-American culture exists withanggo the clear and unequivocal
expression of personal opinions (Wierzbicka, 1921):

Japanese don’t say: ‘I think this’, "I don’t think this’
Anglo-American do say: “I think this™, "I don’t think this

In her opinion it is futile to compare cultural @pts such as English “self-assertion” and
Japanesenryo which is usually translated as ‘restraint™ oréree’, because the difference
can only be grasped, if these concepts are tradsiato culture-independent, universal or
near-universal concepts. To the semantically sinitms given above she adgsod and
bad. Thusenryowould be expressed in these terms as follows (ANieka, 1991: 76):
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Japanese:
X thinks:
| can say to this person: | want this, | don"tniv¢his
| think this, | don’t think this
someone can feel something bad because of this
X doesn’t say it because of this
X doesn’t do it because of this

The difficulties Japanese speakers face in AngleeAran contexts can be read from the
above description, because it is opposed to thédbngpeakers” right to self-assertion, which
on the other hand is restrained as far as the pa&rsmtonomy of others is concerned. A
speaker may say ‘| want X', but not "I want yowtoX". The formulation of such a concept
reads as follows (Wierzbicka, 1991: 77):

Anglo-American:

| want you to do X

| don’t know if you will do it

| want you to say if you will do it

This explains the ubiquity of the so-called whingiares in English, e.d/Nould you do X?,
Will you do X?, Could you do X?, Can you do X?, \Wy't you do X?which is a culture-
specific norm for avoiding what Brown and Levinsoall face-threatening act&ven if
Wierzbicka's formulations seem simplistic or naatdfirst sight, it has to be acknowledged
that she offers a method of speaking about andyzingl such differences in a non-circular
and culture-free 'language’. This is a major stagvdrd in the vast area of cross-cultural
semantics and pragmatics. What Wierzbicka doeprmide is a framework that takes into
account a more global perspective and recognizasts different cultures practice different
ways of speaking. Such a wider framework is prodidg Dell Hymes, who describes speech
acts in a global model of communication, i.e. ire tbontext of their material and
psychological setting such as the communicative@se of the communication, the key how
to inttzzrg)ret the acts, the instrumental means abi@] the norms of interaction and the
genres.

4. The ethnography of communication

Dell Hymes (1986) goes beyond the principles ofpawativeness and politeness, which are
two essential aspects of communication, and bumday more components into his model,
which is calledEthnography of Communicatioide aims at describing communications in
various cultures comprehensively and in such a agato allow comparison. His approach is
based on the communication model of Jakobson (1960jontradistinction to Chomsky’s
term (inguistic) competence Hymes coined the terncommunicative competencé&or
Chomsky the crucial question was: what is humamuage and on which psychological
capacities does it rest, while Hymes asked: whidtagsocial) purpose of language and how is
it used? He interprets language use as a systawcally and culturally specific behavior on
a par with other social systems such as econormalgjcs or kinships. Doing research in
these areas requires that linguists (at least fdima) become members of the speech
communities which they are studying, in order todide to describe the meanings “from
inside’. At the very least they must be closelyifeamwith them. The aim of his approach is

% Cf. chapter 4.
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to describe communication in its particular cultusetting within the framework of
universally available possibilities of communicatifunctions. These functions are numerous
and the single speech communities select and ingriethem in different ways. Thus using a
language means that a speaker must be able toehdifighrent cultural concepts reflected in
that language. Even the question of what counts@amunication’ is culturally relative, as
the following example show?s:

An informant told me that many years before he wifting in a tent one afternoon during a storm,
together with an old man and his wife. There watap of thunder after another. Suddenly the old man
turned to his wife and asked, “Did you hear whas waid?" “No*, she replied, “I didnt catch it.“ My
informant, an acculturatd@®jibwa] Indian, told me he did not know at first what tiid man and his wife
referred to. It was of course the thunder. The mlth thought that one of the Thunder Birds had said
something to him. He was reacting to this sounth@same way as he would respond to a human being,
whose words he did not understand.

Hymes emphasizes the methodological advantage mopamtive studies. He also prefers

studying speech groups or speech communities tlyisiyia language or a dialect. He defines
speech community according to two criteria bothvbfch are regarded as necessary (Hymes,
1986:54):

(i) the sharing of rules for the conduct and intetation of speech and (ii) the sharing of rulestfe
interpretation of at least one linguistic variefhe sharing of grammatical (variety) rules is naffisient
because even if people have a grammatical unddistathe whole of the message may escape them.
They may not know “what counts as a coherent semjerquest, statement requiring an answer, reguisi
or forbidden topic, marking of emphasis or irongymal duration of silence, normal level of voice.gt
and have no metacommunicative means or opportforitgiscovering such things.

A striking example of the importance of such reskamerged when the linguistic behavior
of Afro-American speech groups in the urban USA waalyzed. Whereas Afro-American
dialects do not show many differences with respedtandard English, the Afro-American
speakers differ considerably from their white cewuparts because Afro-American speech
style makes use of speech acts such as “signifyisgunding” and ‘toasting’. For Afro-
American these speech acts are very importantrbtiheé country at large they are hardly
known. Among other factors, this led to a falseeasgent of the linguistic abilities of black
children.

It is important to note that the terspeech acis defined as a unit relative to its context and
that it is not identical with the one introducedAuystin and Searle. Hymes places them in the
wider framework of a material and psychologicatiegt A speech actould be a joke which
typically occurs within @peech eveni.e. a party conversation, which itself is pdragpeech
situation i.e. the party. “It is of speech events and spemts that one writes formal rules for
their occurrence and characteristics. Notice that same type of speech act may recur in
different types of speech event, and the same ¢ympeech event in different contexts of
situation.” (Hymes, 1986&6).

He takes several other components of the commumca&vent into account such as the
communicative purpose of the communication (ertti€) key (tone, manner) how to interpret
the acts, the instrumental means available, thexgsof interaction (cooperativeness

and politeness are two essential ones, but mang otuigain in various cultures) and the
genres (jokes, stories, religious services). Taesesummarized by the mnemonic term

% Hymes (1986), quoted in Schiffrin (1994: 142).
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S-P-E-A-K-I-N-G grid:

S setting physical circumstances
scene subjective definition of an occasion

P participants speaker / sender / addressoréhkgeceiver / audience /
addressee

E ends purposes and goals, outcomes

A act sequence message form and content

K key tone, manner

I instrumentalities channel (verbal, non-verlpéiysical), forms of speech drawn from
community repertoire

N norms norms of interaction and interpretatgpecific properties attached
to speaking; interpretation of norms withirteral belief systems

G genres textual categories

He was particularly interested in the norms of @egh community, because they make up the
cultural value or belief system and because thegtdote a wider framework which, as was
indicated above, is still lacking in Wierzbickajgpaoach.

In spite of the broad basis of this approach toalisse analysis; it has some shortcomings:

(i) Because of its complexity, descriptions onlhiave a superficial level of observation.

(i) Rather than study everyday communication; etfraphers prefer to describe forms of
ritual communication which does not allow wide-rangg generalizations. (iii) Non-verbal
communication is not analyzed. A linguist who tiescompensate for these shortcomings is
Martin Putz (1987b). He adopts Hymes’s approachrimdifies and extends it into what he
calls theEthno-Semiotics of Communicatiofhrough participant observation he studies the
service rituals in a church belonging to tGaurch of Goddenomination He applies the
categories of the S-P-E-A-K-I-N-G grid and also aldses these rituals according to
paralinguistic categories such as pitch, tempo rdaythm as well as a wide range of non-
verbal categories such as facial expressions, gsstoody movements, physical distance and
eye contact. Apart from this study there are very 6f such a high caliber. Still, this general
and broadly based framework seems to be an indseapandition for serious and "non-
impressionistic™ discourse analysis.
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5. Conversation as an instrument of constituting smal reality

In comparison to all the previous approaches toadisse analysis, the paradigm known as
Conversation Analysigan be characterized as a typical bottom-up apprdacusing on
dyadic conversation as one type of discourse anth@mules governing the most prominent
aspect, namely turn-taking and the ends or purpasgsactants want to achieve in
conversing. It is revealing to look at this typecoimmunication in the light of the so-called
“breaching experiments” that Garfinkel (1963) hathe of his students carry out. In these
informal experiments students went into public om@stic settings and started to behave in
an odd way. At home, for example, they would actfdbey were boarders or they would
demand a background clarification of anything tlwas said. On another occasion they went
into a shop and treated a customer as if s/lhe watgop assistant or clerk. Edwards (1997
66) summarizes the results:

These activities produced from the “subjects” iwist or whatever) a range of efforts to correcirthe
ruptured social worlds, to deviations, to restoreoamally interpretable order, and/or to treat \elat
occurred as something interpretable within thaeord

Garfinkel’s analysis focused on how the variousiyked normative rules wemmnstitutive of the sensd
conduct, rather than regulative of conduct. Thaerpretative, description-dependent, counts-as-an-
instance way in which norms were applied includedhrsge of appeals to causal explanations, rational
accountability, and the dispositional and mentalrahteristics of the various actors, both “subjeatsl
“experimenters’. Garfinkel cited a range of casesghich family members “vigorously sought to matke t
strange actions intelligible, and to restore theasion to normal appearances’.

The results suggest that people do not only follmd obey social norms, but that they also
create social meanings based on well entrenchedatttonal meanings, which are strongly
context-bound. The meaning of what is said depemdsvhat follows, i.e. meanings are
established in the course of the interaction. Tthesvantage point of the linguist can neither
be a prospective nor a retrospective one, but ohstrve the process of negotiation in order
to study meaning closely.

The paradigm of conversation analysis developedeqindependently of any linguistic
paradigm. Its discipline of origin was sociologyelsociologist Harold Garfinkel (1967) was
the founder of ethnomethodology, a sub-field oficlogy, which later developed into
conversation analysis. The termmthnomethodologywas meant to reflect the “folk-
methodology” of interpreting and explaining theigbmteractions of normal conversational
participants. Other members of this group are HaSacks, Emmanuel Schegloff and Gail
Jefferson.

One of the main concerns of conversation analgstee sequential organization of authentic
oral communication and the description of conteegfprinciples of sequential organization
in terms of sequencing rulésBut it would be a mistake to infer from this thia¢ conceptual
content of the interaction is completely ignoredh Adjacency pair likeuestion - answer
cannot be identified without content since contaturs within the sequential organization of
talk, where it is manifested as a point which ggrants make, a justification which they put
forward or a topic which they introduce or change.

Another scientific objective is to find out whiclormmunicative means the members of a
social group use in order to create a meaningftiestructure. In this context the social role
a speaker assumes in an interaction is regardagylaly significant. Another research aspect
is the study of the rapid changes occurring dugngnteraction and which the participants
have to keep track of. In that process, a framewdrikformation, i.e. the current discourse
space, is created by the participants. It can lmeped, commented on, negotiated and

27 Sequencing rules are derived fradjacency pairsuch as question - answer, complaint - justifizagtc.
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rejected, which means that the participants mortiteir understanding continually. Thus
understanding proceeds at two levels, the levaleafling with the world and the level of
managing the interaction.

An approach related to conversation analysis butlwhas a wider socio-cultural scope is
Interactional Sociolinguisticsleveloped from anthropology, sociology and lingass The
founder of this approach is John Gumperz (1971219886), who was strongly influenced
by Hymes. Gumperz asked how it is to be explaired speakers of the same language
possessing an identical set of grammatical ruldswbth a different cultural background
produce very different messages. He answered tlastipn by referring to the fact that these
speakers make use of different so-called contegatadn clues which refer to the
interrelationship of social and linguistic meaniktg presents the following exampgfe:

Following an informal graduate seminar at a majoiversity, a black student approached the instructo
who was about to leave the room accompanied byalester black and white students, and said:

a Could | talk to you for a minute? I'm gonna lggdpr a fellowship and | was wondering if | coulgt a
recommendation?

The instructor replied:

b OK. Come along to the office and tell me what yvant to do.

As the instructor and the rest of the group le& thom, the black student said, turning his heas sg
slightly to the other students:

¢ Ahma git me a gig! (Rough gloss: ,I'm goingget myself some support.”)

Apart from the linguistic output, i.e. what was wadty said, Gumperz also provides
information as to the physical setting (universityhe social roles (instructor, graduate
students), ethnic information (black student), \atis (leaving, approaching, turning his
head), the flow of communication (who talks to whoy even the language variety (informal
“ahmd). The participants are asked about what the sgreakeant to say so that both
linguistic and social meanings become obvious.

Givon (1995) observes that there are two polehéndoherence of communication, logical
tautology , at the one extreme, and contradictidheother. Coates (1995) points out that her
data do not agree with this. Instead they suggestihe meanings which repetitions acquire in
interaction are different from simple redundancgpBtitions between speaker-turns signal
active involvement in the ongoing discourse andelwe carry a strong message of support
and agreement. Whereas minimal responses sucthiamsor yeahsimply signal attentiveness
and the acceptance that the speaker is holdinfjoibwe repetitions are much stronger because
the speaker demonstrates very careful semantiadimand even intonational monitoring of
what was said before. The function of repetitionshiw a speaker-turn is to draw the
listeners™ attention to the key issues of whatisd said.

The sociologist Erving Goffman (1955, 1967, 197874, 1979) also describes language use
in different social settings. He observes that sheple communication model which only
included a speaker and a hearer is insufficientthacefore has to be enlarged. There is more
involved than just the role of the speaker if soneeceads the letter of another person, or if
someone else writes a speech according to thetidmecof the US President. Therefore the
singular role of the speaker was replaced by thealed production format of an utterance,
which entails three roles: (i) the animator, (fgtauthor and (iii) the principal. The animator
does the talking, the author produces the wordimg) the principal is responsible for the
content of what is expressed. The reader of therletritten by someone else is just the
animator, the person writing the presidential shast¢he author and the president is both the
animator and the principal. Since these roles alshodo not always coincide they have to be
distinguished in a model of communication. Goffnaso introduced the rolesverhearers

2 Gumperz (1986: 30) quoted in Schiffrin (1994: 7).



23

eavesdropperand bystandersOverhearers are witnesses of the communicatiorateunot
directly involved in the communicative process. \\as the participants of the interaction
are aware of overhearers they are not aware ofsdeygpers. Bystanders are present in a
communicative situation but do not participate he interaction. Without this last role, the
following utterance of a mother talking to herléttbaby with the father present could not
reasonably be accounted fémd now Daddy is going to change your diapétrss obvious
that by pretending to talk to the baby the moteeeally sending a message to the father, who
is the bystander in that situation. The humorougedis lies in the discrepancy of the
communicative roles of the father.

Both interactional sociolinguistics and conversatanalysts study conversation in order to
find rules which regulate social behavior. The miiéanguage in both approaches seems to be
twofold: on the one hand language creates a sivarakework and on the other it is influenced
by it and follows its rules and obeys its normse Bocial framework also plays an important
role in the approaches which are described in éx¢ chapter. But there the focus of

attention lies on the text type of narrative argfitnction in social and psychotherapeutic
communication.

6. Discourse as a wider conceptual and societal ewe

Although William Labov’s line of research dealstwihore global communicative rules and
structures that are to be found in everyday liework in the context of discourse analysis is
concerned with story-telling on the one hand amdapeutic discourse on the other. He begins
by looking at the realities of turn-taking in evéay conversations and interprets stories as
exceptional “turns’ because the story-tellers bogvad to keep the floor much longer than is
usually acceptable. The reason for this is that #re expected to have an important point to
make. In a similar vain, also in the context of gigytherapy, the stories which patients tell
have raised the interest of therapists and alguits because they can be used to study the
psychological problems which are revealed in whagpgens to the patients and how they
interpret this in their stories. It also has towlith the social rights and obligations in the
context of their families. The so-call&riationist Approach to Discoursgeals with aspects
of the narrative and a term for the approach dgahkmth thrapeutic discourse is
Comprehensive Discourse AnalySis

Stories told in conversations are an ever-presggd of everyday life from childhood to old
age. On the other hand there are certain rules hwlaie essential in guiding our
comprehension of what goes on socially. Labov andlefzky (1967) developed the
descriptions of narrative structure introduced bgearchers like V. Propp (1968) and A.
Dundes (1962) further and postulated a more alisttaccture which could also be applied to
everyday storie¥’ In order to demonstrate their approach, | willseret a story related by a
participant of a so-called television chat showRBIC 1 called Kilroy after the master of
ceremonies, Kilroy-Silk (K.), a man who is very Wwk&hown in Great Britain. The topic
discussed was the safety of citizens and how itbeasafeguarded. V., who became the victim
of a burglary, tells the following story:

V.: (1) These guys don’t think of the consequenced. t(#)l you already they don’t
think of what's in there. (3) | came home at lumbt opened the door, unlocked it,
walked inside to find a guy running downstairs &, tmammer and tongs. (4) I'm facing

2 The best known authors in the Variationist Apptoae discourse are William Labov and John Waletzky
(1967), the authors who founded Comprehensive DiseoAnalysis are William Labov and David Fanshel
(1977). Labov and Fanshel primarily deal with asped therapeutic discourse but their approacteissgd to
have a wider scope.

30 Cf. Propp (1968 (1928)), Dundes (1962) and Huh@BEb, 1974).
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him at the doorway trying to stop him getting d6). He is hitting me around the head
pushing me back. (6) | grab hold of his clothep, lis clothes off his body to try to
apprehend him. (7) He runs away, shoots off actilsgoad. (8) | run across the main
street, don’t look at the traffic, neither of us @) Two hundred yards up the road he
disappears. (10) What do | do? (11) He's attackedomce. (12) | know |'ve got a bag
with me. (13) | always carry a knife, always caarknife with me. (14) | put a knife out.
| unfasten the knife and look for him. (15) | lamiound the corner and there he is,
behind a hedge. (16) | walk towards him. (17) Il puin up. (18) "Course | recognize
him. (19) He’s got no top on. (20) So he standbigptened. (21) He’s then frightened
because I'm showing him a knife. (22) | pin himagginst the wall. ... (23) But the
pointis ...

K.: (24) OK., you got him there and you ...

V.: (25) Yeah, | pin him up against the wall. (26&ould have killed him. (27) | told
him: I could stick you.*”

K.: (28) You mean you felt like that.

V.: (29) | did.

K.: (30) You were angry.

V.: (31) I wanted to ... (32) | was absolutely(33) My adrenaline was really hot.

(34) It was flowing. (35) | pinned him up. (36)ietched his neck up against that wall.
(37) He had a eh a medallion thing around his n¢8R) | found that offensive.

(39) | ripped that off...[Short side sequenke. (40) | could have killed him and there’s
no doubt about that. (41) All | wanted was to belmd beyond the edge. (42) | tucked
his arm around him. (43) | went out with him toexywvery quiet estate, OK? (44) I'm
standing there) and I'm shaking like this, holdittge guy. (45) And fortunately
somebody called the police. (46) D you know howynaarived? (47) Fifteen!

(48) D'you know why? (49) Because | had a knifé) @&nd that was the only reason.
(51) If it was a domestic dispute or something tika&t they wouldn’t have been there.
(52) Because | had a knife they turned up.

V. does not primarily intend to entertain the ande with his story but to make a particular
point, namely that burglars do not think of the ible consequences of their crimes, which
may affect them in a detrimental way and eventkidm. This is expressed in the first two
sentences, which therefore constitute the "abstoddhe story. In sentences (3) - (45), the
actual story is told, with a short interruption the master of ceremonies ((24) - (30)). But
obviously, not all the sentences in this sectionticoute to the course of the story equally. In
order to be able to analyze this story in greatnitlit is necessary to adopt a model of
narrative structure such as was developed by Lamalv Waletzky (1967). They propose a
general, universal narrative schema in a conversaticontext. Its units are as partly indicated
above: (i)abstract,(ii) orientation,(iii) complicating action(iv) evaluation,(v) resolutionor
resultand (vi)coda These can be characterized as folldtvs:

(i)  Theabstractis the summary of the plot of the story. It indesathe referential domain and also the
type of text that is to follow. In terms of consational interaction it initiates the floor-keepisgan of
the story teller.

(i)  Since theorientationpresents the setting of the story, it marks itskgeound and its actual beginning.

(i) Thecomplicating actiorrepresents the change from a (relatively) satisfgctate to an
unsatisfactory state, i.e. the conflict situation.

3L Cf. Labov and Waletzky (1967) and Labov (1972). &$0 Luchjenbroers (1994) who believes that tiaea
construction involves the formation of a schemae $hilds a model of how jurors of criminal courtsea
accommodate incoming information into a single espntation of the crime narrative by generalizingpss
similar inputs to construct a single template afai@d events.
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(iv) Evaluationrefers to those parts of a story, in which theysteller expresses an assessment of the
events, which s/he relates. In terms of conversatiinteraction it serves as a justification foiding
the floor longer than would normally be expeatedllowed.

(v) Theresolutionor resultmarks the return to a (relatively) satisfactogtet Depending on the length of
the story there may be a series of dependamiplicating actionsvith or without preliminary
resolutionsat the end of which there may be the dramaticatim

(vi) Thecodais like a bottom line to the story. It can conttie point, a moral or consequence of the
related events. Conversationally it signals the @frthe story.

As was mentioned before, the first two sentencethefburglar chase story represent the
abstract. Sentence (3) is the orientation of tre# Gomplicating action which is the situation
of finding a burglar in one’s house and the wishgprehend him. This is told in sentences
(4) - (9). Sentences (10) - (13) are an evaluatibwhat has happened and of what might
follow. Thus the listeners are again orientatedat@econd complicating action, i.e. the
psychological conflict whether V. should stab amsgbly kill the burglar or not. This
conflict is dealt within in (14) - (22). In (23) geems that V. begins to end his story but K.
encourages him to carry on with it. But only (28)another description of what happened in
the complicating action. (26) - (34) representealialuation of the second complicating action
which is continued in (35) - (39). The evaluatisrtaken up again in (40) - (41) and (44) with
the complicating action described in (42) - (43)eTesolution is given in sentence (45). The
last sentences of the story, (46) - (52), reprefentoda. They entail a funny point which has
to do with the general topic of burglaries and #fiéciency or rather non-efficiency of the
police? The following synopsis summarizes the structurthefstory:

Narrative structure of the burglar chase story:

abstract: orientation: complicating evaluation: resolution or  coda:
action: result:
1)-(2) (3) 1st: (4)-(9) 1st: (10)-(13) (45) (4692)

2nd: (14)-(22), 2nd: (26)-(34),
(25), (35)-(39) (40)-(41) and
and (42)-(43)  (44)

Stories, which are ubiquitous in everyday life,veewvarious purposes. They are used to
entertain other people, to impress them, to exdyngli point etc® This fact has been
observed and exploited professionally by psychaibhists in order to study and find solutions
for the problems that people grapple with and whiady reveal in their stories. In a seminal
publication Fanshel and Labov (1977) have develapedethod of how to analyze stories
which occur in the interaction between therapisis patients. The essential units in studying
such interaction are speech acts. But Labov andHéhmleviate from the more philosophical
approach of Austin’s and Searle’s by focusing enstitial meanings of speech acts (Labov
and Fanshel, 1977: 58f.):

321 have dealt with the relational coherence of thig in a study of English intonation in Hiinig @8). There |
have also analyzed the humorous point in someldetai

% Ochs, Taylor, Rudolph and Smith (1992) study haWaborative storytelling in the family at dinnemig
stimulates the critical social, cognitive and limgic skills of children. Since such stories oftenntain
explanations of events constituting folk theoriesytare jointly constructed, deconstructed andnstrocted by
the family members. What children learn in part@cus perspective-taking and critical thinking. @fso Norrick
(1997) who studies the retelling of familiar staridheir tellebility value does not hinge on thantent, which
need not be relevant or news-worthy. Instead iesebn three social functions: (i) fostering graapport, (ii)
ratifying group membership and (iii) conveying gpotalues.
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We find that the crucial actions in establishindve@@nce of sequencing in conversation are not such
speech acts as requests and assertions, but catiiemges, defenses, and retreats, which have vttt

the status of the participants, their rights antigations, and their changing relationships in teraf
social organization. We defirieteractionas action which affects (alters or maintains)réiations of the
self and others in face-to-face communication. €hedations move along several dimensions, which
have been identified most usefullya®swverandsolidarity.

In order to account for the social effects of commation, i.e. the challenges and defenses of
status roles and the rights and obligations atth¢behem, they introduce a new model of
description, which is adapted to their assumpti@at most utterances represent two or more
speech actions at the same time and that theae$altietween them are hierarchical. It entails
the following categories of speech actiometa-linguistic actions, representations, requests
and challengesMeta-linguistic actions such asitiate, interrupt, continue, enetc regulate
the speech itself. In addition they are used teriles the processes involved in turn-taking.
Representations of some state of affairs sudi\esinformation, demonstrate, reinforeéc.
deal with the reality of the interactants. The esgntations which refer to the biography of the
speaker are called A-events, the ones which reftret biography of the listener are named
B-events and the ones that are disputable D-evé@ntequest can be a request for action,
information, confirmation, attention or approval mhay be mitigated, unmitigated or
aggravated. Since both speaker and listener aadlegeell aware of them, they are neither
A-events, nor B-events, nor D-events but rather éABnts. As a cover termhallengeis
actually used to refer to negative as well as paesgpeech acts. An act which tends to lower
the status of the other person is a challengectwlzich tends to reinforce or raise the status
of the other person constitutes a support. Talde/@s an overview of this model of verbal
interaction (Labov and Fanshel, 1977: 61):
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SPEECH ACTIONS
(Verbal Interactions)

1. Meta-linguistic

initiate continue end
interrupt respond signal completion
redirect repeat withdraw
reinforce
2. Representations
A-eventgin A’s biography)
A B A
give information reinforce
express F acknowledge
demonstrate
refer
D-eventgdisputable)
A B A
assert deny contradict
give evaluation agree support
give interpretation support
give orientation give reinterpretation
3. Requests
request X give X acknowledge
[carry out] X reinstate
put off redirect
retreat
mitigate
refuse with account renew
refuse without account accept
reject
withdraw in a huff
4. Challenges
A B A
challenge defend retreat
guestion admit mitigate
huff

X = action, information, confirmation, agreementakiation, interpretation, sympathy
F = belief, uncertainty, exasperation, deference

Table 2 .Speech actions referred to in the interactionaéstants.
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This model builds the methodological backgroundtheir approach. In analyzing the
therapeutic interviews they differentiate betwesatéxt i.e. the spoken words, acdes i.e.

all the non-verbal cues given by the patient sichesitation, tempo, self-interruptions, long
silences etc. On this basis they produce a soecakpansioni.e. they make explicit the
conceptualizations and the social meanings involvEtey summarize the principles of
expansion as follows (Labov and Fanshel, 1977):49f.

(i) We expand the meaning conveyed by the cuestie nearest equivalent in textual terms, acogrdi
to our best understanding of it.

(i) We expand and make explicit the referentpfnouns to other utterances and events in other ti
frames.

(iif) We introduce factual material that is presshbefore and after this utterance, sometimes fwataly
separated parts of the interview.

(iv) We make explicit some of the shared knowledgaveen participants, which we derive from a study
of the therapeutic situation as a whole, otheruigsvs, and the playback with the therapist.

As (iv) shows the method of expansion is not restd to the interview which is being
analyzed but may explore other sources of inforomaas well. The reason for this is that
speakers always tend to say much less than thegdrntb convey. Thus this method has an
analogous aim as that of Grice.

Labov and Fanshel also found that in therapeuterwrews different styles are used which are
significant and relevant for the interpretationtloé interaction. In order to be able to account
for these different styles they differentiate falifferent fields of discourse. The outermost
frame is the institution of psychotherapy. This teams the therapeutic interview, which in
turn contains the narratives (including the dismurss of everyday life) and the family
communication. The following figure shows this sture (Labov and Fanshel, 1977: 37):

THERAPY

INTERVIEW

NARRATIVE

FAMILY

Figure 2. Embedding of fields of discourse within the thenaiic process.
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Three of these fields are characterized by pasticstlyles: the first is the interview style, i.e.
the metalanguage used in the interviews which ésh#p special vocabulary. Words like
relationship, guilt, to present oneseattc. occur frequently. Emotions and behavior are
evaluated as objects and talked about. The semotitkistyle of everyday life in which the
patients talk about their ordinary everyday affaitgs used in the field of narratives. It is a
fairly neutral, objective and colloquial style, tlkenguage of which is neither emotionally
colored nor therapeutically abstract. The expressiostrong emotions is concentrated in a
third style, i.e. the family style. This style alle the therapists to assess how the patients
behave at home with their family members.

Fanshel and Labov focus their analysis on what tadlythemode of expressiofor which

the following two linguistic aspects are resporsilgaralinguistic cues and explicit linguistic
means such as vocabulary and syntax. The two ce@mbindifferent ways to form
distinguishable speech styles. They seek to anat@iese in order to understand the
production, interpretation and sequencing of uttees, which they call the text, as the
following example of a textumexpansion shows (Labov and Fanshel, 1977: 49f.):

TEXT: R.: (NAn-nd so - when - | called her t'day, | said; “Well, when do you plan t"come
home?“)F) N

EXPANSION: R.: (N When | called my mother today (Thursday), | adiusaid, (F “Well, in regard to
the subject which we both know is important andigsrying me, when are you leaving my sister’s house
where {2} your obligations have already been fiéfil and {4} returning as | am asking you to a home
where {3} your primary obligations are being negéat; since you should do this as {HEAD-Mo} head of
our house-hold?“F ) N

It is important to note that there is no fixed tiela between the text and its expansion
because there is no limit to explanatory facts Widould be added. Such expansions can be
deceptive because they magnify and distort soelktions due to a loss of the essential
dimension of backgrounding. The above expansiortatos figures and abbreviations in
braces. These refer to so-callgpositionswhich represent what is really talked about and
they often constitute recurrent communications. &are specific others are general and
appear throughout family life or the therapeutidgese Labov and Fanshel are responsible for
their precise and explicit wording of the propasit because they may remain hidden during
the therapeutic sessions. There are three suclgtioms in the above expansion (Labov and
Fanshel, 1977: 52):

{2}: Mother has fulfilled her obligations at Housald 2 (her married daughter’s house).
{3}: Mother has neglected her primary obligationdi@usehold 1 (Rhoda’s house).
{4}: Mother should come home now.

These propositions are specific to the episode liichvthey occur. There are other more
general ones which deal with the social rights abtigations which exist between the
members of a family and which are used in arguntiemtand negotiation. Other propositions
concern the therapeutic situations, the patientd @oeir emotions, social status, role
performance, causes for problems, personal chaisas and lastly general propositions.
The propositions do not form a closed set but arg important in therapy because they help
understand who the patients are, what the sourdbeaf difficulties are, which role other
people play etc. What follows are some exemplificet of the above-mentioned types of
propositions (Labov and Fanshel, 1977: 54ff.):

3 In all interviews F* means family style and\" narrative style. A word printed in bold face me#rat it is
emphatically stressed.
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- the therapeutic situations: {COOP} Role partners should cooperate to solve mdytuoblems.
{S} One should express one’s needs and ematioredevant others.
{AUT} The therapist does not tell the patierthat to do.

- the patients and their emotions{INSIGHT} The patient should gain insight into hisvn emotions.

- the social status: AD} X is an adult member of the household.
{RSNBL} X is a reasonable person.

role performance: {CEAT} X does not eat enough.
{OCLEAN} X does not help clean the house.
{STRN} X's obligations are greater than his aaifies.
- cause for problems: {X:STRN} External circumstances are responsiblerfue strain.

- personal characteristics: {TIRE} X tires (more) easily (than others).
{THIN} X is thinner than he should be.

- general: {S- CARE} One should take care of oneself.

Using the model of verbal interaction and the ratévpropositions, the meaning of the short
guestionWhen do you plan to come home&n be summarized in figure 3. (Labov and
Fanshel, 1977: 66):
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Assertion

N

A

Admission

Challenge

{ STRN

Request for help

{  ?HEAD-Mo >
A} 7

RULE OF

>
|

Request for action
>

—_—

Request for information

T

When do you plan to come home?

REPEATED
REQUESTS

RULE OF
INDIRECT
REQUESTS

Figure 3. Interactional structure.
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The arrows represent the social actions. They coptapositions which are both general and
particular. A question mark before the propositineans that it is challenged. An arrowhead
pointing to the right indicates that a responsegglired, an arrowhead to the left means that
this action is a response to a previous actiondRemn the bottom to the top the figure has
the following meaning. By putting her question i@ tmother Rhoda requests her mother to
give her some information. At the same time thiansndirect request for action, i.e. that her
mother should come home. By the rule of repeatqdes this is also heard as a criticism,
i.e. a challenge to the mother’s performance inrdleras the head of the household of which
Rhoda is a member. At a higher level Rhoda alsgesaout the proposition ({S}), i.e. that
one should express one’s needs to relevant othétis.her request for help she admits that
her obligations are greater than her capacitieIR$}). The assertion of {1} is from a
different part of the interview in which she clainesshave done the right thing in asking her
mother to come home, because this means that shexpaessed her needs adequately. The
following figure summarizes this approach neatlgltbv and Fanshel, 1977: 68):

What is done
What is said
INTERACTION
TEXT CUES
\ /
\Y ¥
Local ——> {1}
PROPOSITIONS EXPANSION
General — {S}

Figure 4. Discourse analysis: Cross section.

7. Mental representation approaches

In comparison to the previous approaches most afhwhre interaction-oriented, there is a
fundamental approach which concentrates on theitbegymprocesses that take place in the
mind of the hearers and which allow them to intetpine things they hear and to see them in
relation to all the other elements in the discoufdkthis belongs to the mental picture of the
discourse as it proceeds and is referred toegal text representation

Discourse comprehension works in two directiongtdm-up and top-down. The bottom-up
process means that the understanding of what rgggmn, what is being said, what is being
implied and which point is mad@js arrived at by processing one sentence or uiterafter

% Cf. Coulthard (1977), who poses a question typjicahd continuously accompanying verbal interactiohy
that now and to nfe
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the other. The top-down process implies that th@prent works with a framework of
expectations and experience, which Brown and YL8838) refer to as th®pic framework.
These two processes correspond to the micro- ancdrors#ructure of discourse. The
following text can serve as an example of how ustdeding relies on both bottom-up and
top-down processes (Brown and Yule, 1983:%2):

(1) The procedure is actually quite simple. (2)sEiyou arrange things into different
groups. (3) Of course one pile may be sufficiepedeing on how much there is to do.
(4) If you have to go somewhere else due to lactaalfities that is the next step,
otherwise you are pretty well set. (5) It is impmtt not to overdo things. (6) That is, it
is better to do too few things at once than too yn&n) In the short run this may not
seem important but complications can easily ar(8¢.A mistake can be expensive as
well. (9) At first the whole procedure will seermgmicated. (10) Soon, however, it will
become just another facet of life. (11) It is difft to foresee any end to the necessity of
this task in the immediate future, but then oneenean tell. (12) After the procedure is
completed one arranges the materials into diffeggoups again. (13) Then they can be
put into their appropriate places (14) Eventualhey will be used once more and the
whole cycle will then have to be repeated. (15) e\wy, that is part of life.

Readers of this text will not have any difficulty understanding the single sentences in
isolation. Up to a point they will also be ablecamprehend relations between the sentences,
e.g. sentences (2) and (4) are an elaborationrdérsee (1), sentences (9) and (10) form a
contrast etc. But what the readers are not abtts see the referential coheremegween

the procedure, the group, the pile.because the domain to which this text belongs bas n
been specified. Consequently the referents of tilewing words cannot be identified
correctly®’

(1) procedure; (2) things; (3) pile; do; (4) fadiks; (5) overdo; things; (6) do; things;
(7) complications; (8) mistake; (9) procedure; (183k; (12) procedure; materials; (13)
(appropriate) places; (14) cycle.

Another consequence is that the readers are noablapof forming a mental text
representation. For instance, they will have gd##itulties in retelling or summarizing what
they read or heard. The referents cannot be idethtifecause they mean different things in
different domain$® Some meaning differences can be specified acaprinwhether the
textual domain is “sharpenifgives™ or “‘washing clothes’.

% Brown and Yule quote Bransford and Johnson (190®). For ease of reference the sentences have been
numbered.

3" The number of the sentence in which the item(sjur(s) precedes the item(s). For a discussion ef th
conceptual unity of domains cf. Croft (1993).

3 For a discussion of reference-points cf. Langa¢k@83) and van Hoeck (1995).
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“sharpeningknives':

(1) procedure= sharpenindnives
(2) things =the knives
(3) pile= pile of knives

do= sharpen (knives)
(4) facilities =facilitiesfor sharpening
(5) overdo= sharpen too much /

knives

things= knives
(6) do =sharpen

things =knives
(7) complications =Tomplications in

sharpenkmgves

(8) mistake =mistake in sharpening
(9) procedure ssharpeningnives

“washing clothes':

(1) procedure= washing clothes
(2) things =thelaundry items
(3) pile =pile of laundry

do= wash (clothes)
(4) facilities =facilities for washing
(5) overdo= wash too often / much

laundry

things= laundry items
(6) do =wash

things daundry items
(7) complications =Tomplications in

washing clothes

(8) mistake =mistake in washing
(9) procedure =washing clothes

(10) task =sharpenindgnives
(12) procedure ssharpeningnives (12) procedure =washing clothes
materials =knives materials daundry items
(13) places =places where one keeps (13) places =places where one keeps
knives clothes
(14) cycle =sharpening cycle (14) cycle =washing cycle

(10) task =washing clothes

It is obvious that the attribution to either thaf&rsharpening or the laundry domain also has
an effect on the relative meanings of words. Tlwsdycle for washing clothes is a matter of
days whereas the cycle for sharpening knives isattemof months or even years. The same
applies to words likemistake or complications Since knives are potentially dangerous
instruments, a mistake or complications in shampgrihem may result in serious injuries.
Using a washing machine is not dangerous at dlabuaistake may ruin one’s clothing. Other
expressions may be quite concrete ltg® somewhere eldaut they only have a meaning
relative to a reference point, which is also netegi On top of that, all the pronouns which
refer to the above words cannot be traced either.

This shows that the discourse topic of a given teg a great influence on the process of
interpreting it. In the above example the topic i@snulated according to two criteria, i.e.
the criterion of a purposive activitgl{arpening, washirjgand the domain criteriorkigives,
clothieg. Brown and Yule introduce the tertapic framework which they characterize in
terms of the domain, the participants and theiiviiets, the setting (location and time) and
the type of discourse, i.e. whether it has a probdelution structure, a jocular or a narrative
one>® Therefore it is neither possible nor adequateetind or formulate only a single topic
which correctly applies to a discourse or text $miteral. This reflects the fact that discourse
comprehension is quite flexible and operates afthevels:

39 Cf. the S-P-E-A-K-I-N-G grid of Hymes in chapter®he last aspect is covered by the categokegf
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(i) Global discourse structure: speakers and heanerst be clear about what is meant,
i.e. they must be clear about the goals and irdesatiof the interaction such as the
discourse topic, which takes care of referentiflecence.

(i) Paragraph structure: the discourse topic anxtapics must be clear, which includes
frame, discourse spaé@sand relational coherence, i.e. the links betwelses,
sentences and even larger sections of the discourse

(i) Propositional structure: the referents mus& identifiable, i.e. the entities and
processes (including actiors).

If all three demands are met, the recipients agradtants can construct a coherent mental
representation of the discourse. New informatiohictvis consistent with the one previously
given, will then be integrateld.

The “"domainless text™ at the beginning of this téiafp. 30) showed cohesion and referential
coherence only at a superficial level. The reaswritis is that quite a few lexical elements
were not grounded in a domain or a setting knowtihéoreader. Therefore also the cohesive
ties were of a superficial nature and not realcéablé Apart from the grounding in a
domain and setting, the terooherenceis meant to cover all those aspects which help a
person understand a text. Coherence and text uaddisg is not an inherent property of a
text but is dependent on both the text and thedrdarbwledge of the interactants and enables
them to form a mental representation. This is alted text interpretation, which in turn is
based on the utterances, their implicatures anthercultural and world knowledge of the
interactants, i.e. the conceptual links they eshldetween the various entities referred to in
the text and the evoked evefits.

Two criteria have been used to describe cohereRlge:first is a referential criterion and
pertains to the participants and processes in thecession of utterances in the
communication, the second is a relational criteriand pertains to semantic and/or
interactional relations between the sentences #mel parts of a text. A text is referentially
coherent if a topic, i.e. an integrating, highederconcept, can be detected. In practical terms
this means that a given text contains a chain ofirreng referents. A text is relationally
coherent, if certain more abstract relationshipghsas cause-effect etc. hold between clauses,
sentences and larger parts of the text.

Relational coherence is constituted by conceptlationships between clauses, sentences or
paragraphs such as the relatiadeise - consequence, evidence, contedst Coherence
relations are an addition to the interpretatiorihefse clauses, sentences or paragraphs. They
may be expressed explicitly or remain implicit aghe following examples, which express a
cause-consequence relation:

40 Cf. Fauconnier (1985).

L Cf. Levelt (1989).

2 Cf. Gernsbacher (1990) and Kintch (1988). Thisvittes a more comprehensive background to the iiosit

of the members of the Prague School concerningdhard rheme.

3 Cf. Halliday and Hasan (1976) and Halliday (1985).

“ A striking example of different modes of understiag by men and women is provided by Tannen (1990).
Whereas men tend to focus their understanding enidbational level, women tend to focus theirs ba t
interpersonal level.
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(1) Sam’s got a promotion. He is simply thrilled.
(2) Sam’s got a promotion. Therefore he is simplyl&dil

Below is an example of an analysis of coherencatiogls in a text taken from the English
tabloid Daily Mail. It is a report about a British nurse in Saudi-Aaatvho faced a prison
sentence of up to seven years for her allegedipaie murder of a fellow nurse. She was
allowed to marry her fiancé at a ceremony in ageoditation conducted by a Saudi judge after
weeks of delicate behind-the-scenes negotiationsvimg foreign diplomats and the nurse’s
legal teamThe familyrefers to the family of the bridegroom:

(3) The family are just delighted that the Saudi auities have been good enough to let
the marriage take place. In the circumstances ihighly unusual for this to be
allowed.(Consequence - cause and circumstance)

In the first sentence of (3) there is a consequeacse relation between the first and the
second clause. The second sentence specifiesrtimnstances of the information in the first
using the expressioin the circumstancesxplicitly. Between the first and the second ctaus
of the first sentence only the neutthht is used instead of a causative connector such as
because This usage is callecelational underspecificatignwhich is deployed when enough
information is provided to allow a correct inter@atgon. Thus it lies mid-way between using
an explicit connector which expresses the type ebfition and leaving a connector out
altogether. It is possible because the interactioparticipants can rely on their
cooperativeness, particularly the maxim of releeama the following example taken from the
same newspaper the mere juxtaposition of the taosels connected landis rather trivial,
what is relevant here is the causal relaffon:

(4) 1 am a person who doesn’t compromise on centrafsednd | do not agree with
interfaith worship(Cause - consequence)

The relation of simultaneity is used as a metonginthe causal oné&pooren (in prep.: 222)
points out that such metonymic meanings have bemmaticalized diachronically:

The analysis of such a metonymic meaning shiftetms of implicatures is supported by the fact that
connectives in a great number of languages shaedraf similar meaning changes. What seems to have
happened is that pragmatic implicatures graduaiyetbeen encoded into the language. ...

a. Fr. cependant(originally meant “during this* and now means “yetoocurrence becomes denied
expectation)

b. Du. dientengefolgeg(originally meant “following this“ and now meanss' a consequence; spatial
ordering becomes temporal ordering, which becoraasaity)

c. Ge.weil (originally meant “so long as" and now means “besgdutemporal overlap becomes causality)
d. En.still (originally meant “now as before®; simultaneity loates denied expectation)

|t is part of a statement by the Archbishop of @asury on the question whether the coronationmers of
Prince Charles would be exclusively Christian oethkler it would reflect his wish to be a defendealbfaiths. It
is taken from the same newspaper.
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Apart from finding coherence relations between stsuand sentences they also exist between
paragraphs and even whole sections of t&xThey can be expressed by several means, e.g.
adverbs thus, therefore, stiletc.), adverbial phraseaq a consequence, in spite of this, in
contrast to thisgetc.), whole clause$@ving said that, that reminds me, let me give eagons
etc.) and also intonational means, e.g. contragtiomation.

Mann and Thompson (1988) present a typology of e relations within the framework
of their Rhetorical Structure Theory, which hasngdi wide circulation. It describes a text as
composed of a number of text portions. The portiorsge from single clauses to large
sections of the text. Each portion is related totla@r portion or several portions by one of a
list of relations, which serves to describe theaargation of the text. The combination of two
text portions constitutes a larger text portionhwé nucleus and satellite structure. The
relations serve the goal the author of the texthessto achieve. Some examples of such
relations are explained and exemplified befdw:

Circumstance: The satellite gives the framewotkiwiwhich the reader is intended to interpretditeation
described in the nucleus.

satellite: When we released the resultsZ&fG’s [Zero Population Growjh1985 URBAN STRESS
TEST,
nucleus: we had no idea we’d get such an overwhelming respon

Restatement: The satellite gives a reformulaticth® information in the nucleus.

nucleus: When we released the results of ZPG’s 1985 URBANESST TEST,we had no idea we’d get
such an overwhelming response.

satellite: The Media and public reaction has been nothing sbbincredible!

Background: The information in the satellite hetlps reader to understand the nucleus.

satellite: ZPG’4985 URBAN STRESS TEST, created after monthssi$teeit and exhaustive

research, is the nations first survey of how gation-linked pressures affect US cities. It
ranks 184 urban areas on 11 different criterimging from crowding and birth rates to air
quality and toxic wastes.

nucleus: The URBAN STRESS TEST translates complex, teclaizainto an easy-to-use action tool
for concerned citizens, elected officials anchagi leaders.

Concession: There is a potential or apparent inatilipty between the situations in the nucleus trel
satellite; the situation in the nucleus is moneticd to the writer's intentions.

satellite: Even though our national government continues notig the consequences of uncontrolled
population growth,

nucleus: we can act to take positive action at the locaklev

Solutionhood:  The situation described in the nuglis a solution to the problem described in thellia.

satellite: To make sound choices in planning for people,
nucleus: both the elected officials and the American pubged the population stress data revealed
by our study.

Since such coherence relations typically occurxipository texts they have been turned into
elements of teaching in essay writing coufédshas been demonstrated that these relations
influence text comprehension, e.g. if texts containsal relations they are remembered more
easily than if they simply contain a list of uncented items or events.

6 Cf. Lenk (1998), Spooren (in preghd Hiinig (1980).
*"The examples are taken from Fries (1994: 246ff.).
“8 In research on connectors and paragraph writhyé presented a similar list (Hiinig, 1985).
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What makes lists like that of Mann and Thompson eshat less traceable and less
satisfactory is the fact that in principle more @fpe categories could be added. This led
Sanders, Spooren and Noordman to seek a solutitmstgproblem in a cognitive linguistics
framework? From prototype semantics they derived the ideacdtegorize coherence
relations into general groups along different disiens with each group containing more
central and more peripheral members. They defiteremce relations as conceptual entities
which bridge two elementary discourse segmentsréasons of practicality they take clauses
as elementary discourse segments. Thus in (5\bhelauses are connected by the coherence
relation ofclaim-argument

(5) Maggie must be eager for a promotion. She’s beeakimglate three days in a row.

They test their results empirically and they alsespnt a theoretical justification of their
taxonomy. Their point of departure are four cogmitiprimitives, which enable them to
differentiate between seventeen different coherealzions. They describe them as follows
(Sanders, Spooren and Noordman, 1993: 98): “Thesuitpes are properties of the
coherence relations. What distinguishes the prnestifrom other possible candidates is that
they concern theelational meaningof the relations. That is, they concern the infaroral
surplus that the coherence relations adds to tteepiretation of the discourse segments in
isolation.” These are the four primitives:

(i) Basic Operation: Additive and causal relations:

This category reflects the intuition that discoussgments either have a weak, additive
(logical conjunction: P & Q) or a strong, causdatienship (causality: P~ Q) in which P
implies Q. (6) is an example of an additive relasioip, (7) of a causal one:

(6) The turnover is about 2.4 billion guilders. In 198& profits increased from 75
million to 103 million guilders.

(7) The last half hour the drive to the arrivals halbsvclosed, so that during that
period nobody could leave or enter the terminal.

(i) Source of coherence: Semantic and pragmalatioas:

A semantic relation is given, if the discourse segta are related because of their
propositional content, a pragmatic one if the refeghip is based on the illocutionary meaning
of one or both parts. In (8) there is a semantiatimship because it is part of everyone’s
world knowledge that running causes exhaustion(9nthe causal clause contains the
interactional reason why the speaker makes thenstatt in the main clause:

(8) Theo was exhausted because he had run to the sityer
(9) Theo was exhausted because he told me so.

(iif) Order of segments: Basic and non-basic order

An order is basic if the natural order of eventeanically reflected in the language, e.g. if the
cause is mentioned before the effect. A non-basieras given in (10) because the antecedent
follows the consequent:

9 Cf. Sanders (1992) and Sanders, Spooren and Naor(892, 1993).



39

(10) The black-headed gull is assigned to the Aves cdes=suse, like all other birds, it
has feathers.

The order criterion does not apply to additive tieles. The authors do not differentiate
linguistic presentation according to the naturaleorof temporal or local process88ut also
causal relations present themselves as more contpéex it seems. In a justification for
instance the order in (11 (a)) seems more natoaal the one in (11 (b)):

(11) (a)l took the car because | didn"t know you needed it.
(b) I didn’t know you needed the car, so | took it.

But this very much depends on the context and idpard-ground alignment the speaker
chooses?! Of course logically the assumption that noone etseds the car lies before taking
it. On the other hand this assumption is certamaiythe cause for using the car, it is rather an
item in a set of circumstances which make a ceitaimavior feasible or not feasible. Thus
even if there is a different kind of causality ihxexd, the order of the clauses is determined by
other factors than the natural order of a causehwisi followed by its consequence. A similar
case is given in an evaluation as in (12):

(22)I'll read this book because | like thrillers.

The love of thrillers lies prior to the decisionread a specific book, i.e. “logically” precedes
it. Still it is equally natural to give the reasafter stating the intention. This shows that the
idea of prototypes with their central and peripheases applies also here.

(iv) Polarity: Positive and negative relations.
Whereas a cause-consequence relation is seenaastiggorelation so-called concessions are
regarded as negative relations.

(13) An ostrich is classified as a bird, although it canfly.

The two clauses in this sentence represent an goodNot being able to fly would normally

be a sufficient reason not to classify a creatwe dird but in the case of an ostrich this
expectation is not met, i.e. the first clause espes the negation of the expected consequent
raised in the second clause.

The taxonomy of coherence relations, which San@g92: 52) presents, contains ten types
of relations, of which five are subcategorized imteo each. It is meant to establish a
psychologically plausible theory of discourse reprdgation, but not to be used as an
instrument of description.

%0 Cf. what Langacker (1991a) caflequential scanning
L Cf. chapter 3.
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Basic Source of Order Polarity Class aileh
Operation Coherence
Causal Semantic Basic Positive 1. G&lmesequence
Causal Semantic Basic Negative 2. Gutitre Cause-Consequence
Causal Semantic Non-basic Positive 3. nséquence-Cause
Causal Semantic Non-basic Negative 4. ti@stive Consequence-Cause
Causal Pragmatic Basic Positive 5.a ArgrirClaim

5.b Instrument-Goal

5.c Condition-Consequence
Causal Pragmatic Basic Negative 6. Catitre Argument-Claim
Causal Pragmatic Non-basic Positive 7.a ainGArgument

7.b Goal-Instrument

7.c Consequence-Condition
Causal Pragmatic Non-basic Negative 8. nt@stive Claim-Argument
Additive Semantic - Positive 9. List
Additive Semantic - Negative 10.a  Exception

- 10.b  Opposition

Additive Pragmatic - Positive 11. Enuntiena
Additive Pragmatic - Negative 12. Concessi

Table 3. Overview of the taxonomy of prototypical coherenglations.

An investigation into the relational coherence pdrstaneously spoken language is carried out
by Lenk (1998). She studies discourse markers,eiements which make the referential
relations between discourse parts explicit. Shendefdiscourse as a form of interaction and
she assumes that coherence is established in teeadtion process by the language
participants? Accordingly she tries to account for the fact thhe participants of an
interaction develop a feeling of coherence evethdre are stretches of discourse where
apparently it is lacking.

Like Redeker (1990), Lenk (1998: 19) doubts thaherence relations such as the one
described above, can be used in analyzing sponialyespoken language: “The question
remains ... whether on-line production of spokescalirse leaves the participants in
conversation enough time to process incoming in&ion according to such an elaborate
taxonomy. ... Coherence relations pay no attertosituational circumstances such as e.g.
extralinguistic events, or the particularities @i-lone production of spoken discourse." This
assumption is questionable because it would meah ttile production of spontaneously
spoken language requires a different cognitivaipdtom the production of written language.
Even in ball games like basketball, handball ortlhatd where quick reaction is required and
where the players often are out of breath, normolleence relations apply. In a situation
where the attackers outnumber the defenders thelaorh “Idiot (you should have passed the
ball)!" of an attacker to a teammate who failedptss the ball in such a context is to be
understood asontrastive cause - consequendde semantic relations can be explained as
follows: Because you did not pass the ball, werditiscore. The backing of this argument is
given in the tactical rule that the ball has tqbssed to take advantage of a situation in which
the attackers outnumber the defense. These coleerelations also apply to small talk topics
such aghe weather, holidays, cinema, childrett. It would be very surprising if this was not

2"Text" is the result of a process of interactiéh.chapter 1.
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the case because even small children learn tohese trelations in an order from the more
concrete to the more abstract ones.

Lenk’s research is based on a corpus of Americaglighnand one of British English and
focuses on discourse markers, which operate indigperof the level on which propositional
content is expressed, i.e. on the structural tex¢ll The use of a coherence marker is an
interactional move driven by the maxim of relevgrioecause a speaker must constantly be
aware of the challenging questiavhy this now¥Lenk, 1998: 23):

... a speaker must indicate how she conceiveseo$ttiuctural organization of her turn and its indign

into the overall structure of the ongoing topic,itsrrelation to the previous topic(s), and itew@nce in

the particular context. The signaling of the rele& of an utterance by, e.g. discourse markers thus
contributes towards the hearer’s understandindh@fcbherence of the conversation. It will ensuee th
hearer’s continuous cooperative participation bgbéng him to follow the flow of conversation more
easily. Recognition of the relevance of an uttegaiscfunctional in establishing a hearer’s undadstay

of how segments of the conversation “fit togethelt and form a united whole".

For an adequate analysis the local coherence Isvats important as the global one. The
former covers the coherence of neighboring elemehts latter the coherence of elements
which lie further apart. The more hints a listeregeives the easier it is to comprehend the
coherence intended by the speaker. She regardsecaleas a processual phenomenon which
has to be established and ascertained again and. dgaorder to achieve an adequate
description of the different uses of discourse raegkshe regards their scope, directional
orientation, pragmatic meaning, their position witthe discourse and their form. In order to
establish the scope of a discourse marker shezasaiis function with regard to its semantic,
rhetorical and sequential relations. The critermnorientation results in the distinction
between retrospective and prospective discours&arsmarRetrospective markers are oriented
towards the prior discourse and exhibit relatioasMeen the upcoming utterance and earlier
segments of discourse. The prospective markerst paoinhrelations to intended upcoming
contributions. Anyway however and still are predominantly retrospectivectually and
incidentally are predominantly prospective discourse markedsvdmt elsecan have both
functions. She summarizes her results accordintheocriteria of (i) meaning within the
discourse, (ii) orientation, (iii) collocations agd) differences between American and British
English. It is particularly remarkable that Lenkedanot only present her results traditionally
in a theoretical way, but also adopts an Appliedglistics perspective and formulates the
meaning of the discourse markers, which she halyzath in terms of model entries for
dictionaries. The functions of the above discounsekers are particularly interesting because
their use shows that the speaker and also the pHréicipants have to develop their own
understanding of the progress of the interactiont tBey also have to construct a mental
representation of the comprehension of the othHerthe course of the interaction both the
mental representation of their own comprehensia@hthat of the others have to be adapted to
new information and other changes. Coherence mbkstied if one or more participants
believe that the mental representations coincidgalRs and other processes like the use of
discourse markers are used for this purpose.

8. Conclusion

This overview of approaches to discourse analyses ahot allot the same amount of attention
and space to each of the different approachesvd h@ated some of them in more detail
because | wanted to point out interesting new @atsges on the one hand and older research
methods which, | feel, have not received the rettmgnthey deserve on the other. Thus in
chapter 2 my description began with communicatiyeathism and the chain of reference
which looks back at a long tradition of studyingitband comment or theme and rheme. For
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decades a problem has troubled linguists which tene not able to overcome. As long as
they tried to deal with aspects of information floine. “given’, ‘'new" or ‘recoverable
information, of syntax, i.e. subject vs. object, sgmantics, i.e. agent vs. instrument, of
perspectivization and figure-ground alignment iniaplicit and undifferentiated way, the
results were bound to be muddled or at least cquredtie. This was the reason why | gave a
rather detailed account of Langacker’s fresh |dakese phenomena with the help of several
new and interesting criteria and models. The wdrkanshel, Labov and Waletzki which |
treated in chapter 6 belongs to the second catefagproaches that deserve a higher degree
of awareness and acknowledgement.

The development in the area of cooperative intemacspeech acts and inferencing (chapter
3) is of an incremental nature. The combinationpbflosophical ideas and sociological
perspectives has paved the way toward promisinctipeh applications such as cross-cultural
and cross-social studies, studies of child devetpgmanguage teaching and even aviation
communicatiort® Nevertheless, a word of caution should be addbd:cbncepts of facework
and politeness have become pervasively influemntidiscourse analysis and in anthropology.
The reason for this is that facework lies at tharhef cultural premises such as a person’s
rights and responsibilities in a certain situati@ocial power and cooperation, gender
differences etc. But the sociological categorieshsas social role, power (status) and distance
on which the description of facework and politenieisgies still have to be developed further
and refined in order to make them a useful scientwol for discourse analysts. Studying the
psychological and especially the emotional implarz seems to me very promising, because
the conception of face implies the fundamental @nat dimensions such as pride, shame
and anxiety and possibly anger and love as ell.

On the face of it, it may appear counter-intuitme even paradoxical that | have treated
ethnography of communication in the shortest fashBut this approach is so complex that it
would take a much longer paper to describe all¢hevant facets of it in detail. This approach
is widely used in fieldwork studies and this is dance of the fact that adopting this
methodology of participant observation is very wahle, indeed. But it is very time-
consuming and also requires a fair amount of moneigh not every discourse analyst can
afford to spend.

Conversation, which | dealt with in chapter 5, iBe¢d that is gaining ground. Numerous new
articles have appeared lately. It can be assunadtie of the reasons for this is that whereas
written communication has a long research histtng is not the case for spontaneously
spoken language in interaction so that new resesgshlts can be expected. Studying
conversation means studying utterances in sodiataation, where the meanings are created
and negotiated. What comes to light in such studiethe importance of interpersonal
meanings of solidarity of group members and sderdiback.

In chapter 6 | have dealt with narratological asgighotherapeutic aspects of story-telling. It
became evident that there is a deeper social aych@i®gical dimension to this ordinary
everyday activity. The relatedness to conversatiaalysis is obvious: Stories allow speakers
to hold the floor longer than usual. They use tpportunity to make their points by often
implicitly referring to social rights and obligatis. The structures and the rules that Fanshel,
Labov and Waletzki found and the methodology thaytdeveloped are very impressive and |
find it deplorable that they are not to be foun@wery introduction to discourse analysis.

The mental representation approach which | haveribesl in chapter 7 deals with the
cognitive processes that take place in the mindhef hearers and which allow them to
interpret the discourse elements contextually anodyce a mental text representation. It has

%3 Cf. Ervin-Tripp (1976), Ervin-Tript al.(1990) and Linde (1988).
4 Cf. Kdvecses (1986).
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been positively influenced by the upsurgeGugnitive LinguisticsBut as Lenk (1998) has
shown, it is not only restricted to the “staticsdeption of referential and relational
coherence. It also deals with the question of whsdractants do in order to safeguard
communicational success. This is work done at titersection of the mental and the
interactional processes which are involved in comication.

The diversity of the discussed approaches showstlleae is still no singular methodology
accepted by all or at least most discourse analy&st such a consensus cannot realistically
be expected. What discourse analysts should agaeis that all these approaches treat valid
and relevant aspects of human communication. Theoaphes are diverse and multifaceted
because human communication is diverse and mudtgdc This assessment is not meant to
suggest that the approaches are basically equtvaléeir description has shown that they
focus on different aspects of communication anditaraction and that they assign different
importance to the structure or the function of digse. For discourse analysis, | believe that
the latter aspect is of particular relevance bezasisidying discourse means studying
utterances embedded in social interaction. In otfeeds, discourse is a social activity and the
way an utterance constitutes a particular formatibba emerges from its placement within a
larger social activity. Therefore in order to urstand the language of social interaction it is
important to understand its socio-cultural and psYagical background as well. This means
that discourse analysis is not restricted to alsidgscipline but is essentially interdisciplinary.
Its main source disciplines are linguistics, samygl anthropology, psychology and
philosophy. Theology, jurisdiction and literary timism have also contributed to°f.This
interdisciplinary nature should be regarded asafl@ige and an opportunity.

My aim in this paper was to clarify the viewpoirgad research activities in this vast and
varied research area. A coherent theory of disecainsilysis requires a clear differentiation of
the methodologies adopted. Perhaps at this poitima it is not possible to study all the
aspects that have been described above and thaseftdly employed in discourse analysis at
the same time, but any selection should be lodatdte overall framework and must be made
explicit.

Since this essay should also aid novices in tha@egntation to this field it is important that
they become aware of the different research questimat are asked and the various methods
which are employed. | hope that this overview wdhtribute to the achievement of this goal
and also that it will provide some motivational aglpointing out the interesting and relevant
research activities in this field.

% Cf. Bublitz (1991).
%6 Cf. Koch (1974b) andakoff (1990).
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Appendix
The meanings of some discourse markers in abbeevfatm (Lenk, 1998):

Anyway:

(i) Meaning within the discourse: end of a digressiach @eturn to a prior topic or introduction of a n@ic.

(ii) Orientation: predominantly retrospective.

(iii) Collocations:So anywaystronly expresses the speaker’s intention to noovim the line of narration after
closing a digressionVell anyway the digression and the following utterance do exactly adhere to the same
expectations of coherence.

(iv) Differences between American (AE) und British Eslli{BE):But anywaycan function as &rn-holding
devicein AE. And anywaysignals a certain way of reasoning in a situatibyere personal reasons given for a
situation or behavior seem inadequate to the speak® then adds more general or universal reaohack a
claim.

However:

(i) Meaning within the discourse: end of a digressidictv was relevant to the development of topic atdrn
to the main topic or shift to a topic.

(ii) Orientation: predominantly retrospective.

(iii) Collocations: none mentioned.

(iv) Differences between AE und BE: rare in BE, extrgmate in AE.

Still:

(i) Meaning: return to the main topic of an impersooalquasi-objective narration after a short subyecti
comment or conversational aside.

(ii) Orientation: predominantly retrospective.

(iii) Collocations:But still indicates non-coherence with the on-going topie aeviation from local coherence
expectations.

(iv) Differences between AE und BE: rare in BE as welineAE.

Actually:

(i) Meaning: stating something in an unexpected waymaaor position.
(ii) Orientation: predominantly prospective.

(iii) Collocations: none mentioned.

(iv) Differences between AE und BE: none mentioned.

Incidentally

(i) Meaning: topic shift or introduction of a new piegfeinformation into the conversation.
(ii) Orientation: predominantly prospective.

(iii) Collocations: none mentioned.

(iv) Differences between AE und BE: none mentioned.

What else

(i) Meaning: elicitating another contribution to a lisat is in progress.

(ii) Orientation: prospective and retrospective.

(iii) Collocations: none mentioned.

(iv) Differences between AE und BE: due to lack of detalear statement possible.
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