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"The focus of this paper.is on the use of language In.face-to-face

>

lnteracgion and how it is .affected by those variables that censtrain a spéech
v : °
community's choice and use of alternative language ‘varieties?
+ - ) * ’

y More'specifically,the focal interest Is on how the varlébleq that

comprise the construct social sifuatlon?:lnterlocutor, setting, and topic--
! . :
N .

influence whether BE or SE is chosen as the.langpage of communication,and

the fﬁ;ategjes BE/SE speakers use to elaborate topics of conversation..
. ) Wheneye;.}aﬁguage is used for the‘putpose of, interaction, it'is used
in context: AlT intef;ction is produced im a context which is Eadé up.of
) features relevant to a group:s use of Ldnguaée and those relevant to face-

4

Mto-face.interactions. Individual speakers are also members of a larger

. societal group. They bring with them to each face=to-face interaction their
knowledge oﬁ,communicatjon which Is based on this full range of contextufl : :
Lt featurps. - This study therefore takes the point of view that while there

w “ F 4

may exist context-:zecific variables influencing language usé on differing

. e » . o
. levels, these va les operate simul tanedusly and interactively with one

. another’ (Fine, Note 2) and contribute to what is produced in the face-to- -0

1 3 Kl - .
} B . ' o
' .

f‘ace interaction.

-

i N ", The lIssues - o y . : .

~

-

- )

Soclpilnga?stlcg; the study of the relation between lang;age and social *
context, has been concerned with two leve S f analysis: ‘(a) the macro-
level, stressing the language behavior of entire, speech -omﬁLnltieg;jgm

[y

(5) the micro-level, strésslng the.language behavior of lndiylduql; in

3 L . . . . . . i .
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face-to-face interaction.(Fishman, 972). The two levels of inquiry

: N . . (]
3 . e

el \ - . LR N - - i N .
are-distinct-becagse they differ ih theoretical purpose, me thodological

. procedure, and definition"of the social context (Fishman, 1972; Gumperz,” = ..
1974) . _However, in addition ;6 these two discreet Ieve1§ of inquiry, thete
) , :

are sociolinguistic studies that provide a middle ground or link between
: , g . "

thdse studies that are primarily concerned with macfo-structures and, those

v v
ol .

focusing on micro—processés. These studies ponnt up the interrelatedness

of §OC|etal regularltles ‘and linguistic st?uctures ' . ’

-

The macro-level of analysis or|g|nally the maJoE concern of "socio-

\

Iingunstlc inquiry, stressed the speech COmmunity as the relevant soélal

[y

context it which language should be examined. Studies in this vein focused

on descriptions of the distribution and use of ‘particulan speech varieties.

. . . ." Lt

Dighossia is a“special instance of how a speech community may distribute \

~ 1

R 3

\ those speech varieties as used for communication. . . - . . B
. s . . . -. ) ] . ’ ' N
‘ Societies characterized by diglossia use ‘separate languages,&diaiects;
. . - Y ’
registers, or differentiated language varieties (Ferguson, 1964) to communi- L
. v, , .

_ s - , .
cate two existing classe$ of complementary values,.attitudes, and behaviors.
. . ‘e *

. .

uThere'are L-(1ow) Felated_values of Intimacy, sal idarity, sgontaneity, and

|nforma1|ty that are related to the home and friendshle!.?mains The comple- =

A S

4 )
.. ment of L-related values are H- (high) related values which emphasize status .

differences, .ritual, and formallty\related to religion, education, and
' > > ' ' v N

_government. Language varietiesgor codes assoclated with L-reélated values

are'generally learned first in an lnformal'sebting, such as the home, whlle g

-

varietles that are H-related are learned later JIn a more formal settlng\
- ra ° . . ’

’ K . v ’ . .
,such as school. . - . . ~ .
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,prises ‘the construct of domain--the study of language at the level of macro-

¢’ N ~ . . . !
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L Fishman (1972) advances the not|9n of d191055|a in his dlscusslon of

Soclal situations and domanns with the}former belng rela ed to the mlcro-

L) g

JeOel of socnolunguustlc inquiry, and the Jlatter belng‘lelated to macro- .

~
A * o .

level concerns.. The social situation. is comprised~of role relationghlpsf?

A . ’ . . , . : . . . [ ’
. . ) Y R L . .

Setting, and topic. Role relationships are_implicitly recognized and

.. : ’ ,

accepted sets of mutual rights*and obligations'bétween members’ of the same,

. -

~sociocul tural system. They are revealed V|a varlatlon in the way members

. Y

- of the group talk to eacH otherc The sugnlflcance of phe}settlng and tdplc.

most appfoprlate to “the role relat|onsh|p lsaalso Shown via the language
A 3 .
}
used between the group members While these'three components comprise the

'e '

-

constructfof social,situatiqn,'the aggregate of the sarie kinds of social
- ' o : < } .
situations, appropriate to diffdrent societally recognized functdons, dcom-

y oo | .
’ . »

. '. . . L ’ ] . A.
sociolinguistios. Domalns classify those seemlngly different’ sdzlal
situations’as beﬁng recognized-as the same by each speech'netyork or-cgm- /

: T . '\ . ¢ [y B - . .

" munity. ~DBomain appropriate role relatlonshfps, settings,-and’toplcs'are_

§

' thus SpeleIed by the gr0up tqgether of those snmllar soclal sntuatlons

\ '
found to be |nternally congruent wi th respect to their three c0mponents

" -

Some relevant dqmalns/for de§criblng.language use(ln many multlllnghal

.sqci:\ges-would‘include Pamlly,';liendship, religjon, educatlon, work sphere,
| |.' \ * b . b '
and government.

! . ‘ .
>’

vIn'a sociologTcally orlented study that jlhustrated, the concept of ;J{ ) }

diglossia and blllnguallsm, Greenfjeld and Fishman (l968) examined languager

\ use In’ relatlon to person, place ‘and topic amohq Pyerto Rlcan blllnguals

-~ -

They found that Spanish was assqclated with values of solldarlty and lntlmacy

.
~

. - - . ' s

[y

-
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[ \\_ "
and was used “in such domalns as family, and friendship, whlle Engllsh was (;?

S ¢ /f : assoclated with t&e values of status dlfferentlatlon and was used |n such - " e
- - ]
' " dohadns as ngligion, education, and edployment. However, these studies and
) . N k) - . L4 “ .

othe&s concerned with micro-and macro-structures do no.t d@flect any systematic

~ b

attempt to examine .the constraints governing' the behavior of the partlcipants‘

-
-

lfn any one ‘encounter (Gimperz, 1974) . As a result Gumperz suggested that

\,

A%
there is a need for a speaker oriented theory of languageJ,focustng on &

o\,
strategles governing a speaker s full range of grammatucal and SOC|ol|nqu15tlc'

N,

. ~
knowledge in the productioh of messages in context

-3

. * At this microsocioljnguistic level of inquiry.several approaches to
-1 . o .
examining how language is used in face-to-face interaction have developed,

.
1 ’ -

sincluding the study_of speech acts, turn-taking strategies, and interpretive

~ »
4+

strategies.

-

One strategy(Tor examining'language used n theé context of face-to-face

-

- - interaction comblmlng speech fCt analysls, pragmatics, ‘and turn- taklng rules
\\\, has been developed by John Dore (Note 1). With Dore's system,conversational

sequences are described in term? of their grammatical purpose. A\ speaker g

-

J} who produces an utterance that initiates a sequence establlshes the toplc

of the sequence and ;getg'the floor." The utterances that follow must be

1]

relevant to the initial utterance. The analysis dgveloped by Dore includes
(a) segmenting principles tha' classify aspects of the conversatlon, and

. (b) evaluating principles t t specify the particular values of the parameters

of the conversatlon. Utter ces in a Speaklng turn are segmeritdd into one

Y

" of seven speech act types whlch Include requests, responses, acknowledqements,

° £

dq.frlptlons, statements, performatlves, and conversational devlce\. These

A \]
- - 3 Y
. .

Ay
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« speech acts 'are identified on the basis of grammatical form, content, and.

ctonversational contingency. Thus, for Dore's segmenting purposes, a speech
; _ ‘ _ ) . \ .

act is an utterance which often expresses a propositional attitude or per- .
. ‘ N . -

forms an elocutionary function in a'cdnvef§atio§::igre evaluating principles

consist of four factors: _topic, form,~function,'and“conteﬁt.(wf\*—a

Topic, the evaluating principle most important to tﬁis study,'js
: - [ 4 . .
coded in terms of shifts which Mclude changes, extends,_and resumes.

-
N

¢

Changes are shifts from one topig ‘to another; extends are utterances remain-
ing in the same semantic sphere but shifting to differépt aspects of that
| ' - ;
sphere; resumes are returns to previous topics in the conversation. Dore has
J .

.

observed that requests usuallY introduce new information and therefore K

'l . . - — g -
Initiate sequences. : )

-

The above discussion of macro-structures and micro-structures suggests
that* the factors (hich influence language use "and language- choice are context
X l‘. ) . : \
specific. There exists a range of social contexts in which language ‘6cours,

each context -having particular variables that influence languag® use.

w
°

Additionally Gumperz (1974)  argues for a distinction between group-oriented
studies and speaker-oriented studies because of the theoretical éssumptions
: S - _ ’

“and metﬁodologica{\gbprdachés to be considered. Yet the variables that -

influende language used in one context cannot be isolated from affeCQing

" language used In an adjacent context..

’ . «
- The particular language communit? of iInterest here is the black English,. ' .
standard English 1BE/SE) speech netwgrk. It.is among the many speech e

communitie;\thaf‘have been'examlned w}th respect to micro- and macro-levels
‘ M A \ “
@

‘of 5otioliﬁguistic concern. |In keeplég with thé tradition of gfoup~érienféd
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v _ ’ /

' studies, BE has been characterized and desgribed étFucturally_as a boherent

4
v L

linguistic sygtdm, and -has provided the context out-oﬁ—wpieh~many~of thqf R B

~

¢

- ’ : ' . ‘ ¢ . - )
early variability studies grew. These studies of the BE speech communi ty

v -
el .

_linking macro- and .micto-levg] concerns have ‘described how the structural .
' ) ., I \ N s ) V <

features of the- langupge are cormglated with soclial variables..

. -
-

Moreover, within the framework of the:speaker-qriented tradition such

' P . Sy . e e .
face-to~face types of *interaction as ritual {nsults, rappin', and signifyin’

- ' ]

‘ havefbeen identified and described. Thus, the BE/SE speech netwopk has N
provided and continues to provjde a context in“which,to exanine issues /
’ .,u \,‘ ' . L] : ,-
*  relevant to group~oriented as well as speaker-oriented concerns. R A
‘ - ‘ 1Y

v

. The ttern of language alteanatlon between BE and SE allows one to :V

nnfer thab a dlgIOSS|a-I|ke situation obtains. - fot only are linguistic

©
»

variants subject to social constraints--those of age, sex (Abrahams, 1972)
and soq:neconomnc status--but it has been' observed and demonstrated that .

*

linguistic variants correlate wnth those values that are Associated wnth

’

either intimacy or status differentiation (Labov, Cohen,'Robins, & Lesz,

-

1968; Houston, 1969, DeStefano, }971;'MitchellaKernan, 1972, Straker,

1978) Those situations associated with the values of intimacy, solidarity,

» *

spontanenty, and |nformal|ty, centering around famlly or friendship relat ns,.

- -
[l

require ;he use of BE. Those situations associated with status dlfferentla;

. . . 1y
’ X . .

tion and fofmallty,-tenterlng around unfamiliar interlocutors, require the-

s

v " use of SE. To speak SE when ‘the hqym of appropriateness _summons BE |s felt

. 4

to mark one as unduly proper, unfriendly, d|§tant, and phony To Speak BE )

Y . ’
¢ ’

.

when the norm of appropriateness summonE_éE is felt to mark. the Speaker"as

1

ignorant.
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4 . .
The BE 'speech'networks is one of several subpopulations of' a larger SE

°

‘speech'cohmunlty that is_consldered menolingual. The BE Segment of this

¢

~ speech- communlty is differentiated by its use of linguistic variants not '

gsed by Other subpopulatlons (for example, multiple negation, copula deletion, = =

-
.

tense'marklng, lnverted syntax, etc.). Because the speakers of the BE

voe

network alternate among SE, the bartlpular linguistic variants shared by &

-
[}

BE and SE speakers‘QSH , and BE to |nd|cate changes in socual svtuatlons,
. !

it has been suggested that the BE speech network s dlgIOSS|c (Straker, l978).;

.

The issue of dlglossna is of ' |nterest here because the study of the - _ .

- L

BE/SE speech communlty within thvs framework further validates the concept

&
J/

‘ . ° . o
that socnal variables reflect thg’distributnon and use of language within
. . . , -_-‘3 . ‘\ ‘ . . , . . . , . -
* a,speech network. Moreover; gﬂe data of talk elicited to examine the )
. o T
d|str|but|on and use of’lan age also allowed ‘a more' recent concern of

speaker griented studues fo be examlned~~conversat|onal strategles. The
A

BE/SE speech network wgs therefore examlned in this study fP indications

J} -4 - [
of how contextual vaflables SpeleIC to macrosgcuollnguustncs lnfluenCe
1’ v ¢ ) ’ \
/ language used witpln,the framework of rosociolingulstlcs. .

Mare specsflcally, it was predicted that those varlables that compr ise
13

the construct ‘of socnal s|tuatlon-~|nterlocugor, settsng, and top|c~-and .

b Ce
influence the chofce between 'Sk and BE would lnfluence"the strategy-inwolved ! ‘
. F 2N - * ’ . * ) ,
in accompllshlnq conversations. » .
- . L . Method,
* a /'-‘ ' b . at ] . ‘*

. .

Subjefts — . o~ . o

.
’ Twent?-elght fresbmen stqunts enrolled if\ the SEEK Program at York-

College of the City Unlverslty of New York partlcnpated as interlocutArs




) _ - : . \ Situatloqal-varjébles-‘ .
. ‘ ‘ . L . .t . l o e E ) . . .
| Lo . - " SRS i

L : - S _
in this study. Studenfs in the SEEK Progrém come'Troﬁfa'pobulation-Similar.
T to the one in which Wolfram (l969) found a great deal of variation between -

4

BE and SE. These students like many, of the respondents |n the . Nolfram

stud‘[ hqve low socloe:onomlc backgrounds While meeting other eligibility
requlrements for the S;EK Program these students must I'ive® |n desngnated’

. . ' & AN “ .
poverty arees come erm famllles with restrlcted incomes, and be under 30 v

v

i 3

yéérs old. Therefore it is llkely that their speech would exhlbit a great %ﬁ-

-
v

deal of variation between BE and SE features: Y

. ~ L
" Materials - . .o ' S

-~ , B ® ' )

1

Elght soclal situations derived from Flshman s construct of ° soclal o
o ’ /
situation (Flshman l9r ; Greenfield & Fishman. 1968) provuded the social 7 .

~
« . . 4 .

context’ in whlch l|ngulst|c varlatlon between SE and BE could be examined.

(.m/\\ . . . , I‘ ) o . ) . ~

. [
- " R . . .

- e o e > o e - " . - . L4

: o , - Insert Table | about here. B ( : : :
g P | T e e .. Y _
‘ f . N .h . . ) .. “4)(- ) . '__
. The components thPt were representative CI’the intimacy value cluster r
T

.

. l- “ included: (a) studentk as interlocutors; (b)

! he_woratbexperience that,
| have ever experienced or witnessed' as the topic; and (c) the student
: 35 Lhe topic

| . '
! :

lounge .as the setting.' Thig yirelded a congruent social éltuation repré%en-

.

tative. of the intimacy value. The components that,were represent@tlve of #

the’gtatus differentlatuon cluster lncluded (a) student &nd |nstfuctor . ‘-l
L ’ [ \ AN

‘ as lnterlocutors, (b), educatlonal aSplratlons as the ‘topic;. and (c) thé

34
v

]
lnstructor S of’lce ‘as the setting. This yjelded a congruent social S|tu-

)
ation representative of the status dlfferentlatlon,value.( Therefore * the

d . o

hree lntlﬁacy valle components and the three status value compbnents S

¢ ) . ' 4 N

i’ rospectlvely yielded two, congruent soclal situations. - . 52

. . .
. M . LY

'
" o ., e : ' ; : . - '
2. /' T : : ) * ' ' ’ "' o . 1 (" .S, ’ ) o }4
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Insert” Table 2 about here

...---_—.-.—..--.-.'_-.-o,——--—-----...

R . . , - AR . . ¢ “

A UL order to stud%~£h€,tiependentrEffect'df each of the situational.

'fcqmponents on language variability, six additional incongruent social

‘ . sjtuatiog;lwere generated by combinfng each status interlocutor, place, and
L7 topic with each “intimate interlocutor, place, and topic. Of these six addi-

!
N

A I 1 .- .y '.' ) . .
tional intongruent social situations, three had two congruent intimacy

' components ahd'were.saidmto.be representative of the intimacy value, and

P . R . . b ’ 3y .

three hadntwo congruent ‘stat us components and were $aid to 'be represedtative
i B ) 0

. : . " . . ,. * . R L
of the statu§‘§|fferent|at|on value. Thus, there were-eight social situa- .

tlons, four representlng the .intimacy value ‘and four representlng the status

yalue&l Of\the f ur status-related situations, one was congrueht and'three

» . ?\ J
& . were'ingongruent. Of the four intimacy-reléped situations, one as congruent . -
. - - . * ] . f -_ M < T T4 . R
- and three_w$re incongruent.,/’ ‘ - ' ‘
- ProcedUres ' - b S : / 2
*H-ﬁp - . e . / - -
o ) a ..
T ) The partncnpants, were approached in the group settiﬁg of their repec~
tive classes and asked to volunteer one hal'f hour of their free time to . -
L . . z’)( A 4 .
- R o
- ﬁake partxun an experlment desngned to test long-term and short*term
‘l ~ 5, . il) ) . i
SR mefory ; L , o C - : - K
2 . .'uuj' ’ ,4 . . N . )

The 28 subjeci//yere randomly aséigneq to elght socfal situations such

) R L

r
n }2}’-

" that _here were fourgsubjécts per social situation. The subjects were
. ) . . o :
grouped;as‘interlocutor pairs with either a status-related or: intimacy-

“’refated topi¢ ‘and ~instructed to discuss the'topic lp'the student lohnge or
. " _° ' n ., ® o
i experimenter.!s office for approximately, 30 finutes. - FERVE




_ approxlmately l 000 words were selected for grammatlcal analysns For those
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e

¢

All sessions were*tape recorded with a v;snble‘tape ngcorder . ' *

The students were told that the contents of thé tapas would be confi- -

o

- [ o .

dential. :

Y : ) . . » 4 -
‘ . ’ -Scoring . T .
’ Lo ' - - . \

To examine larfguage use as a function of the social situation, each
Lt - . R — . > . L ’ ‘ . ..
half hour of taped conversation was transcribed. From each conversatlon ™

q '-\ 5 &

wlth a status/student |nterlocutor palr, a series of utterances totalrng I

re

. ] ~
conversations in whlch there were two student |nterlbcutors 500 words

. N . Ml

per. speaker,were selected. The - sentences~were.oh0sen from . the beglnnlng,

Y
.o ) _ . . ;.

'mlddle, and end of €ach transcrlptlon Each sentence |ncluded in the l ,000Q S

- -
-

or 500 words was analyzed For the occurrence of BE, SE and shared d|alect }:

grammatical features‘ Appendnx A deflnes grammatlcal usage ‘with respect

e

to Bt, SE, apd shared d|alect features. BE féatures were adopted from the _ S

o

Baratz;(l969), Dillard (l972) Fickett (l970) Labov et al.<(1968) ., Labov

'(l969), and Scott (1973) formulat?ons SEyfeatures were deflned as approxi-

C / [ K . e .
mate translations of BE features, and shared dialect lncluded grammatlcal w

features that are nebther characterlstlcally BE nof SE but for whlch there

A ;

is no substltutlon lﬂ elther varlety Each occurrence of BE, SE, orfshared;

.
.

»

. dialect was noted. - R e : . - K3

N

. & ----——--buuh-u-' ...... -
.

"lndert Table 3. about %ere . f'nd ., .

. o N -
----- uq.--------m--d---'.-a-- 3 ‘ . ~ / L
- : Lo )

N L - ~N ¢ "4

In order to examlne the possuble strat&gies used to lndloate when. toplc&

4

are shlfted or elaborated ‘during dlscourse tHe sentences in the flrst nlne

o (

L
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,f\v/( mlnutes o{ each transcription were“examlned Each\exchange was then numbere
) o \f‘ L. ‘ . e -~

Vithln each exchange each ¢lause WaS marked and received a deslgnatlon basey:

.,

\

o deflqgg/xhe seven categorles\oﬁ//onversatAonal acts)
. - -~ K

J
< 4 ~

L)

¢ . The results for the two scorers-were compared via Kendall's.Rank Correlation

e - N
Coefflcnent Rho (p) whlch |nd|cates the degree of correspondence between

-
A .. A

. . . "‘v."’f-;. ’
/the Judgments of two ra'ters C b T e ) '

-

a Grammatlcal Ana _sis - o ' S

The eight soc1al sltuatlons dethed the lhdependent variable. The

- » . .

.

Both the - grammatical and.the conversatloﬂ%l analyse&\ge[e scored twice.

b.

[y

on Dore s 6Note 1) method of conVersatlo'pl’analyslS (see'Appendix-B!°whlch_ N

O debendent varlablg4 language use, was deFlned in terms of BE and SE features_

. ’;///iéggghdii'A) . Language varlat1on wlth respect ‘to domain was Qiasured by
S : ' 4“4‘{5'
e .the frequency of occurrence of BE SE, and " shared dialect features in the

-« ' .

A " status- dlfferentlatedgéltua{lons and in the. intimate social situations.

. Wiy 4o

The |nfrequent use/ of .BE features and the frequent: use of SE featyres lpJn;v
I\ .y

.Sltuatlonsxzk‘ ud/four provided a measure of BE's unrelatedness agd ‘Se*

_ _relatednéss to soclal situations assoclated with tﬁe status dlfferentlatlon
Y _ . .
. value. =The frequent use of BE featufes and the lnfrequent use of'SE
' ’

features in sltuatlons flve to elght provlded a measure of BE's relatedness K

.ahd_ SE's unrelatedness to sltuatuons assoclated with the lntlmacy value.

L -

. . " N4 .
I N . - C
¢ A . . ) - N L (‘
AN . . .
- . . . v
.
'
.

e
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- |In order to' assess the significance of the occurrence of ‘BE features

iﬁl}elatioo to the'iﬁtimacy value and the SE features In melation fo:é&e

. L]
. t

o status value, chi square ar{lyses were performed. .- RN -
- ‘e ) - N
\ L o ) A ,
" Conversational Analysis _ o ! .

. ’ 4

Language use within the context of discourse w#® examined with respect
: . . . , . o ¥ “
to how topics wereelaborated. Topic was coded in terms of change, extend,

and resume, as qutlined above,“vChange Eeﬁerred to shifts to different

e semantic domains. Extend referred to sequences which remained in the

\
-

same semantic domain but shifted to dffferent aspegfs of this domain.
. Resume referred to returqivto previous 'topics In the conversation (Dore,

Note 1) . Because requests'usually'introduce new informatidn and thus initiate

1

-,

~. - sequences, the humber of requests provided a measure of the formal use of

. v

language. Other .speech acts associated with topic elaboration and self-

determined turns provided a measure of the .informal use of .language. The

’ | \

“eightsdcial situations were -then compared to-one another In order to discover
x'~ whether significant differences in language use might occur according to
o .

the components of* the soclal situation. ' -
: S .

Y o Y

Y oo o *  Results

L 2

.In exémining the use of. BE, 'SE, and SH wlth‘fespect to the social
) . ’

. 7

situation, the following predictions were made:

o

’ 4

] t

1.." BE would occur more frequently 1Ithln the context of the intimacy

value cluster. ' T,

L4

. 2. SE would occur more ffequently_wlthln the context of the Btatus-'

.

differentiated value cluster. . -
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3. SH would occur more frequently within the context of the status-

“differentiatéd valiye cluster. . .

R

L, ‘Each fndependént component of the social situation (setting,

~

interlocu;o%, ‘and toplic) would have an-effect on the usé of 13nguage withiﬂ\‘
~ \ v .

(4

a given situation. = - : W

4
situation by value cluster, and (d) ‘the effects of the sltuatlonal com-
ponents on language use by value cluster were all significant at. or beyond
the .05 level. | . ‘ . '
Ve ] e crmmnn——— T o - : ] —_—
Insert Table 5 about here.
’ —————————————————————————
These findings illustrate the following: "\\

3

The chi square analyses comparing (a) Ianguage use by value. cluster,

~ ' -

- (b) grammatlcal features by value tlusten, (c) language use by soclal

-

1. BE is associated with the IAtimacy value cluster (L-related values

that emphasize intimacy, solidarlty,.énd spontaneity):and Is used more

LS

W frequently in those situations representative of the intimacy value cluster

/

;

"of ‘the status differentiation value cluster (religion, education, and’govern?

(home and friendship), while SE'and SH are assoclated with the status value
cluster (H-related values that-emphaslze status differences, ritual and

formality) and are used more frequently In those situations representatlve

X
.

ment). (See Table 5, Part I) ) T

<

2. Specific BE grammatical features, Including negation, verb forms,

pronoun\\prms, and specific syntactic structures occurred more frequently

~in the intimacy-value-related situations. Spedific SE grammatical features,

v

| TN
1

-

AN
.




Situational Variables

. .
.

' 16

Q -
~

3 ) . . iy M . 4 M
including negation, verb forms, and syntactic structures occurred mqre (fre-

.

quently in-the status-related situations. '(See Table 5, Part II) - .

“3.  The use of BE, SE and SH dialect varied across the sociql situations,

4 . A

.

such that in thpse situations associated with the iﬁtimacy value cluster

(situations |-1V), BE feqtures occurred more frequently; '‘and in those Situa-

\ . -~ .

tions associated with .th statds‘differentiatidﬁ cluster (situations V-Viil.)

- " 4

" SE and SH features occurred more frequently (see Table 5, Part [Il A, B, (Y,

R} ~

‘Not only did language use vary between value clusters, but language use X
L) P . / A

varied within value clusters. Note in/Table 5, Part Il D and E, the cohpari—

L

\ sons of SE, SH, and BE features withi the status differentiation @nd intimacy

clusters. Ultimately, Table 5, Part || F, comparing the use of SE, SH, and

.BE acrogs all eight situations, points up that language use varied across

4

all situations. o \ .
¥

é?~ L. Within the status value cluster, topic and interlocutor &re signifi-

R

cant factors in influencing the use of SE and SH language varieties. Within

.

the intimacy value cluster, all three situational components--topic, inter-

locutor, and place--are 'signhificant factors in eliéiting the use of BE.

.

(See Table 5, Part V). _ m.

Thus, BE seems to be associated with the intimacy valye cluster,-éng

-

its.use is elicited by the situational components (topic, interlocutor, and

setting) and those social situations.associated with the intimacy valye'

cluster.. SE and SH seem to be associated with the status value cluster,

Py

.and its use is elicited by the situational components and those situations * °
. ‘
associated with the status value cluster. _ ‘

. . | : ) ) [ ! . . ,7

.e -

© aN
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Language us& within the context of -conversation was examined with
¥ ) :

. .
¢ .

respect to. Dore's analysis (Ngote 1) of how tppics are :ichanged, extended,. or .
resumed.’ It was predicted that topic elaboration strategy is related .to
value cluster in such a wéf that (a) the_frequencyéif RQ structuras would be -

greater in- the statgsudiffekentiation value cluster and its related factors,
- i

(b) the frequency-bﬁ.Sflf determined turns would be greater in the intimacy

: . ) 4

.
°

value cluster and. its related factors.

' The chi Square analyses comparing-{a) topic elaboration strategy with
N ¢ ' fYe -
value cluster, (b) topic elaboration strategy with situational context,

¥

and (<) topic elaboration strategy with the situational comporients were all '*Q\\
.. . LN . ¢ )
. i * - . A . .
*significant at the .05 level. : - ¥ . .
.. ) ’ \
!

e S D e b g - o

Insert Table 6 about here.

-------- A AR AP A A e A - D o - N o
3

4’ (,‘

1. RQ structures, formal quéstldns asked in order to shift, ‘extend, - .

or resume t topic of conversation, are assoclated'wlth the status value'
u

gluster an sed more frequently in those sItuatlons representatlve of the

status value cluster SD structures, self~determined turntaklno and other
types of speech acts which cause the topic of conversation to shift, extend,

or resume, are associated with the intimacy value cluster and used more
. "™ . » .

. freduently in those situations representative of the intimacy value cluster.

(See Table 6, Parts | and 11) § p
r .7 '

2. Within the statgj mode, topic and lnterlocutors are significant .

¢

factors in ng{uehclng the topic elaboratlon strategy. WIthIn the intimacy

-

’
mode,only settlng is a slgnlflcant factor In Influenclng the tgélc elabora-

tion strategy. Thus, It is indicated that'those situational components

. . ¥
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influencing which Ianguagg.variety Is used Ip a social situation also

influence how language is used during the course of .conversation. (See I,

Table 6, Part 1y - .
- The strqtegxyused to elaborate topics of conversation, then, is associ- “
. * k ) , 't‘.

ated with the situational contWt, its components, and the related value

cluster.' Sejf;determined shifts topic ére related to the intima?y_valueﬁ

cluiter, the &ocial.situatlons rgla;ed td the intkmacy value cluﬁter, ahd the
co(rgbponding :}tuational”comgonent;.; Formal questioh§ eliciting answers
are éssqciptgd wi th the status‘value cluster, the social situations ;elateé
to this eTuskeE,-and thzicorresp;ndingl;ituatiohaF*componenté.k

. .

4 Discussion

- \

. _.Thiﬁ s tudy exatiined how the éoc}o]ingulstic variables aséociatéa with

diglossia (person, setting, and topic) influenced language use in the context
Y . Q‘, - . ) ) v

of macro- and microsociolinguistics. In the macrosociolinguistic context

emphasizing the speech community's use of language, these variables described A

which language variety would be used. 1n the microsociolinguistit context,

’

emphasizing the individual's use of language, thest variables described
' : o

. ' ' .
.&h}ch cdhvér§ational structures would be used. The results seem to imply
I :

. that language is used across a rangp of contextsi each context having par-

[

'tiéular variables that iﬂfluence language use. The variables of each context

can produce differlng effectéoon language use, depenaing on the context in

L]

which fanguage'use is being studied and how these variables interact With
onq.another. Variables that are assdgiated with .one- context more than with -
anbﬁher;can In no way be excluded from influencing language u§¢ in thosé\;'

cohtexts where they are not a dominating influence.. Therefore, contexts :

19
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Face-to-face interaction may be the most cgmplex'

A

of all contexts, for it js in this context that all of the variables of the * "

. ' . N - w_
other contexts exert ‘their influence, If a variety of factors affect how

. . . 's .
language is used, then in talk we should be able‘to extrac meaning at
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! ' . P N . \\ . ' T “r
: (L ‘ P value
% - : = — -+
Lo o | ‘ T £S
- ' ]y.CASSOCIatIon_Of rarkings i N
. }“:“. e f ) ’
o, . ; of RQ. structures in‘ o " .00025 -
o . situations 1-8. _ | \“\} i (
yo L ’ . ‘ l\é: ' ! \5 !
0 . Y "
, N . Y )
, " . '1) 4 o - . , . \
' 2. -Association af rankings u ‘ )
W . *.vof SD stryctures in ., - L0071 . .
- - ’ ! ) - J
. situations }+8 '\ L )
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o L/ . it . - fﬁ Table 5 . . _
‘ s Summary of'Chi Square Analysis Grammatical Featuresz y
: - Part | |
v " ’ » /.
. . Comparisons ' . Hnw 5? N
‘ i . Overall language/value cluster ‘
T A. BE vs. SE by value cluster « 3.7
o . B BE vs. SE vs.. SH by.value cluster’ . 19.9%%% .
) - Il. Gra aticq?,feaéures/valué)cLuster
T . A./BE status vs. BE intimacy . 13,85k g
| SE_statysfvs; SE intimacy = © 27 ek
%H status vs. SH intimacy 265 . 8 ,
A -_'J D. “BE vs. SE vs. SH status — T4 465.3#kx -'lf
' " E. BE vs. SE vs. SH Status | o 71&.5***" '
I''l. Total language vs. situation by _
value cluster. o e .
. | A. BE Intimacy.vs. BE status . 53. 2%k
S B _.SE intimacy 6. SE status ¢ MR
g ) C. -SH intimacy vs. SH status 1 8. 6%k
R CLN . D. BE vs. SE vs. SH status 7.2k
s . E. ‘BE vs. SE vs. SH intimacy 104, G
~ . F. BE vs. SE vs.‘gH'aﬁross all I62.é**i N
2 . .
— .

.1

Sr“@tkif

.
Al
‘
. @ N
- . . ' . - )
' \j . > . .
’ . ' - N ) .

» -

54,
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Ca
. " Table 5 Cont'd. ‘ )
, § 6 K
. S 2
Comparisons s - X
— - ’ X
V. Effect of situational component ys.
language within value cluster
" A. Status value*cluster t "
1. I/vs. N effédt‘of'tbpic 39. 5% k%
2. 1 vs. |1 effect'bf;InteFfocutor- 7.0%
3. I vs. IV effect of setting  -* 3.0%
~B. Intimacy value clyster' " n ,
’ 1. Vvs. VI effett of topic 56 . 6Hxk
. ! ) ' . : i
2. Vs, VIl effect of interlocutor . 28.0#**
3. Y vs. VIl effect of séfting ig.h***
% B < .05 ‘ ‘ \ .
wt  p o<..01 o
ke p o< ,00]- | S |
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“ Table 6
Summary of Chi Square Analysis
' Topic Elaboration Strategy,
Part |1 Cot '
/ . .
y —
Comparisons X
I. Topic elaboration strategy by .
' value cluster- , ' :
RQ vs. SD by.value cluster b, 2%
I1. Toepic elaborations strategy by . -
: situatlon T '
. * ' } . . .
~" A. RQ status vs. RQ Intimacy . *73.5%k%kk °
B. -SD status®vs. SD intimacy - - ' 8.1%
- C. RQ vs. SD status _ e .dxk6.h***
2 _
. D. RQ ws. SD intimacy 7. " .. 20 9***""’" '
¥ ) ’ ' R
1. .Effect of situational ‘component. vs. . )
topic elaboratlon strategy within:“*“ ° o
value cluster g Lo
) Y o ey oo C e o
- A, Status Value Clustér"*“'.‘ ‘ _ :
. . k4 '- .:‘._.
1. Lovs. 1l effect of toplc L 5 k***
2,~ l vs, lll effect of interlpcutorv ”ﬁS 3*** T
» - e
3.7 l vqr lV effect of¢settlng o ”yﬂ:.-.OQBJ .
) B. j1ntim¢cy Value Cluster '"";kA“ f .;34“_-ﬂ l .
N T ‘.' o s " ‘.\'. -
. A P vs VI effect ‘of top?c . B Y
-_Zj;;V‘vs Nil'e fect of lnterlocutor - ».58
_ 3.0V vs. Vit effedt of setting f,g***.
. L r . WO
. Lo IR # . I'4 :
* 'IE_"‘<.-.05 R e . W .
wok P_ <701 - < . T - 9 .
AR g0l o s ¥ S G
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3.
L.

.

Copula
¢

‘q»\,

Appendix A &

- B. Multipfé - .

concédrd .

quantifier

pos tposing -

‘preverbal

A3

¢ D

inversion

A. Deletion

"~ poun phrase

;- __pred.™8d].

locative

NEG

Y

S (ing)

gon
\ *

o/
question o

.Part 1: Features of Black English ﬂ' -

-

'3

v

Situational Varilables

30

2 v,

She not singing.
She ain't singing.

She don't sing. ' ot
: . \ ,

She don't be éinging:

{
' [P . PNy

| ain't never had no trouble with none

v/ of Jem:‘

3

She.ain't'ip no seventh yrade.

»

We ain't write over no street “nothing.

The Negro doesn't'know‘about the Negro
1 ) - .
and neither dges the white man know about

the Negro. | )

2 .
" Can't nobody break up a figh??ﬁ

. )

)
She the first one started us off.
He fast in every thing he do. o
You out the gate. - ¢

But éverybody not black.

" He just*féel like he gettfn' cripple up.
- - . ) \

"He"gOn try to get help.

»f.whq'ﬁe?

-~




Part }

Invariant ''be"

' "=+ 1. be + VERB + ing

2. __adj.
' 3. past participles
L., prep. phrase

5.
6.,

- . Yy
) C o

I1l. Verb Forms’

imperative

€
auxiliary
o)

.
L—-;"

. A. Present Tense -

1. agreemént
B. Past Tense

v 1. irreg. verbs

2. -agreement
. 3. past. p;rtlﬁlple
. b, past ;erfecf
| ;////-. St passive got/was T.
’ 6: -been + VERB
, X 7. done + VERD
- 8. beeﬁydone + VERB |
‘/,‘ASa. don§ been + VERBi.
' 10. pro. agr.
C. Future .
"‘marker

L 4 I.

We was

A be?n

L X3

Sltu;tlopal,Varlables

31

(continued) -

‘
'Cause sometimes | be sleeping. .
Everyboey be.h;ppy and shit. .
They be mixed up all"kléds of ways.?"“°
Sometlmé | be wbtﬁ Ruby.-J;

Don't be jiving around.

Fred be comin'. !

Mary go meé when she get {eady.

’

- ' .
/ .

| seen three-poll;e.
In the mean time the fellow had went ‘home.
| got promoted. \ ."
wash the dishes.

I d?ne QQBE'the dishes
| been done wash the élshes
| done been wash the dlshe;.
w;‘was golﬁg. |

I'ma throw It,

31

e

%




. | .
- o ; A r
ol ‘ “ — \ . |
. Lo : Sltyatlonal Variables =
. . had ’ . : .
o . , ) . T 32 \
e o~ « Part | (éontlnued)
Q_" "v/. ’ R - t -
IV. Pronouns : ‘ Co
. . \ s /\. ..
A. Appositive . - Marsha, ushe. . . e
* - .
B. Possessive ' The students put they books' away.
" A : ‘ .
C. I/there- . I § ¢ was some fellas shootin' craps
) in the street.
D. Reflextive ‘ "1 got me a new tow truck. .
E. Them/those : They have them bars. .
V. PosSessive, N :
' R ‘ ' - i .
A. Noun Juxtaposed John book N
B. Pronouns - (see IV, B '
= above - .
VI. Alternate Syntactic Structures ’ v ' o "
I . L .
A. If Construction .1 asked did-he do it. e
- B. Questlons ’ - Why y6u don't know?
. C. Got/have ' | got me a tow‘t{uck. N _
« D. Modal Modification They useta could beat you. L
E. 7 Do Deletion What you want me to do? "‘ BN
A ‘ . L‘ w .
- ! e
a ( )
‘ 1Y

32
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I. Negation
A. Sing
i

B. Mult

1.

v 2.

3.

b,

5.

. Cobula

[}
A i s '

Sltuatlona] Variaples

! 33

.
!J .
s . ) Lo

Part 2: Features of Standard English

Iple
toncord
quantifier
v ¢
postposing

preverbal

inversion -

" A Deletlon. '

- O™ Ut ¥ (987

noun phrase

o« predicate agj.'

Jocative

NEG

___y(lng)i

' gon

question

.She Is not singing (now or ever).™

- But everybody is not black.

He jusi)feels like he‘ls getting crlppied.

Y

’

She Is not singing (now).

She doésn't sing. "

She Isn't singing (habitually)s.

&
4

I have never'haqgégzifyouble with any of tﬁem}'

.

She's not ihe'Seventh'grade.

We didn't nything over the street.

The Negro doesn't: know about the Negro nof
does the white man. LTy
& 0
Nobody can break up a fight.
l\

-

>

She is the first one who started us off.,
Y - ’ i
Ne's fast in everything he does.

You'¥re put of thz’gime.

He 15 going to try to get help.

Who is he?
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Siiuatidhal Variables
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Part 2-(éontlnued)

,B. Invariant 'be"

5
¢ " 6.

be, + VERB + ing

adj. .

s

past participles

prep. phrase

. . imperative

.

auxiliary

I11. Verb Forms,

-

A. Present Tense

1.

RS G
. .

e
. agreement

B.© Past Tense /-

1.

7.
« Ty 9.
10,

- €. Fu

].

irregulsr'vefbs

agreemeni |

past participle .

past perféct

>

passive got/wps

been. + VER

donea+ VERB
been done + VERB

done .been + VERB
prog. agr.

ture

marker

l

\J

BecauSe'sometimes when | am sleep]hg. . o
. ¢

Everybody Is happy and shit. ...

bdn't_jlve around.‘
Fred will- be coming.

»

“

-

We were.

| saw thrée-policemeh.

In the mean time the fellow pad gone home .

& [y

| .was promote? .
| washed the dishes (a while ago).
| washed tﬁk dishes (recently)

B 1
| washed the dlshes (finished a zhote ago) .

We were going.

- v
. 1

\ ,
1'm going to throw it

~

v

Sometimes |'m with Ruby. .

\

<

|

@

(

v

AN

1
s

They are mixed up in all kinds of ways.

Y

»

L w;Shea‘the dishes“(recent}V»finishea).
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. S ." ~ Part 2 (continu d) ' ‘
P ) | - ,\P/e
. / . . . .
. . ’\ . A . . “‘ . 7 ., - ..
IV. Pronouns ‘ ¢ ' o
. . A, Appositive ; -Marsha. . . v <
. M o _ ‘ . N
o ~ . B. Possessive ‘The® students put their books away.
f . ) : v ] TG . l
C.. l|t/there : - % . ., .there were some fellows shootlﬁb craps
, o . ) "‘ o ' T " . In the street. - A Y
] D. Reflexive. - - | have a new tow truck. '
¢ ', EN"Them/those They have those bars. .
V. Possessive , ’
A. Nouns Juxtaposed * . John's book
. " B. Pronouns (see IV, B ) ' t
- R .e . ) , . abOVe '.A . . -
. Vi. Alternate Syntactic Structures R ' : .
4" .
' A. Jf Construction | asked if he did ‘it.
L . 1 . . .
B.- Questions - Why don't you know? |
. ¥ \ . :
C. Got/have | have a tow.truck.
g D. Modal Modification ~ They used to be sble to beat you.
" E. 17 Do Deletion . What do you want me to do?
Y 4 )
\ I \ L] *
¢ - a
~ ‘
, . ‘ [
y P 3 ¢ " .
'-\ LY
| .. 35 o
» ’ a . . - . .
\‘, ! : )
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‘ B
- - - » 'v
: - / ' a ] -~ (]
Part 3: Features of Shared DiaPect” ¢
. L l. ,Ngga;}on. ‘ . | . . .
~A. Singte . It wasn't bothering me." . -
| I " " ltwon't stop bleeding. d e
" . B oo . ‘ . ) ‘. \ . . . }
Il. Copula ,
A1, Verb Forms o R | (
+ . .
p A. Present Tense
Co ) T, Agreeﬁénf M, yod,'we or they-go home.
- . . J
B. Past Tense
l. i?reqylar verbs - He drove. He went. | -came. '
It o \ T -
2. agreement I, he was, . _ ¢
‘ . ) ) \
. R ;
10. prog. agr. 1, he wés going.
. o * - N
IV. Pronouns . . .
? ©
. . . * ' v
1. appostive : , \
) i
2. possessive My, your, his, her, our
. V. Possessive . )
VI. ‘Alternate Syntactic Structures ™ ' P

%

]
t

These features have been designated as §Bared dialect. They are not

direct translations of BE-into SE, but features that both BE and SE

. ) . ¢
; speakers use: :




Situational Variables

at

. - | L
, . Appendlx'B | S N\
. ‘ConverSatiqnhl Acts:
} ,nges,‘befinitlons, énd Examples of Conversational Acfs\
. CODES, DEFINITIONS QND EXAMPLES bf COﬁVERSATIQNAL ACTS |
o REQUESTS solicit information, action or ackndeedgem@nt.
‘ ) RQYﬁl ‘Xp;-N§ Quéétlons-séek.true-?alse judgments aboui .
. ) . ﬁ. pfbbésltions; " S'Ehis an apple?"
o . RQWh' why-Questéong seek gpecific factual inf;rmatidh (lnciude J
: \eifher-or‘aﬁd fill=in-the-blank quesflon‘forms):
' L “Vherefs John?“ : ’ d
RQCL . Clarification Queﬁtions seek cigr}fiéation of the conteht
_ | of a priqr’uﬁtefance:- “?hat did yoﬁ say?"
' RQAC .Actldn kequests solicit a listéner to nerfﬁrm (or/ceéée to)'
i ‘ an act‘ioj'prbce§s):. “Elyg mglgome juice!d;
L ' . {RQPM" ‘ 'Permlssloq Requésts solicit a li§féner to grgée permisgion
) to the sp&aker to perfOfm an act: ‘''May | go?" | |
'i’ ‘.RQRd "“Rhetorlcqi destidns seek an dcknowledgement_fréa a listener
| go.arlowfthe spsskér to continue: 'You know what | ald?“ '
: e o o 8 o o e e o o e e e o o e e e ,;---;-E;-
. - ' ~ RESPONSES provide lnfo;matloﬁ directly complementing
4 : ‘ prior requests. o
- o . RSYN Yes-No Aqigprs supply tfué;false_judgments of pFoposltions:
ot | | S

*

Wh=Answers supply the salicited factual information:

"John's here."

, . ?r~ . '
. \J { , v
, ~ . ‘ ‘
A ( ) L N N LY




RSQL

D61D

DSEV

DSPR

DSLO

DSTI

e

" . :
‘ : Situdtional Variables

\ . . . . . \.
- - 38
: ’ | N L . ¢
Clarifications supply the relevant repetition:
"I said no.'" - ' - .
' ’ ‘ .. ' . l‘ .
Compl iances verbally express acceptance, denial, or
acknowledgement of a-priér Action or Perﬁissfon Request:
"Okay, 1'll do it."
Qualifications supply non-cénOnlcal.Informa;lon in’ N L 2
relation to the soliciting question: 'But | wasn't
Y . . . M ,
-the one who did it."
Repetitions repeat parts of prior utterances.
. ; = --=- T
.DESCRYPTIONS express observable (or venifiable) fact,
past or\ present. . { R "N
< . \ - mﬁ'\\ !
Identifications label objects, events, etc.: 'That's
a house." .
‘Events describ 'acts, events, ﬁ%ocesses, etc.: "l'm . .
‘making pizza." I # _
: Progefties describe }xelts_or conditrions of pbjec;s, events,
etc.: "That's @ red house." E oo ) : _
' ' C ! Saye

Locations express direction'or 'location of objects, &vents,
=0¢ar’ons _ . . A

etc.: "The zoo Is far away." W
. n,u{g{‘y‘:.\
|

Times report phrases of time: ''|t\happened yesterday." \

. 4
n

STATEMENTS express .facts, rules, attitud s,ffeelings,

beliefs, etc.?

‘Y

L o™




>

R4l

L STAT

STEX.

[

~39

.
EE N
TR
5

_Rules express ru{es, prbcedureé,.defjnitlons, facfs, etc.:

-

- ""You have "to shafe»yod} things with others." '

. Evaluations express wattitudés, judgmehts, _elic;.;
- = ; |

4 »

? ’ ’ . . "
"That's nice.'' " o _ -

internal Rgporté-express emotiofs, séhézfions, mental

v ~

.gvents, etc.: | dike to’play;” f(also include intents

Ny -

"~ to perform future acts).

wt

»

N L3

Attributions reporg'beliefs about another's

., . ’
""He doesn't know the answer.'

¢ a

Explangt fons exbress'reasons, ‘causes, and predictions:

Mt will fail.m

"
“
WD D e e D D G S e S S, e T e P S G . WP . e W o o ow

®© -

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS recognize and evaluate.responses and

non-requestives. . N o :
. " e . A ‘ . -~ W - . . /
sAcceptances neutrally recognize answers or non-requestives

llYes’ll IIOh.H

. RN

.8 - . . R : . .

Approvals/Agreementsjgosiﬁlvely recognize. answers, etc.:
. ’ . .

”Right,': "YeS-” . n, ) »

Dlsapgrovals/DT%agreements negatively evaluate answeré or

n?n-r?questiYeSi “"'No, ! ”Wrong,"a”J disééreeﬂ' '[
_Returnslgcknowledge rhetorquliﬁuéétions.and some non- ’
reﬁgéstlves; returﬁingjfhe “fipor"-to the speaker:

"What, " "Really.t! .

-_-;-;;i_-. ............... ----;--;--------: ..... e mcmdnc . ————

g
- » A

jnternal-state:

~

- - = = = - - -

St
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3
P

ODCA

ODSS

--

. ODPM

- -

. ODAC

PFJO

.+ PFCL

.

PFTE

R 0DBM

PFWA

L)

PFPR

Iy

‘;

ORGANIZATJONALE4£VICES regulate cbntact and conversation.x-"

ﬁo\nddry Markers indicate _open
9 oy

sngﬁ?ficant points_in the conversatIOn

"BV the way 1 !

¢

ZSPtﬁétlonal Variables $

A . 2

3 "

-f
(-
. 3 4 L
14
«
[

.
Y

ings, closungs, and other ““’ '

' vl 8]

1 1§ T v _..»"
Hi$ ‘ __Byea \J ...‘

"y

'”Here you Ere{” oo ' SRR

-PERFORMAints accomplish facts

‘Nirnings alert the llstener of impend1ng harm:

4. J ' _ o ’ _-.:.I . .
Callg solicnt attention. '"Hey, John." - R T

Speaker SelectiQns explicitly label spéaker of next turn: '"»_"ﬁ

PJohn,”\yYou;“ X o . . , D :
B ' . i . . N . ‘.7\

Polfteness,Markers |ndicate ostensible politeness

! %

N .
v — . . Y 7,

N e
typvcally conveying ? .

“Thaags " ”Sorry n

Accompeniments maintain verbal contaqt

|nfofmatvop redundant wvth respeét’ to c0ntext -f" T ' RN

| . . . ‘Y - L Ny

hy being sefdi
Protests r gister complaints about the listener's. S s
bémwom 'Smpﬂ . _\,;t : N : o
Jokes display non- bellef toward ‘a proposition, for a‘ |

1.

humorqus effect: ""We throwed‘the\§oup in the,ceillng "

Clalms establlsh rlghts by being sald "That's mine," .

”I'm flrst.“ o | L

"Watch out“'
] . Y. .

Teases annoy taunt, or playfully provoke a listener:

. ' .‘». » . N l

'""You can't do it" * )

---------------- -'--‘-_-;u---r----------------------q-h-‘----

*

-
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Y
1
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R
L d
L}
-
"
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4

"ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

i
{ .
v !
.
-
1
o UNTFP
\
-,
Ry
k4
¢
. A N .
- 0 v
. '
-
.
-
. ]
.
A ]
e
o
°
%
o
L v
- f
" . .
.
.
4 Ay
4 t/
‘ 2
’ L “ A
.-
! /
. . “
K]
- B
Lo,
Vo
. o
B
-
'y Y -
. 4
.-
3
'
.~ o
R
% o N M '
LY N N
4 N X
.. ) .
'
.
“n .
oy
- ) .
¢ .'l‘ W
| /
. -
.
A “
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. . v Situational Variables
! /
i ‘ | - oo
i L0 v —_— :
MISCELLAYEOUS CODES = \ . . L

-

No Answers: to qgfstions (after two seconds of silence).

iy, . . .
Unihtetgfetgble or unintelligible, incomplete, -or »
anomalous utterdies. . %

L)
e ’ -
o
4
) R *
“
L3 f\‘ -
:“ ' . .
[ -
.
-
- "
»
* ~ v
°
R,
N -
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. . ¥
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. * ¢
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q
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¢
< ¢
2 " .
-
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