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This report follows upon a brieF initial report, prepared for

the conference on Teaching as a Linguistic Process (July 9-11, 1979},
and’ two detailed letters of’ '30 April 1980 and 24 May 1980, and

"A Partial Blbllogranhy of Discourse Analy81s , prepared by myself
and Ann Houston. The present report is accompanlhd by an additional
bib}iography prepared especiallv for it. The repert extends' and
integrates more fully the findings of the earlier materials.

) The study of discourse ‘has become a major concern of scholars )
in many fields. With regard to chlldren education, and schooling
alone, there is a great accumulation of work. "Much of this work is
readr}y available and summarized. What is most lacking, perhaps,

is perspective on the relation between this work and the needs of .
educators. Such-a ‘lack is indicated in the bew1lder1ng variety

of definitions and understandings of the term 'context'; the "
diversity of approaches to the relation between "form' and

'function'; and the uncertainty as to the pedagogical relevance

of various outlooks. . - -

In this report I try to set forth & few key ideas which
seem-to me to provide such perspective. These ideas have emerged
from con51derat10n of a considerable quantity of published msterial,
and from dlscus31ons with a number of researchers in the field-of
dlscourse in relation to education. My ma1n contention is that
notlons of 'context', 'form', 'functlon and the like are relative

to certain trends in the development of llngulstlcs, as a field

central to the study of discourse. I shall argue that.a fairly

radical perspective, focussed on the local school and individuyal
settiné, is necessary, if the great growth of research in discourse
_is to be helpful to education. I shall argue that educators themselves

. must Dart1C1pate in the research. These _ conclusions seem to me to :
follow from a consideration of the d1rect10ns and limitations’ of

much current work. They also,rof course, reflect a 1ong-stand1ng
orientation of my own. I do belleve that th1s orientation is )
"increasingly justified by the issues and trende that arise in the '

LY

study of discourse today.
i
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. S ij}be report begins with the question of what educators can -
expect.tb learn from studies of discqurse. This question, indeed,
is the theme that informs the entire reoort ' .

i The second section of the report considers how the study of

+ discourse has developed in relatlon to the various fields taking part
in it, espec1ally llngulstlcs What can be expected and what can be
learned depends very much on the place of-a piece of woxk in that

evolving context. It is important that policy-makers and educators
. . ouew )
take it into account. Progress in linguistics is not always pay-off

in pedagégyh ) . R
. The third section of the report considers critically the
notion oftlanguage,itself in relation to the notion of discourse.
It suggests that the evolution of studies of language and discourse
may be toward the establishment of a style of work of special ‘
relevance to education. > ‘ : ‘

These three essential themes intersect, but I shall focus on

9

- each in turn. -
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What can educators expect to learn tLom studies of, classroom,
discuarse? A useful general framework 1sathat olerederlck Ericson.
-Ericson palnts out that the results of research may be something that
neducatorsidid not previousiy know, or sdmething that they already know;
and he points out as ‘well - that this distinction is crosscut by \

another. What is found out may be welcome or unwelcome.

_The following table shows these distihctions: .
Already known Not alréady known
~Welcome A B )
Unwelcome c - . .- D b

(Ericson presented this framework in his concludiqé address to the

Ethnography and Education Research Forum at the University of i

.Penmsylvania in March 1980). ’ -

What counts as what part of the table, of course, depends upon

~the educators. Ericson has suggested that category B, .welcome °
results not already known, is most likelf to persuade people of the
worth of research. Information as to an unsuspettedfcﬁltural rule
for showing respect or, taklng turns, or speaking up, mlght i
count here, enabling a teacher better to gauge the- 1ntent10ns of
sutdents of different backgrounds, and involve them in the work
of the classroom - Such information might denend upon observation

. in settlngs outside the school to which educators themselves did not
have ready access. An important instance of this kind of finding 1s
that of Susan Philips (1972), showing that the apparent 'shyness' of

\Indlan children from Warm Springs Reservatlon, Oregon, was a function
of the organization of activities. 1In participant structures more
like those of the home community, the seemingly taciturn children
were more verbally active. As Philips points out, such-a finding does

not aéive the question of hdw to take into account the communicative .
expéctations the ‘children bring to school and at the same time provide

them with experience of communicative expectations that will affect

their subsequent lives. The finding does give solid grounding to

practice, and may help give confidence to teachers of Indian background

.
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who find use of their familiar patterns effective. Again, such’ a
DOSSlblllty does not predlct what will happentln a given case, .
nor does it dictate selection of teachers of a particular ethnic
background. Ethnic origin in itself is compatible with a range .
of degrees of experience of traditional etiquette in discourse,
and individuals vary in their own view of such identity.. Wise N
practices and successful outcomes depend on sensitive knowledge \
of ﬁarticular circumstances. But careful ethnographic observation
of communicative.patterns can replace sﬁperficial perceptions @
and all-or-nothing stereotypes. .

: Resultsbln category A, welcome results already known, may give

rise to the response that research was not needed to find them out.

Sometimes, however, independent findings of this sort may' confirm

the insights of educators and help to legitimate action upon them.
In a recent study of interéé%ion in a West. Philadelphia classroom,
for example, it was found that‘individual teachers were very .
. perceptive as to the relation. between what normally counted as
_Paying attentlon on the part of a pupil, and whether or not
attention waSeactually being paid. %hey were alert to evidence __
from grades and other outcomes as a means of assessing their,
day-to-day-perceptions. Observational research supported their
skills, while at the same time bringing to light some instances

of activity beyond their notice whicﬁ‘did involve attention to

.the purposes of the lessons, although not perceived as such.

It is important to investigate in general the conditiions under
whicﬁhteaéhers, and other educators,:are accurate observers .
an&\interpreters of behavior. There is perhaps a widespread \
impression that the only thing to investigate is the ways in

which teachers are wrong. Students, former students, parents

and.others may have a lively sense of the injury doné one time or !
another, when their behavior, 1ntent10n or even personal identity

was mistaken. Yet much of the time many. teachers are maklng largely .
shrewd assessments in certain respects. They are willy-nilly
ethnographers of their own classrooms. Under favorable circumstances,
independent observation of discourse can strengthen and legitimate

that role.

6 .
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Results in category C, unwelcome and already known, may be . ]
felt to be disloyal to the trust developed between educators and .
researchers, or at least to be embarrassing. Every institution
has .stories and problems it does not welcome being made public.

. Individuals have stories and unberstandings\they are quite )
s : > L ’ . . \. o ‘ .
willing to share in conversation or private JeterV1ew, but 4

unwilling to put.on record in writing of their own. There is A

an inescapable contradiction here between the goal of understanding

fulij‘how something works, ané the responsibility of participants.

in.the institution to protect its reputation. Yet.sometimes - - '

an accurate account of the difficulties and limitations faced

by educators may be ultimately helpful, by disabusing others

of unrealistic ‘expectations. Anonymlty may protect, the ‘

reputations of those directly involved, while making availablexto

the larger educational community a desirable depth of understanding ' |

of the processes of a kind ‘of situation: ‘
Results in category D, unwelcome and not already known,

may of course be regarded not as somethlng to be known, but as

something to be disbelieved. Of course such “findings can be

a challenge to improved practice. The kind of findings in this

categori most troublesome are those that suggest that educqtors .

make little or no difference. ' Larger. forces of the soclety, ' : o

or established patterns of interaction in the classroom, or both, N

may be regarded as erpetuatrng outcomes that belie the cobmmitment 7%?

of public educat104§to equity and advancement. )
It is striking_that a major tendency in research in discourse o

weighs in principle against such a dispiriting conclusion. As will

be seen, a major tendency is to assume or discover how much the
understanfiing of discourse depends'upon local knowledge--knowledge

of the Eistory of the event, and :he histories of the participants,
knowledge particular to the 1ocalﬂsettingl There are grave \
limitatioqs to what can be established and inferred on the basis

of what is purely linguistic and geﬁeral to the language. Insofar

as what happens and what is meant are emergent properties of situations,
dependent upon factors that are open to negotiation among the

participants, not amenable to satisfactory prediction in advance,




just so far the premises of leadipg-tendencies in discourse research

imply that participants in situations shape their outcomes, educators
among them. .A fatalistic or determlnlstlc'assessnent 1s mistaken. . -
If undesirable outcomes recur, it 1s because they ‘are brought about, ,
perhaps unw1tt1n°1y. Within certain limitations, the same set )

»

of participants and c1rcumstances could have a different configuration
. i
and other outcomes. - © e

Educators need to belleve that they can make a‘difference, even
in very dlfflculk c1rcumstances Such a view finds support- in .the ‘
spirit of ethnographlc research in discourse and education. The -
leading ethnographers of education are not determinists; they can not”
be. They can not; assume that the efforts. ofilnd1v1duals are unavalllng,
against the forces thst shape the’ economy and structvre of soc1ety
Their own principles of research require them to assume that the’
‘situations in whlch people particpate are in an essent1al respect
created by the people themselves. That is why ethnography 1s ) -
necessary. If what people do, and the meanlngs of what they do, were
entirely determined by demography, budget administrative
organization, and the like, there would be no cont1nu1ng need for
ethnography. A few accounts, one for each type of case, accordlng
to“demographlc,lbudgetary, adm1n1strat1ve and other circumstances,
would be sufficient. One would know what to expect of 'very other .
school o6r situation thate fitted the external characteristics.

Many people do indeed seem to think that way. Tell them that
a school is in a large eggtern city, 90% . black, and aﬂgicture
comes to mind. Tell them that a-school is in azpolitically
autonomous suburb of a,large eastern city, 90% white, and another

'"picture comes to mind. And so on. And of course it is true that

similar social c1rcumstances contribute to similar characteristics.
Those of .us who have come to know 2 number of schools, however, know
that schools . not very far apart and quite alike in geperal .
circumstances, can dlffer in rmportant ways. The character of the =
principal, the teachers, the force of traditions, the. dynamlcs of
relationships w1th parents, the utilization of‘resources within the
surrounding area, may all be distinctive.  The point apglies to

‘e
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1n41y1dual classrooms as well. For chlidren their parents; and o

'ultlmately the societv as a whole what happens in the individual <

cldssroom’ for-the ch11dren there 1s crucial. And what hanoens in the
$

‘individual qlassroom is somethlng that to a crucial extent emerges,

_.1n the interactions that take place w1th}n it. The persons within

-

™

¢

the classroom, teachers and children, are not prisoners of its walls
and _resopurces. Surroundlng» and support from out1sde the classroom
are of‘great 1mporttnce, of course; external forces can make thq
popuIatlon of a, classroom too large or too unstable for effectlve

. learning to be sustained. Still, within the limits of hat they

have to work with, the persons within the classroom may create many

diffetent kinds of world. . , ‘
The patternlnc'of discourse is central to such worlds: the éa

arousal and satisfaction, or frustratlon of expectatlons as ., i

" to what will follow what, what-kinos of discourse will occur, 0.

who will participate when and in .what way, what counts as

*serious and what as play, how turns are to ‘be taken, what -

counts as hHaving the floor, and the like. Of course there is

much that is common and recognlzable from one classroom to another

There atre many respects in which most classrooms are one kind of .

situation, and not some-other. Yet differences in the backgrounds .

of the pupils, the teachers,  and 1n wha't goes in their' lives, can

create very different local worlds. . . -
This fact is welcome in one respect, as we know, since, it

goes together with the fact that educators themselves make a differencer

in their situations.-Yet the fact puts a great dlfflcu]ty in. the’

way of beneflttlng from'research. Within the usual academic and ° .

scientifdc concePtlon the ‘goal of research is generalization. Yet i

1nsofar as each. school and each classroom may be a somewhat distinct

world the effect of a partlcular policy, curriculum, technique or

matarial can hot be easily anticipated. As an innovation, it will

enter a variety of worlds, each of ~which. may to a certain extent have

a certain structure of its own. An irinovation may mesh with- some of

these worlds. and not with others. The Deople in some of these worlds

may make on thing out of it, and those in others make out of’it somethlng

else. The meanrng of the, 1nnovatlon in the 1ntent10n of those who
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propose it may‘be changed- If evaluation afterwards flnds that the
innovation was accepted in some cases, and not in ‘others,
effective 1n some cdses and npt 1n others, even produetevé of s
unant1c1pated benefici a; side- effects in_some cases »perhaps .
including those in which it was not much~accevted-~the explanation '~
1s’;1kely to lie in its having had different- .meanings in deFerent
1deal worlds.. And those meaningstand local worlds cdn not be' !’
Taken into acqeqnt by measuremept alone. To tzke them into account,
Yequires 1nterpretat10n by some one who has been present in then. Y
Here is the great dlfflculty that an ethnogrephlc perspective
faces. If educations do indeed make a difference” to‘thelr 91§uathps,

as the perspective assumes,‘yow can the manifold differences they

-
v

make be taken into account? - _ . ‘ ~
The answer, I think, must come ‘from an involvement of educaters

themselves in the’ ethnographlc De*spectlve There 1s,‘tq‘be sure,

an essenti&l ‘role for ethnogravhy by non-educators. Observation -

1s partly a function of role,(and »the pr1nc1?§l or classroom .

teacher can not readlly lose that.role in the home of a Dupll

or on the playground. Someone with a different relation to these

‘situations may be better able to observe certain thlngs. Nor

‘can eny perso’ be a complete and objective observer of themselves.

In addltlon here are feafures of a school that involve infegrating
observatlon of a number of different settings, and the perspectives
"of different participants. It-is never the case that knowledge

is served adequately by accounts solely from self—studv The
'native' or insider has invaluable 1n51ghts and 1nterpretatlons to

make that the outsider may be unable to provide. The outsider has

"a distance and strengeness to the situation,that may provide

necessary insightgg and 1nterpretat10ns as well. The ideal of
knowledge is best served by common cause. That point is 1mportant

in a world iﬁ which lnowledge is-politicized. Insofar as the country.
as a whole has reason to know about Philadelphia, its 1nterests vould
not be~fully served if no one not from Philadelphia was "allowed to
provide such information. On the other hand, research Wthh excluded
any one from Philadelphia would-be seriously suspect too. e all

undetstand this point, this need for coliaboFative common cause in

o
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knowledge, when the kqoﬁled?e in question s about sémeone else.

» As .seriously as we may take their owm story,,we welght it together
w1th'what else we know. The mature ideal of etth raphlc research
is to be able to accept appllcatlon~of that standard to ourselves
In a world of 1nequa11ty the ideal is d1ff1cu1t ‘to. attain) but

R working toward the 1deal may make equality somewhat more real.

T | ‘“The fundamental fact that reau1res involvement of educators

‘ is a quantltatlve one. Thére are not and never will be as many

g ethnographers, let alone ethnographers of discourse, as' there
"are class;ooms and teachers For most classrooms to,be known

-

in this regard someone present to them must be 1nvolved in

3

securrnggtbe knowledge: Even if, the pur pose is simply to
henef;p from what has been learned in studies elsewhere, the |
teacher in' the particular classroom must bridge the gap between
- the statémeut of fiudings and the phenomena before him -or her. .
Declslons must be made as to equivalents, as to the def1n1tJon i
of notlons and terms, as to the s1gn1f1cance of varlatlon and
dlscrepancy Even to aDply the flndlngs of some ethnographer
+ “somewhere eIse, the teacher must become partially an ethnographer
-of his or her' own world. . :
) This issue becomes particularly difficulc in connectlon with
discourse. Part of the study of discourse, of course has to do
with matters of context, turn-taking, getting the ‘floor, and the
Iiike,Qmatters of soeial behaﬁior and social roles, which require/,
it would seem, mainly the ability to observe daily behavior. But
discourse is centrally a mattér of the use of language, and . .
details .of wording, pronunciation, tone of voice, construction
of sentences oreanization of would-be narratives may effect L e
what the context is taken to be, who gets a turn or the floor,"

and what, happens when -cne does. ‘Students learn.a good deal about
teachers in these regards, and teachers about students.. But how

to record for refleétion? Everythlng depends upon the relation

of form and function, the’'relation of form and meaning. The two
covary in communication.- A difference ,in observable form, if relevang
to communication, involves some dlfference in meaning. Yet the

\a
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*for choice of transcriptional conventions can influence

»

form of messages escapes our ordinary orthography. Our punctuation
marks, period, comma, quesflon mark, are conventlcns of writing that
only partially and 1ﬂoerfettly relate to the contours of the voice

. at the end of phrases and utterances. For the distribution of I

stress and pitch across words we have no conventions at all. .
For the voice qualities thaf may define 1ntent10n, serious or play,
friendly or unfriendly, we have only adjectives, 1oose1y apnlied.
Cur common-sense label, 'interruption‘, covers a multitude of
different sins_ and moves. .

The educator who is to be a sen51t1ve observer of classroom
discourse needs to have been sensltlzed to the forms of *speech
and to a means of notation. The task of any observer of verbal
interaction can be said to be that of relation the signals of
speech to the roles and relationships of those involved. But ~ .
where is this to be learned? Scme soc1olog1sts, under the
‘heading of ' ethnomethodology', have developed conventions for
transcription of verbal behavior "(cf. Sacks, Schegloff, Jefferson
1974). Not that any set 'of conventions can be simply copied,

the interpretation of the data (cf. Ochs and Schieffelin 1979,

and Edelsky 1981). A certain number of linguists address these
problems scrupulously (Griffin, Gumperz, Shuy, Tannen, among others)
In sum, there are people to whom one could go to learn

something of this kind of work. But there are not many of them,

and the kind of work is not regularly taught as a standard -
part of either linguistics, or soc1ology, or education, or even -
anthropology. T%e tradition in which nthropologists'intending

.- to do field Wgrk had to learn toO trgnscrlbe unfamlllar sounds

is almost dead. Mogst cultural and, social anthropologlsts appear
to- be happy to think’ that llngulst are taklng care of Jlanguages.
Yet in 11ngu1st1cs, the tralnlng o6ne can expect in the sounds of
language is in relatioh to theories of language. The features and
relatlonshlps to be ‘learned are those that fit into formal models
of 11ngu1st1c Structure. Even 1nsofar as the features are relevant
to verbal interaction, nothing is done to show How to° relate them

12
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to' verbal interaction. The questions have to do with the difference
that is made to an abstract model of grammar, not with the difference

that is made to ‘the outcome of an event.

R 3

S
. valuable contrlbutlons in thls kind of work. The cruc1al fact

*As said, there are a number of individuals who make

* remains that non-llngulsts are very seldom expected to be able
to 1dent1fyssPeech slonals, even when thei object of study is
.interaction, and that llngulsts are very seldom expected to be

" able .to,relate sp ech signals to persons and contexts. - Social
ot sghentlsts.may ‘bdfexpected to know theories of social order,
~apd 11ngu1sts to know theories of grammatical ordbr.ﬂ,Nowhere
. i is'it taken for granted that either should know how td combine
e ) socxal and verbal order in the study of the ordér of interaction
and discourse. /Ever at universities famous for their work in
, soc1011ngu1st1cs and the llke the training in research-is
o directéd .-toward problems in llngulstlc theory ST
o . The answer to\thrs p@bblem that is likely, to .occur to
: . . .many is the choice of a’ system of categorlzatlon. Code thd
.. taperecordlng or‘v1deotape for orfe’ of & set of six Kinds of
\ " speéch act-or other .tategory. What' is required for such codlnc .
- is reliablé recogn;tléaa not. the abll}ty to transcrlbe or

reLate the s1gnals of the categorles teach oth ter. It is the -

»
T e

view of ‘this report. that cod1ng categorlzatlon can never suffice.
R § o4 typfbally leads to results in, terms of the ‘distribution of
; frequenc1es. ‘Such counts necessa ly abbtraQt from the immediate
verbal context -and differences in voca1 texture. They~impose
* a logic on the sequencé of 1nteracflon that is unllkely to '
reveal its actual loglc ‘Not every feature is rélevant all of
the timeﬂ of course, and after study,one may be able ‘to .conclude
) that just certa1n s1gnaIs, certa1n chorces were the ones that
- <. counted. The prlnc;ple of an ethnographic perspectlve,,however,
is that oﬁeadoes not kﬁow'with certainty in advance 3ust whieh
features, at what level, w111 be the revealing ones* The verxy

’ same sequence of speech acts, or even of words,” may have qulte

L]

. differént significance, once tone of voice and features of voc'd

» f
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"style are taken into account. Put otherwise, one does mnot know in
advance just where the information of interest will be located.

It may shift from word choice to pronunciation.to mechanisms ‘

of taking turns and getting the floor. And‘*4ny interacting group
is likely to develop Some gelection and grouping of verbal means
-specific to itself whose status as such would need to be known ™
properly'to interpret its occurrence. o
“\\ _The methodologlcal problem thus remains the same. Insofar

as we accept the educators can make a difference, and thelefore .
accept that educational 51tuat10ns are partly what educators make
them, Just so far we accept that educational situations can not be
fully understood through appllcatlon of an a priori. grid.
Uuderstandlng will require attention to the unfoldlng‘and shaping

of meaning with the(means available to the participants. Central

to meaning will be.the verbal signals {nvolved in interaction.

We cannot in pr1nc1p1e rule. outusignlfhcance of one kind
-and concentrate only on others. . Imm diately present-to a situation,
we may be able to interpret spontanebusly what is going on in virtue
of our understandings. When our tadk becomes that of reporting r
. what ha's gone on to others, and relatlng that report -to - A
what is similar and different in other situationdy we need
a way of recording and relating the verbal- signals. Aemarkable
as it'ought to seem, neither linguistics nor the social_sciencee,, -
whatever .they may say about the fimportarice of language, regularly

* S

téach and oractice such ways.
If education, then, is going to have Sthe 1ns1ght into classroom

dlscourse that it needs and de erves, it can not wa1t upon the
progress of llngulstlcs and the soc1al-sc1ences It nmust maLe demands
of its owm upon what is tau°ht abodt language and what, skllls are
‘considered essential. It must not follow, but take somethlng of a
leadership role, in these regards:‘ In such a rol® there is the

comfort of the:company of some of the major trends inthe study of ,
discourse' today. Why these things should be so about linguistics,
and what these trends may be, are addressed in the next sectionm. -
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The notion of 'discourse' has become the symbol, if not the

\ substance, of an integration of the study of language. As a symbol,
& the notion of 'discourse' is appropriate to the point at which we find
ourselves in the development of the systematic study of 1anguage.

It is important to have a historical perispective on the v

. present situation. When scholars speak about what they are doing,

\ they tend to speak in'terms;of the goals they seek, the discoveries
they expect, and perhaps in terms of the superlorlty of their present
way of’aolng thlngs to the ways of the past They tend to see
“their work in.terms of s1mple progress. What is belng done is
Justlfled by tools avallable and the needs of science. It seldom
occurs to the active researcher that what appears to be available

. as a tool to be used, and what appear to be the needs of sc1ence,

- may be relative to the climate of opinion of a particular

' generation, a certain country, a certain set of cultural values
and beliefs. And that the accounts. of the past! believed by them

-~ may be myths, rationaliziﬁg the present, just as the myths of )

‘American Indians- eiplalned how an unsatlsfactory state of affalrs

had been set rlght by certain transformers. . v

-

In education we need to have a broader Derspectlve "We need

- to be able to analyze the current state of what a d1sc1p11ne such "
as«iingulstlcs, or discourse ana1ys1s has to offer, in relation -
L . to' the. needs. of education itself. We need to be able to hage a
certain obJect1v1ty and distance, so as tot te be uncritical of
what: appears "to those inside a discipline as infvitable progress,

- if it is not entirely progress from the standPOlnt of understandlng

{
- language in education,. A, knﬁwledce of h1story serves this end.
e ., It 1is helpful to have a sense of the ways in which the purposes

q_ﬂ' of the serious study of- language have varied and changed, and

continue to vary and change It is particularly helpful to have

a sense of the inner logic, as it were, fhe momentum, Of_llngUIStlcé‘ :
in the present century in the United States. Against that backgroung,
one can understand that -'context' has had a constant meaning, yet

- a. .changing _ content \It”has‘always been a word for what lay beyond

the obJect of - attentlon ~ (In that respect, it ‘has_been like a personal

R

Q . - .
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pronoun; one knows that you if referring to a‘participant in
a speech event always refers to the one addressed, but who 1s

: 'you' changes from turn to turn and event to event).. 'Contexf'
has been/ a periphery to which to appeal, not someth1ng to~analyze
Finally to 1ncorporate the analysis of context into linguistics _\\\;
would transform llngulst_cs, making it a realization of the program |

- .. of the ethnography of speaking', or other sociqlinguistic ‘
‘perspectives Such a realization- would make it normal indeed ‘
1nev1table, to analyze linguistic features andYHev1ces in !

relation|to the part1c1pants and purposes of speech events, first j

of all, rather in relation to the requ1rements of a grammatical s ;

. model or logi:c.” Such a reallzatlon would be compatible with a |

_ |

a ~ conception of competence as the ‘actual abilities, unevenly
dlstrlbuﬂed and realized, of people, rather than 'competence’ - ‘i
.as. an ideal abstraction, divorced from individual differences - 4 e

_and divisions of labor. Such a study of language would build up _ |

" -~ a theory of speech acts induetively from whaq\1s observed and |
created i the many dlfferent condltlons of 1ife and kinds of i

culture in|the world, rather than from an a priori starting point, |

assumrng English and isolated individuals. General models of |

i . turh=taking| and taking or holding the floor would be informed !
’ by insigh; nto the ways in which different communities raise |
their children and conduct themselves to be persons of one kind - i

or another, to honor certain standards of behavior; to realize . !
certain beliefs and values as to the place of talking: 4
\

|

|

|

|

|

1

|

I

That we have so little of such a study of language can not
be blamed on hostility to education and.its needs for perspective
- on language ‘use, or any other bad intention .Whatever the motives
of ind1v1duals, one can recognize in the present state of affairs
- the working out of a development which has led linguistics to
realize itself as a discipline first of all in the study of the
structure of individual languages, apart from context. Gradually
linguistics has developed, through an internal logic of its own, |
to the point at which its next stage, if one can predict, may well ‘ |
e the kind of study of language just sketched above. Whereas the ‘
" nineteenth century focussed on historical problems, and the
|
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_prospect before us, we need to take into account the fact that

. the processes of change leading to present diversity and

twentieth century has focussed on structure, the coming century

(using the ‘teirm ‘century' 1oosely in all these cases) may focus

on function and use. ) - : “
To understand the way'in which the study of language and

related aspects of human life are organized today, and tne

an autonomous discipline of linguistics \did not even ekist a

century ago. Hs
A century ago the study ‘of language was distributed ameng

a number of disciplines, mos$t prominently the several-disciplines

that had emerged arcund the study of languages and their

literatures in the leading national cultures of Europe: English,

‘French German, Spanish Italian and others, and the study of

their relations within the Indo-European family of languages,
to which most of the major languages of Europe belonged. The
'comparative philology' of Indo-European, as it came often to be

‘ called, was central to the. development of general ideas about
' language. . In.the nineteenth century itself, the development - .

of general methods for the establishment of relationship
among 1anguages in terms of a common ancestor the reconstruction

-of early stages and a common ancestor itself werermajor

accomplishments, along with the refinenment of methods for tracing

transformation of structure. (There was also attention to ideas
about the basic types of ]anguage, and the relation of such types
to ideas of the evolution of mind, but such concerns are now mostly
forgotten, as part Qf that century,. although newly revived in
recent years, as regards basic types and structural evolution,

and as regards evolution of mind as well;~if one takes into

account some studies of the development of semantic classifi“ation
and the presumed consequences of the invention of writing)

Alongside Indo-European and the national philologies of European
languages grew up Oriental studies, reflecting fascinaflion with 'wisdom
from the East' and the increasing involvement of Europe in the world
from Islam and India to China and Japan. There also grew up increasing

activity by missionaries and pioneer anthropologists,; with concern for

practical phonetlcs-a;d orthographies, description and classification“

.
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of unfamiliar kinds of languages, and preservation of

"monuments’' to the tradifions of societies without writing of
their own. Hefe and there also developed important studies in
local dialectology in Europe, and, as branches of natural science,
experlmental phonetics and psychophysics. To these one‘would add
more ea51ly todday than a generatlon ago the interests of the
time in,logic and the philosophy oflanguage.

o This d1vers1ty prevailed until after the First Vlorld War.

A half century ago there began to take shape in the Unlted States,

_ and elsewhere, the crystallization of a new discipline,
distinct from those just reviewed, narrower in some respects,

~ yet general in a way that none of them were. There had existed
a sense of 1iﬁguistics as a scientific activity a century before,
as the writings of a man such as William Dwight Whitney,
professor at Yale and editor of the Century Dictionary, attest;
but there had not been an- institutional reality for it. “In
the United ‘States the beginning of the reality can be dated
ermkthe formation of the Linguistic Society of America, and 4
the launching of‘iQS journal, Language, in 1924.' It was to be

«~almost another generation before the impulse that found
o expression in the society, the journel; sﬁﬁmer‘Linguistie
Institutes, and other activities would find fruit in
separate departments in universities.;‘Departments of
.Linguistics in the United States are all a phenomenon of .
* -after the Second World War. .
" The newly organized discipline contlnuedQEarller lines
of study, especially Indo-European, but it soon found an
original focus in the study of phonology, the sounds of speech.

- Phonology - came to be conceived as the study of the structure of
speech sounds in individual languages, as subject to principles
of structurecommon to all languages This focus united the
many spec1al philologies of particular languages and language
fam. .es in a general science; it cut across the boundary between
the study of speech sounds in scientific laboratories and as
an adjunct to literary history; it linked the field work of the

- missionary and anthropologist with issues in the philosophy of
science, and associated methodological principles, debated under

such rubrics as behaviorism, phenomenology, and the like. It

- " -
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gave the recruit té the new disé}pline something with which to
dismiss or put down established disciplines, a wayv to claim a
piece of academic turf: to talk about language, one had to
know about the 'phoneme' '
) What united 1ingdistics then was not a common position,
but a common problem. The analysis of phonology was the common
problem. Linguists argued as to the methods and the ohilosophies
behirnd them, then as now.

From the initial focus on ,phonology, themdiséiéline of
linguistics has passed through stages and changes, some
called 'revolutions' that all can be seen as tending in the
direction of the study of discourse. Debate and practice of
phonolcgy was followed almost immediately by morphology, .

‘the internal structure of words.” Syntax, the internal
_structure of‘sentences, became a frontier by the 1950s,

and then a weapon in the hands of cransformational .

generative apprbach. For a time the transformational generative
aﬁproach made syntax central, but soon semantics became

a respectable and active field, followed by 'pragmatics',
dealing with the use of sentences. During this same period -
after the Second World Wér, other disciplines were acquiring

the skills of the linguist, first of all psychologists. Soon
psychologists were contributing empirical studies of their own
to what was known about the characteristics of language.

Stud§ of the acquisition of language in children first reflected,
then affected the development of 1inguistics proper, becoﬁing

a major interdisciplinary area in its own right. A certain
number of'sociologists have become active contributors to
analysis as well, joining the continuing tradition of
anthropological work.

Throughout this history each temporary focus has been
followed by another. Each barrier set by a stage of analysis,
or a school of thought, beyond which language appeared_to be
4 blooming buzzing confusion, has fallen in turn. It is as if

there had been an'implicit logic, a principle of empirical

adequacy, such that linguistics could not stand still. The
‘various levels of the structure of language can be dlstnngulshed'

v
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and studied in isolation for a time, but each raises questions
about the next. Linguistics broke tﬁfough into the academic
arena in the study of‘the.level of laﬁguage most remote, as
it were, from meaning and use,the level of phonology. From
that starting point, it has worked its way'to the whole
. of language as a means of communication. Analyéis of phonology
could not always be wholly kept separate from analysis of
morphology, analy51s of morphology fromthat of syntax;
syntax from semant;cs, semantics from pragmatics. The
result is that linguistics, the science of language, .
once. again finds itself part of a circle of .disciplines
concerned w1th language. 'Discourse" is the term that has
emerged as a common term for designating the use of 1an0uage
in ways that areof interest to linguists, psycbologlsts,
socidlogists, anthropologlsts, folklorists, literary critics,
philoeophersn and others. .
There appear to be four main ways in which 'discourse'
. 1s used to'designate a research concern.

(1) For many linguists, 'discourse' defines a.larger
stretch of linguistic context. The study of discourse is the
'study of elements that occur within sentences beyond the limits -,
‘of the sentence. The meaning of conjunctions and adverbs, for

example, may depend upon relations between sentences.

. (2) For many linguists, psychologists, folklorists, students
of literature, and others, 'discourse' refers to whole ‘stretches
of language, and to the structure such stretches may have as -
wholes. The stretch may be a literary text, " a personal experience
narrative, 53 interview, or:something constructed to test
a hypothesis about memory, or to use in a simulation.

. : (3) For some sqciologists and philosophers, 'discoupgse'
and 'lanéuage' are terms that refer to a category of human1i
‘experience and human nature. The interest is not so much in
understanding specific instences, as-in discussing issues of

2N
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. and orientations towards language and its use.

* philosophical, and (&) sociolinguistic, or ethnolinguistic,

. . ‘ . 19
methodology, ep1stemology, the goals of social sc1ence,
and the like. —Sometimes such d1scuss10ns reject tHe
possibility of ever asserting that any finding is a fact to
be accepted as ‘such. The open-endedness of discourse is*
taken to mean that anything's status as a fact is always
subject to question in a continuing conversation. From such
a standp01nt it seems difficult to recognize the conslderable‘
advance in what is .empirically known about language and
languages inthe last century .

Sometimes d1scourse as a category is taken to provide
a standpoint . from which -existing social reality can be | |
“critically examlned. Talk is taken to. imply an ideal goal, i
such that-discussion of a problem should be onen-ended and | -
all concerned have full opportunity to take part until
.consensus is reached. Situations falling short of the

.

ideal can.be cr1t1clzed as involving systematlcally
d1storted communlcatlon "

Often discourse is taken to involve the formulatlon
of un1versal principles underlylng any particular instances
of_language.use. Uses of language are referred to one’
or another universal set of speech acts' or

'conversational pr1nc1ples Although discussion proceeds
in terms of examples from English usually, it appears to
be assumed that the analysis, should avply in principle
to every langoage community ‘

(4) For many researchers, the study of 'discourse’
involves reference to.specific abilities, whose development
and, distribution in a society, and: in different societies,
varies; whose development and Pbalization is 1nterdependent-
with the experlence of partlcular "ettlngs and '’ persons,

and whose organlzatlon may reflect particular values

- It seems fair to label these four kinds of approach
succinctly as (1) %inguistic, (2) text analysis,\(3)

or ethnographic.
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Each approach may contribuiz - :msthing useful to the -
understanding of discourse in relatiam to education.

(ly, The 11ngulst1c approach extends our «nowledge of the
meanlng and uses of elements of the zeneral a7 yuage. Its
limitation is the limitation of aii general linguistics which
.restricts itself|to the goal of an underlying formal-model
and to. the study of examples referrad to Ssomething ‘called -
- 'English' in the abstract Much of what is written about
discourse, and related, issves i semantics and pragmatics,
chooses its examples for the promise they hive of judging
. between'alternati§e forﬁal models, definitions, and the like,
not for the light that might be shed on everyday life. If one
imagines a user of larguage hehind the examples, one commoily
must imagine a user able to take advantage of the entire
systemic potentlal of the 1angtage at once. Counter- arguments
take the form, often enough, of showing how a certain \
" meaning or 1mp11catlon or effect could be reached. This ‘ .
literature- does not*usually address the questlon of the meanings
or implications or effects that are actually reached by any ‘
definite set of people. o ' ‘ o |
Such' analysis continues.an imnortaﬁt practice in ‘ !
formal linguistics. W1th1n a formal tradition, the questioms, - :
what are the other waysln Wthh th1s might be said? What is
the set of alternative ways of saying something? refer to the
set of formal possibilities provided by a particular part of
the graﬁmar: syntactic rearrangements of°a particular set -of
- wofds .for example. These formal alternatives expose the
theoretical potential of the system implied. But these formal
' alternatives may have little relationship to the chuices made
by .users of the language. Asked the different ways of sayiné.x
something, users of the language may only sometimes sﬁggest .
syntactic rearrangements, for example. Much of the time'they K
may suggest aiternative‘lexical choices, changes of intonation,
and combinatiens of these. For them, the questions, what are

the other ways in which-this might be said? What is the set of
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'Should~one take syntax as the starting point for analysis of

‘certain way? Does one starting point capture certain, properties -

.
) ; : '

O } N :

dlternative ways of saying something»/rEfEr to choices among
styles in relation to situations and people, governed by
an 1ntention or sought -for effect. Their, attitude toward the
means at their disposal is that of the use of a resource,

“a set of ways of accomplishing specific ends. And what count

as alternative means will vary considerable ‘from situation to
situation The means carry social meanings, such that they are
not equally available for usé, or even to awareness, in all,
contexts o ‘ ) .

A great. part of the work 1n linguistics, then, is restricted
to data which is abstracted from behavior and particular settings.
(Intonation, for example which is essential to 1nterpretation
in actual soeech is often omitted from consideration, even

" in work in pragmatics'). Much of it is internal to the

formailconcernskof formal linguists. The arguments are not about’

new facts, but about the preferred way of handling aecepted- facts.
Some of the argumentation can be considered 'boundary dispute’a

what should be the respective spheres .of ' syntax 'semantics’ -
pragmatics'? Of 'presupposition' and 1mp11cature'° Some of'

the argumentation can be considered to be about vantage point'. oo

these phenomena? Or semanties? Or lexicon, conceived in a

of the language best? Can the use of conjunctions ('and',, 'but',.ete.)
be explained in terms of the logical definition of such conjunctions'
and certain principles of; interpreting their implications in
different circumstances? Or must the logical definitions of - :
conjunctions be referred to one variety of language use, and kept
distinct from the conjunctions of everyday "language? > a .
- One can see throughout such argumentation the standard . .
llngUIStlc concern for underlying unity and explicit modelling. R
Noam Chomsky s definition of the goal of 11ngu1st1c theory as o
the explanation of the competence of an‘ideal soeaker listener,
unaffected by behavioral and social factors, is 1ndeed the e
appropriate conception of 1anguage user’s for such work. ,Any .

other conception of users of language would subvert the satisfaction
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of finding dndérlying unit and explicit models and calling

thelresult '"English'. Schooliné, however, is patently concerned
with sets of language users who are not alike in their
linguistic abilities, and who are much affected by behavioral
and social factors.. It might be thought.that the ideal .
medels sought"ln formal linguistics provide a basis from which
to apply linguistics to educational séttings. That is not

the case. Although .work with ideal models is referred to
commonly as 'theoretical linguistiecs', educational linguistics
is not its application. Echationaf linguistics requires

a theoretical groundwork of its own What is now called
"theoretical linguistics' leaves out of account too mich of
what educational linguistics must consider. 'The teacher
-interpreting the verbal behavior of children must take

into account inteonation, classroom context, pergonal
histories, community background. "The tegcher ‘must always take

into account what abilities, means, and intentions that

.can be operating in the ‘context in quéestion. This.set.
"is.likely to be.less than the formally. 1mag1nable ideal

set of the language as a whole, on the one hand, and is likely
to include possibilities not taken into account by the formal

models: R : .
Qp'add sectors of formal linguistics which in principle .

_deal with language use, such as 'pragmatics', ‘and to speak of

_‘pragmatic competence', as is now done by Chomsky, does not
suffice, so long as the empirical ‘base of analysis does not
come from edUCatlonal settings, and so long as the goal of
analy51s is not the understanding of the abilfties and means
‘operative in the educatlonal settings. The distance between
'English' as it is moaellgd in formal linguistics, and 'English’

as it exists in educational settings is very real and very great,

and the .notion of ‘application’ will not bridge it.

>
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(2) The approach labelled text analysis may share in the
limitations just reviewed, seeking to model abstract,

perhaps matbematlcal propert1es ‘of text formation 1n general.
The term, however may include a number of useful.
- kinds of work, which extend our knowledge of the ways in
“which stretches of language are organized in relation to-
edncatidnal settings. The principle contritution of such
anal}sis‘may be to‘show'us patterning where we had not
expected or perceived it. Our image of composition and
writing may’be limited, and analysls of a wider range of
tex:ts may correct our naievete. Narrative -behavior,
as in telling of stories in class, tnat seems disorderly
to us, because of our uwn assumptions about narrative order,_
may -actually express an order of its ownm, coming from another :
set of cultural understandings.as to what it is to report .
experience, tell a story, make a speech, and the like.
Texts from minority cultures that seemed dull may téke .
on life and richness, properly analyzed and presented and
so add to the d1sc04rse available in the classroom.

.

The limitation'of any kind of text analysis, of course,
is that not all d1scou1se can be readily construed as
, constituting a text. To be sure, the widespread 1nterest,
" in language as representative of cultural behavior as .a .
whole, and in linguistic methods as a source of methads for

g the study of culture as a whole, has led a number of scholars

to'refer to stretches of behavior as a 'text'. 1In such usage,
the term 'text' seems to replace 'context' itself." There '
seem good reasons for not dopeiég this'usaoe. First of all,
to extend 'text'. to 'context' leaves us-without a ready
term fpr what is ordinarily considered 'text'. Secondly,
the extenslon of 'text' in.this way invites a misplaced,
* expectation of consistent pattern}pg, and of common intention.
Texts in the ordinary sense, of course, may be inconsistent .
and show every sign of change Qf intention. - Such texts may
represent the very kinds of interaction among multlple
~ parties that the extended notion of textj/seeks to encompass.

And an ethnographer's account of complex intef%ction‘begome

.
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his or her text. Still, it seems important to maintain the distinction
betwe2n those verbal sequences which can be said to have been authored,

or at least written, and those whlchﬁcannot A’ novel or a play or a )
teleVision.pgbgram depicting a classrqom may be a text, and somethlng
learned from it about actusgl pattefns of classroom Qiscourse. ‘Yet

it seems a needless confusion to use the same generic term for such )
accounts’and for what appears on a videotape of an actual class.

The difficulty does not seem to be overcome by pref1x1ng -text {
with'modifiers such as semio- Or socio-. .It is mecessary to the . .\
understand;ng of the specific role of 1anguage in learning and '
life generaf&ycthat it be kept dlstlnct from what is not: 1anguage . |
The cognltlve and soc1a1 space, the functlonal load, as it were,

occup%ed by the_verbal varies from person to person and activity ‘

N

to activity. Lumping. all together under a verbal label, such as

'text', is a disservice. ) . »

Notions such as scfigt, and_related ﬁbtions such as schemata,” frame’ °
and-routine, have a readier extenéibn to actual behavior (see ‘ ’
Tannen 1979 on these notions). Such notions address the fact that .
much of verbal behavior follows established patterns or seeks to
enact al dy existing expectatlons of what will follow what. )
Verbal 2:ﬁ9

and 'schemata' and 'frame' when the work is’ concerned with artlficlal "

avior of this kind is most often calied 'script’

L4

1nte111gence, computer processlng, "and semantics'. It is more

.

often called 11ngu1st1c routine' or 'conversational routine' when .
the work is concerned with observed behavior and sociolinguistics

‘(see now Coulmas 19§1a, 1981b). - The advantage cf these terms is

that they bring out the conventional aspect.of much verbal behavibr, -

« as organized beyond the sentence, while not reducing verbal behavior -

entirely to pre—ex1st1ng sequences Such conceptions fit more readily
with attentlon to actual ab111t1es and competence. Whereas the

)
notion of ' text would seem to invite contemplation of a completed

+ object, notions such as scrlpt' 'frame' and 'reutine' invite.

conslderatlon of patterned sequences avallable to actors as ‘part of
the1r competence, but to which actors are not restr1cted One can
depart from a script, embroider upon it, forget one's place, and the
like. And a script:or routine can have-a context, a setting. It does

.nnt become its own context, or attempt to swallow it.




" for example), although a-;eadability formula might predict high

. patternings oflinguistic features, beyond the sentence, and within

An 1nterest1ng comparison is possible between work under the heading_

‘of schemas, and work under the: heading of readability formulas, .

as both relate to reading comprehension, in regard to the predictioris
each makes about the comprehensibifity of a given text, and the
important of linguistic_ features in each. Readability_formulas
evalgate the |difficulty of a passage in‘termstof.features such
as vbcabulary*(often measured by the mean word length of a text),
sentence length (number of words per sentence), and sentence
complexity (number of clauSes per sentence). Measures such ds these
can be compared on a quantitative basis, and materials said to be

a particular grade levels. In short, a scale for evaluating

the comprehension of discourse results«imeasured in terms of -
countable verbal features. ’ ‘

Schema rheories generally address internal schemas possessed -
by a reader prior to reading a text. Several levels may be
d}stinguished, from'lecter,and word processing, through clause
and sentence processing, to processing inwolving motives and goals.
For schema theories, syptactic processing appears to be a‘fairly
low levels activity, but it appears to ‘be central |[for readability
formulas:. For a schema approach, a person.might comprehend
a text less well, if lacking the internal knowledge structure
appropriate to it. Ease of processing the syntax of the text would not
predict comprehension of. the whole. Some researchers point out that
children might have high comprehension of the syntax of simply written
materials, but not understand them overall (Hemingway's novels,

comprehension . .
The gap between form and content in these approaches at their
extremes_ought obv1ously to be bridged. There are routines and

the sentence, that provide for comprehension within a.culture, apart ,
from quantitative complexity. Recent studiesof oral literature
among American Indians and other groups indicates the presence of
underlying patterning wh1ch has JOlntly formal and semantic
éharacter The narratives of the Chinookan peoples of Oregon and,
Washington, for example show organization in terms of combinations

- N . - ' N »
. - : - -




!

of a three-part sequence, whfch can‘be described as a seguence of ~
onset, ongorng, outcome. 3 This implicit loglc of ‘action can

recur from a sequence ‘of actions in three phrases (' he turned

he looked, he saw. .') to sequences’ of sectlons of the- narratlve

‘as a whole. Many American Indian groups appear to employ the ..

same principle in ‘terms of patternlng of. sequences in palrs

and- fours These relationships, which are not exp11c1tly ..

talked about or taught, but remaln implicit 1n discoursé, like
syntax in a society w1thout‘grammar1ans, convey, it would seem,
a deep sense of, the_ regular order of experience, when put in ..
narrative form. They apparently become expectations, wh1ch

well formed narratives repeatedly arouse and fulfill. Often -
the patterns are overtly'marked by such llngulstlc means )

as pairs of'initial partlcles ('Now" then , Now then....,
Now then....' and the 11ke), repet1t10n of key verbs .
('they lived there.... they lived there......they 11ved there..."'),

etc. Such patterns, however, “may be without explicit 11ngu1st1c .
marking, although the sequencing of actions in a discourse
conforms to them. .
Where such patterns exist--and there is some trace of
them in oral narratives collected in Engllsh by Labov, Wolfson,

‘and others--one would expéct that knowledge of them would make .

" discourse that conformed to them easier to follow and comprehend:

The finding that such patterns may sometimes be overtly marked
linguistically and sometimes not suggests that the contribution of
specific linguistic features to‘comprehension is not constant
.across communities. The finding that such patterns are not matters
“of internal complexity, but’ of paralle11sm and repetition of local,
frames, indicates that qualitative relationships must be included
in analyses of readability, and interpretability generally It would
appear that approaches wh1ch assess comprehension without attention
to verbal form, or that measure verbal form without attention to
narrative logic as a formal as well as substantlve structure, cannot

encompass all that d1scourse does in the lives of children.

-
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(3) The approach I have 1abe11ed phllosophlcal' encompasses

more than might ordinarily be understood by that term.. .I use

the term to group together conceptions that appear to offer )

a general framework for understanding discourse, a framework

that pTOV1des, two, or a few, categories, considered to have

universal .relevance. Such frameworks may 1ndeed call attention

to dimensions. that have universal relevance, but a dimension

is not the same thing as a category A dimension, as I use

the terb here, is an aspect of discourse to which one should

attend, but whose status 1n a partlcular case remains to be

.discovered. It is ‘etic! 1n|the sense established by Kenneth

. Pike,’ as a generaliéation of the role of phonetics in the

analysis of the sounds of unanalyzed languages. One may

assume that any community will make some use of aspiration .

.in oral discourse, but it renains to be discovered whether

the use is to distinguish words of different meaning, or

to convey emphasis. Similarily, one may assume that any

-communlty!W1ll show some range from f1xed formulas to

largely unpredlctable,sequenceer_hut it remains to be d1scovered

whether fixed formulas,go together with fixed social

relationships or polite hinting and discretion, er both.
Dichotomieés anq frameworks with few categories attract us,

because they offer order in a complex sphere. Yet it is the

hard truth that what goes on in given situations, classrooms,

Homes, and elsewhere, escapes such categorization. There is

partlcularly a tendency today to seek the satisfaction of universal

frameworks without realizing the. empirical Lnadequacy of them.

, Our-sense of historical and cultural relativism and diversity seems

attenuated, ‘if not%iost. The appeal of universal grounding tends

to overcome any fear of ethnocentric,originﬁ Yet just as educators

-make a difference, because their situations are inherently partly

their own making, so with users of language everywhere. ‘Nor is this

simply wrinkling of a cloth that analvsis can shake smooth. Differences

of social structure, ecology, class, religion, historically derived

:character, giVe rise to very distinctive cuts of cloth, grounded in

fundamental concerns and motives of different kinds.

&
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The dategdries of analysis!of four'famous figures,
.- each of whose work has bteen much discussed, can be placed

Basil Bernstein's distinction betwen 'elaborated' and

. . .

here. - e }
|

|

'restricted' codes has been much criticized in the United States,
- especially for its mistakeh appiication to minority children. ]
Yet it has the strength in its home setting, England, of . =~ - N

" calling attention.to organization of linguistic'means that ‘ ’

o
-~

' " cuts across the single language, 'English', and involves family
socialization and class in ways that have significant educational
consequences Bernstein's labels invite pre-existing stereotypes,
perhaps, yet it is realistic to insist that some uses of language
differ from-others in the. range- of alternatives available.
Where Bernsteln falls short is in retreating to theoretical
. elaboration of his noticns, rather than in pursuing them into
‘ the diverse realities of empirical situations. His dimensiomns
: have potential universality, only not as a single package.
His early 1nterest in 'nmow-coding' vs 'then- codlng speech
being organlzed at the moment of use as against speech already
. packaged (as in proeverbs and routines), is permanently relevant.
Only it does not necessarily coiqcihe with a second dimension of
importance to him, 'pexrsonal' vs. 'positional' orientation. For
™ Bernstein, some speech consults: the interests and discretion .of
' the other, as an individual- ‘person, while other speech treats
' individuals as members of categories of age, ‘gender, class, and’
the.likKe. His general.contrast of 'elaborated' vs. 'restricted'
coding subsumes both 'mow-coding' and 'personal’' orientation under
‘ 'elaborated’ coding, since both are taken to involve a greater range

, own, 'Fheh-eoding'; as in proverbs, is 4 way of consulting personal
interest and discretion, statlng somethlng that applies to the .
individual w1qhout openly’ calllng attention to the 1nd1v1dua1 -
A ‘ The words may appear posltlonal but the ollcatlon 1s personal.

‘ Bernstein's limitation is representaiE;E\ A certaln form of
discourse is taken to have always a certain mqanlng ! Emplrlcal

. study of use in .gctual situations will show that the same form )
of discourse may have different meanings for different groups

i
|
|
\
\
l
|
l
of alternatlves" But in many 5001et1es, including sometimes our
and in different contexts. A fixed wording, as in a proverb or 1
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* and function is really to think in terms of technologlcal

o

. prayer, may invoke

‘meaning in some ca

in another.

— . .29

s:_and may be a subtle, tactful suggestion

Again, Bernstein recognized a social difference in discourse

and addressed it in terms of polar opposites, a dichotomy.

The primitive state of our knowledge of discourse is reflected

1n\the general prevalence of dichotomies. If 'elaborated' vs. -—

'restricted' is controversial because of applications it has. \

received, so should be 'oral" vs. 'written' and 'formal' vs.

'informal' apd

-

'standard' vs. 'vernacular'. Such dichotomies

do us the service of naming diversity.- They do us the disservice

of reducing diversity to polar opposités. Such oppositions

recurrently invite evaliation, so that one is seen as

|
nd intend a positional, pre-determined
\
|

good and the other bad, or one as complex and the other simple,

or one as systematic, explicit, ordered, .or tational, and

" the other not. Many among us continue to think of writing as

explieit, precise and lasting, as against speech. To think that

way is to invoke a received idea of our culture that is invalidated

by our own experience, not to mention cross-cultural evidence.

be highly allusive,

" The writing exchanged in a department of the government may

each other off the job. A transcript of an oral narrative may

be far easier to interpret than writing intended for an :

1ntellectual audience. Partlcular persons may be far more

systematic and loglcal in their speech than im their attempts

at writing

Particular klnds of writing may be quickly destroyed

while valued. oral tradltlons may be perpetuated for centuries.

To-think that the material mode of existence determlnes meanlno

. determinism.
:with one set of means, whether. plowshr pens, that cannot be done
“with others, whether dlgglng sticks or tongues. The means condition
the outcomes, but they do not entirely determine them. Abundance of
salmon and other foods made the American Indians of the coast of
British Columbla wealthy to the level of horticultural peoples
elsewhere in the world. Mind and tongue can preserve, make explicit,

and the like.

“Certainly there are some things that can be done

v

1

. l

compared to what workers there say to .~ I
|

|

|

|

|



If there were such a thing as an. ORAL style in the
use of language, American Indiuns and Black Americans would
be alike.” They are vastly different. Typical attitudes
towards interaction in terms of language, discourse, vary
greatly. MNor of course are all Black Americans and American’
Indians alike, or for that mattér, all white Americans‘iﬁ
their oral styles and conversational etiquette. Speech - .
and writifig- are means, resources, which different groups
and individuals mAke different use of, and ‘what those uses
i . and meanings are must be estabiished empirically in the given

\

case.

I The same situat%pn'applies to a commoh dichotomy between
'formal' and "informal'. We all recognize a difference to which
the opposition_answers~'what is entailed in.a given case is
unceffain As with standard' vs. 'wvernacular',6 all that one
can say in general is that one term of the opposition is
applicable to uses that are culturally established for public
use_under certain circumstances. Which is appropriate to
what circumstances, overall, and what the 1mp11cat10n of such
use may ‘be, 1s again an\emplrlcal matter. Formallty mav be
a quality to which one fails to rise édequately in one .
case and which one intrudes inappropriately in another. )

++ . Formal dlscourse .may be the only means accredited for i

' dec151on-mak1ng ‘occasions, or only the‘prescrlbed means for ~

enacting decisions arrived at in informal proceedings. T

~. Standard usage may be cogent or obscure, pithy or prolix,

satisfying or infuriating. So may 'vernacular' usage. It was.
the heart of Labov's argument about Black.English vernacular

that ind¥vidual 1nstances of non-standard vernacular could embody ,
a wit and logic utterly escaping-the maunderings of a standard
speaker's discourse on a certain occasion. This is not to say - '
that lack of one-to-one relationship implies lack of any

relationship. Again, means condition outcomes, even if they do

not control them. Difference in appropriate means in different

levels or varieties of a language may well go together with différences

. ERIC - - 32 - SO
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in what can be done easil} or well with each, differences in

what is expected and cultivated in each. Yhen different means

are put to different uses, cultivated most in .different contexts,

there is a dialéctic between what is done and what is available

to do it with. ‘ ’

The genulne d1ff1culty, then, is this. Prejudice may

stereotype the user'and context in terms of a variety of language,
whether written or oral, formal or informal, standard or

" vernacular. Language users and their means are too creative -

and adaptive to be. reduced to such stereotvpes At the iam

time the complexity of the '‘cases does not mean that there 1£f?

no connection whatever between varieties of language and '

what can be done with them. As part of the verbal repertoires
of persons, groups and sopiefies, varieties of language acquire
to some extent the ;tatus of signs, sociolinguistic signs.

Although linguists, liberally inspired, may wish to ignore ‘
differences in évaluation and appropriateness, granting each -

‘variety carte blanche in principle; "social reality does not.

The very choice of a variety conveys meaning and affects the °
meanings that.can be conveyed. ) )

These observations may be fairly familiar. What is striking
is that so many among us do not recognize that the same sorts of
consideration apply to approaches to 1anguage that very much
occuny the center of the stage today.

s
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Since classroom discourse involves the activities of teachers

-~

and pupils,. a general theory of speech acts would appear to be

central to it. The notion of speech acts has indeed played &
vital part in extending the work of lingnlsts beyond syntax
and semantics to what.is called 'pragmatics'. The study of_
pragmatics is considered equivalent to the study of a general
theory of language use by many linguists, psychologists,
philoscphers and others. What must be borne in mind is that the
. primary impetus to the study of speech acts came within philosophy, .
and that it carrles with it much of the concern traditional in
the philosophy of language for. the truth and fals1ty of propositions,
and other aspects of a phllosophlcal theory of meaning, sense,
and reference. B .
The recent history of the notion is to be traced to the late
British philosgpher, John L. Austin, and lectures he gave at
’ Harvard, later publiehed as How to do things with words (cf.
the review by Hymes in the American Anthropologist 67: 587-588
(1965), relating the ideas to the ethnography of speaking)'
Austin's interest in speech acts fitted a shift in Brltlsh phllosophy

from a focus on logic and language as the statement of propositions
cf which it could be asked, true or false, to a concern with the
other kinds of thlngs that language evidently is used to accomplish,
-such as to christen and marry. \ The 'shift has a background in the
work of the most famous of twentieth century philosophers of language
in England, perhaps, Ludwig Wittgenstein. In his first famous
work in the 1920s Wittgenstein.had tried to analyze the logic of
propositional language as a key to philosophical understanding.
Later he turned away from such an effort an& developed the notion
of 'language games'. With this notion he emphasized the respect in
which the meaning of language is not invariant, but crucially dependent
upon the activities of which it is part. The meanings of a word
-might have only the resemblance of the members of a family as between
: ‘ one social activity and another. Wittgenstein coined the often
quoted remark, 'Don't look for the meaning, look for the use',
a remark that symbolizes the shift in his thinking.
. Against this background Austin focussed upon uses of words
tnat could not be said to stand for propositions. He pointed out

ERIC 7}
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that it made little sense to ask of 'I now pronounce you mzn .
and wife' whether it was true or false. It is not a report-

. about a state of affairs, but a bringing about of a state of .

affairs, that is, if properly said By a person with authority

to do so before persons going through a wedding ceremony, ete.

The kind of questlon to be asked about such utterances was R

not- whether or not they were true’or false, but whether or not ‘

the condltlons for their successful performance were satisfied.

What needed to be the case about the part1c1pants, the1r

attitudes and beliefs and respectlve states of knowledge, o .

about the setting, and the like? '
"Austin's approach became influential in 11ngu1st1cs '

most of all. through the work of the American phllosopher John

Searle. In his most recent formulation (a reformulatlon of

Austin's C1a881flcat10n), Searle sets forth five basic types

of speech act (1976). He recognlzes some twelve dimensions

.in terms of which speech acts can. differ, including (settlng

aside for the moment the f1rst three) : .
(4) the force or strength with which the point is presented
(f. suggest vs. insist) ]
(5) the.status or position of the speaker and hearer .
(6) the way the utterance relates to the interests of the speaker
and hearer (cf. boasting, lamepting; congratulations, )

1
i

condolences)
"(7) relations to the rest of the discoprse
(a reply, an objection, etc.).

(8) the propositional content determined by devices indicating
illocutionary force (e.g., a prediction is about the future,

la report about the past)

(9) whether what is done must be, or need not be, a speech act z -
(one can classify some things by physically arranging them,
rather than saying what their arrangement is) ’

(10) whether extra-linguistic institutionms are required or not
(to bless, to excommunicate, to christen, to sentence to

jail, to call a base-runner out; etc., require some
specific extra-linguistic institution)

- 35,
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> (11) acts in which the verb can be used‘to perform ig, and those
cases in which it can not- ’
("to state can be used to perform an act of,statlng,
'to promlse to perform a promise, and so on but
Searle judges that 'I hereby boast' does not perform i
an act of boasting) )
(12) the style of performance ”
(to announce and to confide may have the same propositional
content and illocutionary point, differing only in style,
e.g.,"Sbe Just had a baby' ).
N i '- "&
One can see that much of sociolinguistics and ethnograpﬁy of speaking
is entailed in some of these later d1men51ons The way an ‘utterance
relates to the interests of speaker or hearer involves much of
the analysis of politeness phenomena undertaken by Brown and
Levrnson (1978), (dimension 6). While it is obvious that a church*
or a court cr an Orgdnlzed sport may be required to bless°
pronounce guilty or declare safe at home, it is not -obvious that
‘any speech acts require no extra«linguistic institutions at all.
An adequate understandihg of the rights and duties underetood
to obtain between.members of a community would likely involve
an account of roles and statuses that required reference to fami}y,
kinship, and commﬁnity membership itself, as a kind of institutional
grounding. Even lovers and strangers speak ‘against the backgroudd
of relatlonshlps which define them as such (difension 10).
And the style with which an act is performed goes to the heart
of politeness, persuasion and competence in the generic sense of
communicative abilities (dimension 12).
Searle, however, considers the most important d1men51ons
these three: ‘
-(1) the point (or purpose) of an act (whlch is part, but not all of
) its 1llocutionary force, in that the point. of a réqtest and
the-point of a purpose both arxe to get. a hearer to do
something, but the illocutionary force of each is different).
(2) direction of fit between words and the world (see below)

(3) expressed‘psychological statzs (belief, intention, desire, want).

36
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- " The five basic categorief_presented by Searle in terms of these
three dimensions are: ~

) M °
- . « 1
3 .’ . i

1. Representatives (later, assertives). Their point is to commit .

the ¥peaker to something bein the case (in varying degrees_

so commit); the direétion of fit is of words to world (in that.

one can ask if the words are true or false of some state of
| affalrs), the relevant psychologlcal state is that of belief

. * (the bellef\that the propositional content (p) is so). ‘

II. Directives. Their point consists of attempts (in varying degree)
by the speaker to gefgthe hearer to do something; the directionf
of fit is that of the world to words (in that one uses words
'to get the world to~ha/e some state of affairs);, the relevant -
psychological- state, or 51ncer1ty condition, 1s that of R
want (wish, desire).:

TIT. Commissives. Their point is to commit the speaker (in varying

degrees) to some future course of action;, the d1rectlon of
[ fit is that of the world to words (in.that One s words
. commit one to some future\state of affairs); the relevant
psycholog1cal state, or 51ncer1ty condition, 1s intention.

IV, Egpress1ves Their point is to express some psychologlcal state,

-~

which is that of the sincerity condition involved, about -

a stdte of affairs, which is that of’the prop051tlonal content.
Representative examples would be 'to thank', 'to congratulate
'to apologize', 'to condole', . 'to deplore', 'to welcome'.
There is no direction of fit between words and the world--
one is not trying to get either to match the other. Rather,

. the existence of fit iS‘preEupposed. If I apologize for
having stepped on your toe, it is not either to claim that
it was stepped on (words to world) or to get it stepped on
(world to words). ' ’

V. Declarations, Their point is to br1ng about a correspondence

between propos1tlonal content and reality, and they do so solely
in virtue of the fact that a declaration is successfully

[ performed. The direction of fit is both that of words to the
-, , world and of the world to words. No sincerity cond}tlon is
o . involved. X \ . ‘
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o Searle's scheme has elicited a great deal of discussion,
* both as to its details and as to its basic assumptions.-.Let us

first recognize in its faVor that it does focus attention

on important dimensiong; for that alome it is$sigﬁificant and

deserving of praise. When one considers its application to
d1scourse as a whole, however, three klnds~of concern arise:
its own internal xmpllcatlons what it may leave out of
account just in terms of types of speech-act; and where it -~

c

may. fall short if used to classify and categorxze .

»

act1v1tf in a classroom or community. “ . .
Internal implications. First of all, there is.a relation

between directives and comissiGes that is missed Searle himself
notes. that the direction of fit is the same for both, that of

the world to words, but is uwuable to unite the two categories.

The difficulty seems to be that it is assumed that one

can obllgate oneself (the speaker) but not another \the hearer)
"To promlse seems. someiow fundamentally dlfferent than to

Tequest or command. Yet cultures and 1nst1tutlons are known

in which a promise or a request would be taken to obllgate

the hearer, such that one may avoid exp11C1t request since.

the hearer would then have no choice.but to comply. It is

"a polnt of conversational et1quette among many American

Indlan groups, such as the OJ.bwa to leave it to the

hearer, indeed, to decide whether or not a request has been

made. One mentions something, perhaps a meeting that w1ll~€ake
place, and the hearer can decide whether or not nptice it

as an invitation. " So strong are the underplnnlngs oF obllgatlon :
among kin in some American Indlan groups that one; klnsman 9
can-hardly mention certa1n topics, such as huntlng, in th presence
of another, without being understood to be asking for the

of a set of snowshoes or the like. Among the Wolof of Seqegali

a member ofthe lowest caste, the griots, need only name his own

status to invoke the obligation of a member of the Qighest caste,’
) 3

i

a noble, to reward h1m Standing institutional relationsh'ps of
this sort are far more common in the world than seefms to be )

easily imagined by English-language schollars.
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One can also imagine a' speaker making a statement in order
to tommit himeelf or hersélf to 'something, not as a promise to“
a hearer, but as a monitoring or admonishing of oneself., In shogt,
all four possible combinations of speaker and hearer, obligation
and attempt, are imagfhable What a speaker says may-be an attempt
to get either a hearer or-the speaker to do something to make the
world fit the words; it may obligate either the speaker or the
hearer . ’ -t .
A 'Here we see that the permanent contribution of Searle S

taxonomy is a set of dimensions, whose combination in,the analysis,.
E of actual cases may be foumdAto vary. .. . ’

Secondly, the account of expres51ves seems to miss the o
common practice af villains in television to 1ndulge in expressives
of a sort to be considered-sardonic; "I am sorry that you must
now die, Captaln Smith", The villain appears :'to be apologizing
for or offering condolences about a state'of affairs that his o
words do in fact initiate, bringing the world into fit with thew?\\
In general the dimension of 'key' ,,pf the tone or attitude
of an activity, especially the dlstlpctlon between that whlqh
is mock and that which is serious, may complicatie’analysis of
speech acts, and again show that participant'étructure, z
institutional relatlonshlps, and standard expectatlons within
genres, have to'be taken into account. . - .

Thlrdly, it does not seem accurate to exclude psychological”
state from declaratlons A priest's declarative actions may be
affected»as to the1r validity by his psycholog1cal state. Afiﬁ\general
Searle fails to. take into acc¢ount the const1tut1ve effects of
diverse réligious bellefs and practices.

Fourthly, Searle does recognize one‘gg;ed class oF sgeéch
-acts in terms of his own classification: representative
declarations If a judge declares a person guilty, one can
con51der it as a fit of words to the world on the one hand (the
person being indeed gullty on the evidence), and of the world to
words (since the judge's-:statement is necessary to,the legal
finding‘of ggilt). When one reflects on declaratives, however, -

"one may be led to.wonder if other circumstances do not result

in a declarative effect by speech acts and discourse that are
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not ostensively declarationms.
'representative declarations'
a state of affairs. But is not much that is said to children

in the course of socializati
performances of myths, or in
'declarative' in effect, alt
From a larger' standpoint, th
like this instead of that.

in, interaction, as when a pe
a statement of fact that sub
accept as 'the way the“world

.may be the first moment that

was that way, but the circum
for the time being all offic
institution will speak of it

who have to have. all this spelled out may not dual;fy for . '

long tenure:
_All of this brlngs irre

‘ of Ko-Ko to the Mikado:

) _"It's like this: When

done', it's as good as done--practically, it is done--because -

your Majesty's will is law.

and a gentleman is told off to be killed. Consequently, that
gentleman is %ﬁ good as dead.

he is dead, why not say so?"
To which the Mikado replies:
more satisfactory".

- 38

Searle's mixed class of
involves an act which changes

on, whether in American Indian

classroom history ‘textbooks, . }
hough 'representative' in form? - o
e world is being made to be .
Such things happen often’ enough ) .,
rson in authority asserts |
ordinates are constrained to
is'. The moment of assertion
they recognized that the world
stances may make clear that.
ial ;epresentétives o fthe |
as being that way. Subordinatés |

51st1bly to mlnd the speech

your Majest says, 'Let a thing be

Your Majesty says,.'Kill a gentleman',
Practically, he, is dead--and if

"I see. Nothing could possiblilbe

|

!
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N There is a common’ kind of speech act, .important in
. dlSCOLrSE, whi.ch appears to fall between the five types of
category set forth by Searle, namely, "opinions. Atelsek (l981)
notes that opinions, such as "I think (that) this room should be
/‘g,' ~. Painted blue" do not fit Searle's category of assertives, or
T ‘representatives, because in many cases itidoes not make sense
Lo to ask if the opinion involves a proposition that is true or |
. false. The point of an opinion is not what the speaker takes ’ |
. L < to be the case, but what ‘the speaker desires to be the case. f
Nor need opinions 1nvolve a fit of words to ‘the world. Thus,}
qplnlons would seem to fit best Searle's category of expressiues.
Again there are giffieulties. Searle says that expressives
presuppose the truth or existence oﬁnsouething, th opinions,
naed not. They may desire a state of affairs that does not
exist and is not now true of the world. Expressives are like
opinions, to be sure, in, that they lnvolve a psychological
state to which sincerity is a relevant condltlon A speaker
- must indeéd believe something to exprese an opinion sincerely, T
but,, unllke Searle's examples of expressives’, he or she need
not exp11c1tly say so. Expressives, for Searle, 1nvolve exp11c1t
use of words like 'thank', 'congratulate', condole , and so on;
opinions are not necessarily like that. ) '
FlnallyJ opinions appear to be like Searle's expressives in
*lacking a d1reqtion of fit between words and the objective world
but there appears to be an actual difference of some 1mportance
"With opinions, the direction of fit can be any of the three logical
possibilities: words,to world, world to words, or neither. Given
a social werld, a person may fit the words of his or her opinions
to the world as defined by a teacher or employer; a person may
. state an opinion as part of an attempt to get the world to fit
the words ekpressed; it may be difficult to determine a direction
of fit of ‘any kind. ' .
The effect of Atelsek s observations is to support the
usefulness of Searle's underlylng dimensions, such as state of
bellef\about a proposition, and direction of fit between words

and wofld\‘but to find 1nadequate the limited set of ways in
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e | which Searle has put the underlying dimensions together. And \
with some recasting of Searle's categories, reflection on
opinions could lead to a simplified recasting of his' categories

along one of his dimensions. ¢ ' S

&

-

As said, Searle himself, pursuing the logician's goal of - o
a simple formal starting point, thought that it Qould be good to
duce directives and’ commissives to a single class, because
- both had the same direction of fit, that of the world to words.
Our earlier -discussion, and the consideration of opiniohs;
§uggést that some such unification is possible,. extending to

a4

declarations as well. All three cquld%be taken as sharing . .
primarily the dimension of fittling ‘the world to words. Put
in simplistic terms, Rhe directive'does so by means of fyou
will do it', the commissive by means of 'I will do it', :

. and the declaration by means of 'I do it' (in viftue of the

Y auéhority invested in the.'I'). 'Searle's view that in declarations

words also fit the werld seems motivated perhaps by a desire to

~ . - differentiape this fifth class, which has been so prominéﬁt

: \\; . and important in the‘work oﬁ Austin an§ others, as a syarp

i;/ - contrast to statements invplving propositional truth or

falseness, but to say 'I-now pronounce you man and wife' seems .

essentially a making of the world fit the words, whereas
'Congratulations, Mrs. Unruh" a moment later seems an actual )
fitting of words to the world. Moreover, thete seems an affinity
between those opinions which are uttered to influence the world

- " and declarations. Underlying all these categories of fitting the
world to words lie coniiderations of rights gnd duties, of-
authority and responsbility, of social structure, and the degree
to which any member of a community has tbe relevant and effective
position to make something the case through words. The}last word
in a discussion that results in something becoming the case may.
have ‘the form "I think we should....'".

Oni the other side, that of fitting words to the world,

an enlargment of Searle's account of expressives, so as to allow

o for propositions whose falsity, as well as truth; was presupposed,
as in "I wish this exam were over" or "I wish this room were painfed
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room were painted blue' ), and to relax Searle S requlrement of
: exp11c1t WOY. 1ng'of the act (so as to allow '1f only this exam . <§
o weremover an h1s foom s ‘hould be blue') would accomodate

¢y

many opinicns. “Qne wouldtthen haye two general sets of speech <

- acts along the dlmenslon of f1t between. words and the world:

J ' o K

“ yords to world L. ‘world to words
assertives  \directives
, expressives ) ‘commissives | « E
' declaratives
(some opinions) (some opinions)

] The basic point remains the one‘that the dimensions are °
useful, but not to be applied a priori. One might find
a discourse situation in which the essential thing, the
revealing thing, was to understand what was said in terms
of the distinction between acts fitting world to words (in
varlous degrees and manners) and acts f1tt1ng words to the -
world. That distinction’ mlght .be the clue to a pattern of
socialization or social interaction: It might, however distort
somesother pattern of socialization or social interaction. There
-,1s now a careful demonstration of this problem. in the work \
' of the late Michelle Rosaldo (1982). Rosaldo used Searle's
five categories to examine speech acts among the Ilongot of
the Philippines. She found some fit, but found fumdamentally
that for the Ilongot the basic d1st1nctlon was between commands
(directives) and all other kinds of speech act. She found
Agfurther significant implications of the preference for one .
and .other of the two broad kinds in different soc1al rﬁlatlonshlps
and activities. 1In short, Searle has recognized dimensions that
are ?;rt of the Ilongpt world as well as ours, but what the
Phil
and integrate them into their 11ves, could not be predicted

pine people make of the dimensions, how they sort

from the classification. To have counted all observed speech :
acts among the Ilongot into one oOr the other of Searle's five
categories nould have misdirected energy. What was needed on

o . Rosaldo's part there, and what jis needed among educators and . '

. - | ‘ 4:3 | : '
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J ' other researchers here, is to observe as participants uhtil
one understands the verbal cufsine'the'ﬁarticular'set of
people make out of the commor. ingredients.

It would be mistaken to assume that Searle's dimensions,
though useful, are complete or are theronly perspective from

. which speech acts can be viewed. A study of current work’

L _ in discourse indicates that the professional and disciplinary

“background of scholars leads to rather different vantage points. .,

/ Searle comes from a philosophical background to which . ;

prop051t10na1 truth and falsehood is a fundamental concern. ~ .
Wllllam Stiles comés from a background of - research in the
helping professions, conducting research in psychotherapeutic

. settings and doctor—patient interviews.» Like Rosaldo from

a cross-cultural experience, Stiles finds it essen}ial to
regard speech acts as involving not just the speaker as
o . " point of departure, but as involving two sources-of
experlence, the‘epeaker and others, and the p0351b111ty
of u51ng either the speaker's or the other's  frame of -
_— reference; and the possibility of having either the speaéer
or the other as focus. With these three dimensions, §
source of e~perience, ‘frame of reference, and focus, Stlles

(1981) derives eight verbal response modes (VRMs), which

can be shown in the following table: \ ,/ ;

A} 1Y
\
8

* //
Source of Frame of Focus Verbal response’ mode

experience reference / - "
Speaker Disclosure (D)

Sﬁeaker'\ Other "Advisement (A)
Speaker ' Speaker  Edification (E)

Other Other Confirmation (C) - Lo
‘ ‘ .Speaker . Question (Q)

Speaker Other Interpretation (I)
Other Speaker Ackhowledgement (K)

Other Other _ Reflection (R)
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In %is.interésting paper, -Stiles discusses the linguistic
. ) "correlates of thesé modes, their use in research, their
‘ ‘ range -of applications (including student-gfdfessor '
interactions), the profiles of modes_thdat have been observed
for different persons, and roles,. and the relation of the
! approach to other approaches to sbeééh acts. :
The inadequacy of the isolated speaker as a reference )
point-is brought out criticaily also by Hancher (1979). ‘
Referring to work by SearLe and others, Hancher finds that

all slight two important kinds!of act that inﬁolve- -

- cooperation. The first kind combines the forces of Searle's

' commissive and directive types. Others have noted sequences,

"-.such as 'Stay and 1111 make you a drink' (directive plus
comissive), or 'Stop or 1'11 shoot'. But to invite.SOmeéne
is\to combine both in a single utterance. An invitation is
directive in trying to gef the hearer to do something,

| and also commissive in obligating the speaker. (If you
accept and come and are denied_admi;tance, you have a right to
object). The same is true of offering: 'one tries to gét the
hearer to acgépt wHat'i§ offered, but also commits oneself to
provide what is offered. (Clearly, of course, degrees of
sincerity may be involved). Hancher calls 'offering, tendering,
bidding, inviting, volunteering, formal challenging' and the like

! Mcoummissive directives', and regards them as sui generis, -

requiring a dispiﬁct place in Searle's or any one else's
taxonomy, because the two ingredients of force are equal.
The second kind of cooperative act point out by Hancher )
expliciﬁly requires two participants to act. Commissive directives, ~
. " indeed, look toward completion by the hearer's response. Giving

involves an offer (commissive directive) and an acceptance

(deélaration) if it is successfully accomplished. One can not . -

successfully appoint someone if the person does not accept. Marriage
- requires not only the celebrant'shpronouncement, but also the

exchange of vows.

. Hancher's insights point to the general question of necessarf
sequences. One can ask, what are the permissible and what the
required sequences of acts in this activity, event, group? To do

\)‘ I .

ERIC TR ‘




this is to raise the question of the placement of speech

agts in interaction. Not only are there cooperatlve sequences’
among two partles, but sequences by the same persomn. "Stop -

or I'll shoot" is an example in a single utterance. ‘A teachér
may announce a 1esson, "then call on the first student to respond.

Communities differ in what is con51dered a necessary series

.to accompllsh kinds of activity we may label with a single

word, such as 'greeting’, 'thanking', 'offering', 'promising'’

and .the like.‘

In sum, Searle's five-part classification captures the

nature of a néhber of relevant dimensions, but the world to which
it points can not be restricted to one of individual speech acts.
alone. It appears to be a world of dimensions of speech acts,

on the one hand and combinations of .dimensions, on the other.
The dimensions may combine and divide in various ways in
partlcular groups, both in regard to individual acts and in

regard to sequences of-acts. There is, in other words, a
syntax of speech act dimensions and features: paradigmatic
relationships, having to do with the combination of features

in single acts and with the dxmen51ons along which choice of
individual acts is made, and syntagmatic relatlonshlps, haV1ng1
to do with the necessary and appropriate sequences in
interaction: " g

Speech acts appear not to be an isolable subject, -
reducible to a fixed classification, but a mode of entry into
the study of action through speech.

This conclusion is evident when one considers several )
kinds of evidence, having to do with-'communicative or conversational
acts, of whichlspeech acts are prasumably a part.

First- of all, someone studying speech acts froT thé_standpointv
of actual behavior may arrive at a quite different taxonomy.
Thus Dore (1979) ‘proposes six broad categories:

requestives: solicit information or actions

T assertives:  report facts;.state rules, convey attitudes, etc.
~pecformatives: accompllsh acts (and establish facts) by beLng
said.

LY
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' responsives: supply solicited information or acknowledge
’ remarks h Y ,
régulgtives: control persohal contact and conversational flow
expressives: nonpropos1t10nally convey . attltudes or repeat
' others . oo
The last three categorles espec1ally indicate the dlfference
1n'start1ng, not from the fit between words and worlds, but
from the interaction between persons. Dore requires categories
‘for all the acts that may b% observed in discourse. Dore's
requestives do pretty well match Searle's directives, and his
assertives Searle's representatives. The others do not match _
up well, )Somé of Dore's responsives would be Searle commissives,”
some not. Searle's expressives may appear among Dore's
assertives, responsives, regulatives. Searle's declaraticns. are
not much in evidence, perhaps because Dore's focus is on children,
but seem to be included in Dore’s aésertives. Just as Searle
recognizes degrees within his categories, so Dore has many
subcategories. The main point to'notice here is that
one recognlzes need for responsives and regulatlves “and for \
expressives that repeat other attitudes, when one starts
from actual interdction. Such a starting point 1nescapably
involves one, not®only in the relatlon of words to prop051t10ns
about the world, but also in the relation of words to the ¢
management of soc1al order and the small worlds that are
created in face-to-face talk g
Such a startlng p01nt also makes clear the complexity
of relatlng speech acts to the organization of talk. There is
ho generally agreed upon conception of the essentlal concepts

for the organization of talk, but turns moves, and floors 'can
.bé\dlfflngulshed. Observationally, a turn would be distinéuished
‘whenever there is a change of speaker_ but one must take into
account the sense that a speaker may have, when interrupted,
that)'It's still my turn", and the various kinds.of activity
that:may go on (called 'side-sequences' by Gail Jefferson in =~
some cases) in the course.of‘a turn without being counted as

a change of it. A move may be taken as what a participant - R

.
-
3
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is up to, includihg the statement of a proposition. Having

the Floor is perhaps sometimes equivalent to what some members
of our society mean when they speak of having a turn, but
it involves rights which are one degree more complexly removed
- from simple changes of sentence and speaker. . . -
i In respect to all these‘elementary terms it is clear ) -
that different groups of people can organize them in different ) N
~ways to different purposes. Sacks, Schegloff, and Jefferson‘(1974)
thought it apparent that good order . in conversatlon required that
ona person speak at a time, but this appears to reflect either
‘our own conventional polltenéss or an approach to the issue-
of social order -in talk which defines problems entirely in
terms of behavioral probleme to be solved, omitting the possibility
of distinct cultural definitions of the situation. Various '
reports from different societies indicate that it is not -
unuSual to:have one person talking at-the same time as another.
1 am told (Vartan Gregorian, personal communlcatlon) that it
is traditional in the Mediterranean area in families for
a rule of one person at’'a time to obtain when a senlor,f
respected elder lof the family is present, but otherwise not.
Karl Reisman has reported the practice in the Caribbean island
of Antigua of a persoﬁ‘joining a public group and beginning .
to speak, tossing his or her contribution in, as-it were, until
it is taken up. Turns; like silence, are culturallf variable
in occurrence and meaning. - o
Vith regard to moves, one may notice that studies of
telephone conversations in the United States, studies which
indeed have made very valuable contribution to our underétanding
of sequencing in conversation, nevertheless took for granted that
when the summons of a ringing phone was answered, the néxt move
“'was up to the person called. Not so in Norway, where the caller’
is expected to identify himself .or herself. And in France it
appears that'the obligation on the part of the caller is so great,
for having possibly intruded and imposed, that a routine seduence
of questions must be initiated, checking as to the right number

.

haging been Teached, and going on, before it is proper to open the.
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topic ok the call. Again, then, the common physical setting of

\ a telephone call, two communicators” not seen by éach other, does
not determine identical solutions of propriety from country to ;
_country. - S

- Another example: of the variable relation of move to turn is
prov1ded by Keénan, Schleffelln and Platt (1978), who show in talk

- between mothers and children the accompllshment of a single
propo%;tlon, sequentially, across three utterances in two turns.

In an example taken from Lois Bloom' s work, 28 month old Alllson

! i and her mother speak: i 3

' 1 A: oh I don't want drink it out cup/ .

2 - A: uh want drink it out can/

3 Mo: Oh, what did I say about that?

4 Mo: What did I sdy about drinking it out of the can?

5 A: (pointing to can) T want drink it out can/,

Mo: Aw, well that's not such a good idea, honeéey.
The authors observe that- the question in (4) presents the major
argument of a proposition, while subsequent responses predicate
something of the argument. Together they constitute a proposition
that'is (roughly) 'What I said about drinking juice of out

T of the can is that it not such a good idea'. They suggest that the

/ spreading out of a proposition over a sqquence of utterances is a
S defining feature of caretaker speech and of distressed communication
/ generally "

Edelsky (1981) relates notions of turn to notions of floor
She concludes that the general failure to discriminate between the
-~ two notions reflects a prevailing image of turn, floor, and lone
speaker as merged. She finds it most. appropr1ate,to deflne turn
as 'qn-record 'speaking’ (whlch may include nonverbal act1v1t1es)
behind whihec lies an.intentlon to convey a message that is both
referential and functional (403). This definition is rather
equivalent to the use made of move above, and since there appears
to be no other term than 'turn' for the minimal change of
part1c1patlon, I would continue to recommend move'. for what
.: Edelsky identifies as 'turan'.  Following a careful review of
\ the literature, Edelsky defines 'floor'as 'the acknowledged
.what's-going-on within. a ps&chological time[space' (405) . Within
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her data she distinguishes three kinds of conversational
contributions as 'turns', 'side comments', and 'encouraging remarks'
(409). As her examples’ show, it is possible to take a turn

(make a side comment) without having the floor, and it is possible
for there nct to be a common floor for a given gréup at a given
moment of time (406, 408). Partlcularly interesting is her ) ‘

9

-flnd}ng that there were two kinds of floor in the multi- -person
interaction of five informal committee meetlngs at - an
education institution, which she used for data: a floo"
developed by one person (Fl), and a collaborative venture (FZ),
in which several people may seem to be operating on- the same
wave length or engaging in a free-for-all. Her initial sense
of gender differences in regard to having the floor was
subqtantlated but relative to the type of floor being develOped
Men todk more and longer turns, and did more of the Joklng,
arguing, directing and soliciting of responses in the first type.
Differences  in length of tumrm and frequenc» were neutralized
1n~the second type, and women did more joking, arguing, ;
suggesting, soliciting responses, validating, directings were more
.proactive and on center stage, in the second type: (416). ,

She suggests that the 1atte;ftype provides a more comfortable

context for women to display a fuller range of language abilify

that might be ‘considered assertive. . > ' "
Clearly Edelsky's findings indicate that the notion of .

'having the floor' may be different for differemnt groups; that it

might have different implications for different kinds of perseﬁ;
that assessment of abilities in the context of one-kind of floor
might be 51gn1f1cantly altered if the same persons were observed °
in the context of other kinds of floor. ike other elementary
notions for the study of discourse, 'floor' is a dimension of

i verbal interaction whose specification depends on local evidence.

x Recognition of the complexity of these matters, of thé many |

exeeptions to universal definitions, led Erving Goffman a few -

years ago (1976) to despair of order. Conversation cannot be

tidily contained in a box of sequentially constrained patterns,

) *  he argued; not enly can't the 1id be kept on, there is no box.
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‘state of talk the stra1n grunt, the pa1n cry, the sexual moan,

The first thing that is said may be a comment upon, statement about,
response to almost anything; the next thing that is said may start
in a different directiofi. A subsequent artlcle continues this
theme (1978). The 1nteract10n1st view that establishes a
stetement-reply re_at}onshxp is shown to require complementation

by utterances that enter. the stream of behavior at peculiar and
unexpected places,'producing communicative effects but no dialog.
Tnere are appropriate occaslons for 'self- tglk' 'showing perhaps
that one ‘is aware of a slip or embarrassment, but not quallfprg
as communication. And there are vocalizations (' response crles')‘

-that can ‘be .verheard,. gnd may even requlre 11steners to héar and

understand, but act as tbough the utterance: had not occurred. In,
addition to imprecations, Goffman illustrates a series of standard
cries that he 1ébe¥s as: the transition display, the spill cry,
the threat startle, revulsion sounds (all these largely by persons
present td others, but not 'with' any of them); and in an open

floor cues, audible glee. L '

"Goffman places response‘gries as ritualized acts in the S
ethological sense (1978: 801): C '

"Unable to shape the world the way we want to, we displace
our manlpulatlon of it to the verbal channel, displaying evidence .
of our allgnment to the on-going everits; the display takes the -
condensed, truncated form of a discretely-articulated, .
non-lexiéelized-expression. Or,.suddenly able to manage a
tricky, threatening set of circumstances, we deflect into non-lexicalized
sound a dramatization of our relief and self-congratulation in the

Y

achievement." ]

Goffman's response cries might be considered -'expressives'
in Searle's classification, but notice that they are acts in speech,
not speech acts in Searleﬂs sense. They express a pSychologicaf
staté and there can be said to bz a sincerity condition for their
appropriate performance, but they lack pronbsitional content.
Goffman's description and apt labelling of fesponse cries shows the
limitation of a study of discourse that is limited to language in

the usual sense. One way to put the linguistic significance would
1 ' !
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be that Goffman's response cries direct attention ﬁvay from
verbs, the usual focus- of the study cf speech acts.” Response
cries are at best whut would be grouped loosely in a grammar
as 'particles'. They join the other lines along which
the neglect of particleé,_as having no intefnal grammatical
structure (by definition), has heen remeaied by recognition of
the diverse ways in which they organize iiscourse, from the
management of interaction to the shaping’of verbal art.

Goffman'% general point, that sequences of talk may not
be closely ordered, tightly comnstrained in 'adjacency pairs'
(Sacks, Schegloff Jefferson- 1973) is, sureiy true. Even the '
syntax within a sentence may be revealingly response to
immediate interactional situyation, as shown by Ochs (1981).
Certain kinds of phrase that would never occur initially,
or almost never, in writing in Italian are found to occur ,
frequently £irst.in'interdbtion ('left dislocation'), and
their initial occurrence is found to fit their relevance.
to the interaction itself, often warranting the speaker's #
taking that turn. A related kind of finding is‘illusffated
by Charles Goodwin (in Psathas 1979), showing a single
sentence to fund unpredictably in relation to a particular -
conversationql setting N ’

The lack of strict order, however, is not the absence
of any order at all. To abandon the fiXity of a priori

\ o o
" general categories is not to be lost in a sea of exceptions.
. Persons, events, and groups havecharacteristic tendencies,

dispos1tions,,and styles, recognizable te others and in
principle describable by investigators We do not experience
conversational interaction as chaos ordinarily. This is so
for at - least three kinds of reason: *

(a) There are some recurrent types.of sequence

(b) Persons, events, and groups have recognizable patterns,
even though each sequence may not be predictable in advance

(c) Persons and groups bring to conversation expectations
and resources which contribute to a sense of its orderliness.
Moreover, the ,very dimension of degree of predictability or

.
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fixity is an important diﬁension'op‘which to compare and contrast
persons, styles, activities and events.

Goffman himself has contrihuted to the identification of )

some reecurrent types ,of sequence, or noutlne (cf. Coulmas 1981la, 1981b)
in calling attention to supportrve and 'remedial’ exchanges
(1971). Each is a common four-move pattern oﬁ daily:life in
the United States. supportlve .exchange mlght be:

+ A Do you have change for ‘5 dQllar9

B -Sure, here. o

D Don't mention it. -
There are very likely many wmore of these cooperatlve routines, R
or m1nor genres, of dally fﬁfe than ‘have been described and
pla&ed Marllyn Merritt (1980, and work cited there) has prominently
called attention to serv1ce-encounters " They have partly
a d1rect linguigtic interest; because a 1og1cally expected part '
may so oftem omltted and implied, as in

A Any. coffee left’ < 4 '

" B. .Black or w*th ‘cream? .

wherein one questlon answers another ‘and implies that the first

question has the answer, 'yes' SerV1ce encounters have alsg/fﬂ,,,

..a social interest, inasmuch as the1r terseness 1n.some cases

and elaboratlon in others may be evidence of personal relatlonshlps,
degrees of shared understanding, and confllctlng norms. An
exchange in which some see efficlency may be brutally curt to
others. Certain persons.or situations may be avoided by some
because of the expec*atlon that much w1II—he discussed -about

_other topics before coming tc the p01nt .Others may avoid persons and

situationms,, if possible, in which such establishmerit and maintenance

" of discourse relatlonshlps is missing.  What counts as taking an

interest in other people in.an office, ‘classroom, or institution,
may be one of the mostvihteresting dimensions of variation in
discourse style--a polite questlon here, an extended conversation

theré.
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‘essential premise is that daily life -has the meaningfulness . ‘ !

\

This critique of the 'philosophical' approach associafed'with:
Searle and speech acts hds entered the sphere of the' ethnographic
approach. That is indde the direction of all the critiques of
approaches labelled 'philosophical' here. Each of them calls
attention to features or dimensions of discourse that are
embedtied in practlces of various kinds, and practices call for
ethnogrgphic study. ‘Before addressing the ethnographic approach
directly, however, several other major philosophical approaches

must. be' discussed, those of Garfinkel, Grlce and Habermas
Harold Garfinkel is the pioneer flgure in the approach

hat has come to be known as ethnomethodology, whose development
by Harvey Sacks, Emmanuel Schegloff, Gail Jefferson, and others

‘has been a major element of the landscape of the study of | .

e

dlscourse in the last two decades. Those who have associated
themselv?s with this development have many differences among et
themselves, which cannot be ad ressed here. I shall only try

briefly to characterize Garfinkél's own ideal and to say a little

about the strengths and limitatjons of the field itself from

" the standpoint of this report.

Garfinkel's inspiration is in the pheﬁoqenological'philosophy
of the late Alfred Schutz. The essential concern is to understand
the ways in which ordinary people Pake sense of dally life. An

and orderliness it is experlenced as hav1ng fundamentally because ,‘, :
people bring to it ways of maklng sense and imputing orderliness. -,
The conventlonal practices of soc1ology (and the movement is deeply
rooted~1n soc1ology) are 1nadequate because they take such

orderliness for granted. Survey research, questlonnarles, N
categorlzatlon and coding of responkes, and their quantitative
manlpulation assume a stability, or a non-problematic character,

1n what are taken to Le the fbatures of social life. Ingenious

inquiry .and systematlc observatlon show that the research methods
theémselves take many unexamined practlces for granted, and that
ordinary people“make use of practices that escape the &ttention of

such research methods. ﬂGaifinkel asserts that no coding-manual \

or set of instructions or other explicit guide can ever wholly account '
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for.what actually is done.' Theré will always be recourse to
another level of understandlng, constitutive of social reality
in a more fundamental way, in which principles are invoked such

_ as 'enough .is enough’, 'other things being equal' and the like

" Such or1nc1p1es are invoked regularly, and whenever one looks
closely at instances of anything that are taken to be the same

_ in meaning or description, one “inds variation. 'You never

.step into. the same protocol twicz' mlght be a Garfinkel maxim.
Realltles are regularly postulated without being demonstrated
or demanded as when doctors tell each other, 'I had a case
once in which. ..'; and the like. To repeat, the apparent
. stability and orderllness of the social world is regarded
gs a creative, contlngent accomplishment of . the members of
such a world, not as an objective property that it would have
without them. . :
From thls startlng 001nL, with its revolutlonary reJectlon

,of standard ways of doing sociology, many paths'have been taken.
'Some remain essentially critical of any claims for objective’

order, status as fact, and the like, reducing social science
to unending critique and conversation.  Others engage in

empirical observation that-puts forward regularities of a different

kind, regularities found in conversational life. The claims for
these regularities remain true to the original critique in that B
they are not attributed to cultural patterns, social norms, '
historically derived traditionms: Rather, these regularities

are thought to be the result of quasi-ethological considerations’:

‘persons engaged in ipteraction under ‘one or another set of -

t
circumstances W111 find -themselves faced with certaim: kinds

_of probleun, such as how tor open the 1nteractlon how to close it,
how to monitor and interpret it when not face-to-face, and so on.
Transcripts of interaction may be thought tolprov1de suff1c1ent
evidence of the arising and solution of such problems, no recourse
to interview, participant observation, and other usual ways of
gettlng at soc1al norms and cultural patterns of 1nterpretat10n N

being required. \

- -
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As has been noted above in regard to telephone conversationms,
one and the same functlonal or 'ethological’ situation does rot
in fact give rise to one and the same lnteruretatlon and answer.
It is not evea the case, as some have proposed, that 'face-to-face'
interaction need be the ndrm, explained because of the
obvious advantages in'monitorigg interaction, given the
frontal location of the eyes and sources of facial gesture.
Among the Mescalero Apache, the normal and pféferred pnysicéi
relationship for friendly conversation is side- by351de shoulder .
to shoulder A woman finding herself face-to- face with another
 may go to some effort to/get into the right p051t10n (side-by-side).
(I owe this information to Claire Farrer). N
The close attention that researchers inspired By
ethnomethodology have given to verbal interaction has been of
great benefit to the generﬁl study, of discourse. Their cldse
attention to transcripts of behavior and their desire to
discover’ general dev1ces, used in making 1nteract1Pn meaningful
and orderly, has influenced the work of many others. The
sizeable literature on 'turn-taking' is stimulated by them,
even if the postulate that ordérliness7requires télking one
party at a. t&mg\ls ‘empirically wrong. Notions such as
'adjacency- pal?/ (e.g., that question implies an answer, -
“‘and the ‘absence of an answer can be seen as a SLgnlflcant
‘absence, perhaps a refusal), even if applicable only to a
degree: are part of the general equipment for discourse analysis.
Some who adhere to the ethnome;hodological schooll have contributed
some of our most valuable and careful studies of classroom
interaction (most recently, Mehan "1978, 1979),'studies so
ethnographic in character that onme might not think of
'ethnomethodology' in connection with them. In sum, the
inspiration to understand the ofdepliness of interaction as
an accomplishment of those who interact is a major source of
revealing work, affecting anthropologists like John Gumperz,
whose notion of 'conversational inferencing' can be seem to have
-an ethnomethodological character, in that it interprets the -

-3,
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notion of context as somethlng not fixed throughout an interaction,
but as somethlng evolv1ng and redeflnable by the participants C
(see Gumperz 1977, 1978). Gumperz is able to combine 'such
a processual, emergent notion 'of context with recognltlon of
stable characterlstlcs on the part of different ethn1c and
| . minority greyps. Such combinations of pattern with process are’

.to be hoped from the st¥mulation of ethnomethodology generally.

An ana&ogous outcome is to be hoped from: the influence Ofl .

another philosopher whose ideas have stimulated a great deal of
formal and empirical work H. B. Grice.
' H. P. Grice (1967) has been_ concerned with a theor§ of
‘ meaning in general, and we will, not ‘take up that aspect of his’
work, fundamental as it is to him. His influence 1n the study of
discourse has come through his formulation of four max1ms, which
appear to give considerable leverage in interpreting the
T relationjof literal‘meaning, propositional content usually,
to the effect that an utterance actually has. Grice postulates'
.a cooperatlve pr1nc1ple such that the parties to a conversatlon
can assume the intention of each other to be understood, to maintain

- l

communication, and the like. Grice considers the cooperative
principle to imply four maxims, those of quality, gquantity,

{

relevance, and manner. The four maxims can be stated as follows: . |
Quality: Say only what you believe to be true. ,
Quantity: Say only as much, and just as much, as is necessary.
Relevance: Be relevant. \
Manner: Be perspicuous. Don't be ambiguous, don't be
obscure, be sucginct. .
Grice does not hold that thé four maxims describe all conversation,
but rather that departure from a maxim invites an interpretation.
What is called 'conversational implicature’ results. A standard H
example is the inference one would draw from finding on a i
recommendation of a student for a fellowship: '"Fe has very nice
handﬁriting", and nothing more. The~interpretation presumably

would be along these lines: in a recommendation one should mention

S7
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the person's good points; this is the only good point mentioned,
and is ﬁarély relevant to the fellowship in question; therefore,
the writer of the recommendation cannot think of any relevant -

_good points, and has put down the only goad pbint of which he
can think; so far as this evidence goes, the person does not
deserve a felllowship. '

(Notice that such an éffect can be obtained directly

by intonation. The late Henry Lee Smith, Jr., used to offer the
illustration: '"'He has a very pleasaPt personality", said

. with the usual falling intonation at the end, as a fact, and
the same thing said with steady, level. pitch, as if there
were more to be said, relevant and unfavorable.

A joke illustrates an implicature on the basis of the

. maxim of quantity. Entries in a ship's log can be taken to

be concerned only with significant events, not with states of

.affairs that are taken for granted. One night a seaman on

watch was found drunk by his captain, and despite pleas.on

the grounds of long years Qf fa1thful service and sobrlety,
the captain entered in’ the Shlp s 1og Williams was drunk

- last nlght% The seaman found an opportunity for - revenge.
Charged with making the entries in the log one night sometime
. later, he,wrote: The captain was sober last night, o

‘A factual statement, but one inviting‘implicéture.

+ These two illustrations suggest, ways in which the maxims
proposed by Grice might be part of a general” descriptive
entérprise. Given a purpose to be accomplished, such as
an unfavorable implication, when is it accomplished by

) what means? how apq means such as sentence implicature per se,
' and{infonatlon, 1nterconnected7 among certain people, in
certain.settings, such as classrooms?i what differences may -
; obtain across settings, activities, communities? And-insofar
. as implicature appears to involve understandings about genres
(letters of recommendation, ships' lozs, and the like), what

| is the set of genres and their associated understandings?
i The use of Grice's maxims pProbably has apﬁ&aled to many
i o

‘
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scholars on just such grounds. Yet their statement as maxims
-poses a number of problems. }
First of all, like Searle's formulation of soeech acts,
the maxims are very much tied to propositional statements. The .

-~

standard approach .is to interpret the actual effect of utterance
in relation to the truth or falsity of the proposition involved )
In a fresh and COnVlnClng article, Sperber™ and Wilson (1981)
have shown that such an approach cannot account for many instances
of irony; §pme instances appear to fit a Gricean interpretation,
as when "'Nice weather, isn"t it?' .said to someone standing ° )
beside one in a downpour can be said to be ironic in virtue:
of its falsity in relation to the actual situation evident to -
both. A great many case~ of ironic utterance, however, cannot
be sensibly so interpreted. * The ®elevant proposition may not be
actually gggd; the relevant fact may be mention of an expression
which might refer to it. In the first example below, the expression
is used as a question, isﬁactually asked, but in the second is .
mentigned without actually being asked: \
(A) \What, is irony?
(B) 'What is irony?' is the wrong question.

N 5 - -

Whereas Grice sees Violation of truthfulness (maXim of quality) °

" as a necessary and sufficient condition for ironical interpretation,

Sperber and Wilson first note that the implication of an ironical - -
utterance cammot be added to the literal meaning, as is “the standard
case with implicatures, because the result would be a contradiction,
and go on to point out that violation- of truthfulness is neither
necessary nor sufficient for ironical interpretation. The existence
pf ironical questions, ironical understatements, and ironical
references to the inappropriateness or irrelevance of an utterance,
rather than to the fact that it is false, show violation .of

the truthfulness of a proposition to unnecessary. And of course,

" as CGrice has himself pointed out, not every falsehood or irrelevance

is ironical (Sperber and Wilson 1981:; 309). |The key to ironical
interpretation is that it involves mention of utterances, whose
mentioned propositions have been, or might have been, entertained.
The mentioned proposition might have just been said, or said long-

o ]
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* than the other way round. If inversion of propositignal\

ago, or even anticipated. Echoic mention may involve

‘appeal to standards or rules of behavior thac are culturally

defined, and so always available for échoic mention. This
perspective explains,a considerable asymmetry, in that one
is more likely to say"'How clever' to imply 'How stupid’

meaning were the root of irony, there would be no reason
for it work less well in one direction than .in anotﬁer.\ On )
the principle, of-echoic mention,.it«is always possible to

make 1ron1ca1 mention of the morm in the face of an imperfect - -
reality. It is always possible to say of 2 fallure, 1ron1cally, '
'Thgt"was a great success'. To say of a success 'That was

a failure' without the irony fallimig flat requires the

existence of past. doubts or fears to be echoéd (Sperber and

Wilson 1981: 0312) In gene§a1 argue Sperber and Wilson .
convincingly, the propositional basis of traditional interpretations
of irony as figuratlve speech, and of Grice's 1nterpretat10n

falls short, by failing to notice that irony depFnds upon .
echoic mention, not use, of a proposition, and by failing.to

realize that figures of speech, irony.in parficulér, crucially . .
involve the evocation of an attitude--that of the speaker to the ‘
proposition mentioned--and such attitudes can not be reduced -

“to <a set ‘of propositions.’ . . B .

. This-concéﬁtion of ifbny‘itself needs completion by
reference to the means, such as.inténatién, tpat may support ‘
an ironic interpretation (e:g., "That was a great success?'),

: and Sperber and Wilson do note that their approach makes sense

of the ex1stence of an ironical tone of voice (D. 311). -“The
conception points to ethnographic description as a necessary
context for recognizing irony, and, conversely, to detectlon of
irony as evidence for ethnographic descrlptlon, glven the
interdependence between irony and echoic mention of standards
of behavior. And spécific persons and settings, such as
teachers and classrooms, éould be characterized in terms of

the presence, or absénce, or degree of irony as an aspect of
utterance; whether or not echoic mention for ironic effect was
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permitfed to anyone other than the teacher; in general,

how echoic mention for ironic effect was distributed in

relation to superordinate-subordinate relations, peer

relations, and the like. Intonation and other communicative

means would have to be taken into account in order to assess
1ron1c acts themselves. The Sperber and Wilsomw approach provides
a criterion for the presence of 1rony, but 1ronv 1s an 1ngred1ent
of more complex acts, whqsg full conflguratlon_may show them to

be hostile, insulting, bantering, or ingratiating in tone or key.

' In another article, Sperber and Wilson (1982) Have rejected
the'Cricean'apparétus for undgrstanding impliéature in favor of

a §inglé principle, which they - call the standard of maximal
relevance.® This proposal will be mentlonedwlgter in connectidn
with mutual knowledge, since Sperber and Wilson deny that mutual
knowledge of speaker and hearer is necessary to the interpretation

of conversation and the drawing of imvlicature (Their view
suggests some connection with Goffman on replles and responses' .
dlscussed above) Here the relevant consideration is that

the fOur Gricean maxims make better ethnographlc sense, because

of their greater articulation, but not in the formulation given

them by Grice. : o -
A Ley study is that by Elinor Ochs Keenan (1076) She 7.

,presents evidence from the Malagasy of Wadagascar that interactants

regularly provide less 1nformat10n than requl;ed by others, .and i

that an implicature need not be made from this. The people .

generally do this, because new information is a.rare commodity, 3

and because one avoids commiting oneself explicitly in order not

to be held responsible for what may happen as a result of the .

information. ’ . i . - >
Keenan does not say that the Malagasy never make implicatures

of the sort that the maxim of quantity would underlie. Rather,

she describes a society in which how much one says is governed

by a principle of reticence, whose applications are bound up

with degrees of~kinship, local ties and gender. The Mal:gasy

disclose as little direct informatiég as possible, especially

when speaking to persons outside their family. Such indirectness
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\ is cultivated as the public style of speaking by men. Such

a norm of indirectness fits the grammar of the language, which
has, alongside an active.and a péssive, a further syntactic
voice, the circumlocutory, for making the indirect object of
,a construction the subject. Women are not held to’the same
z‘pu.bl:i.canorm.as men, and are considered deficient speakers in
this- regard. Just because they\can speak directly, they can

pu—

be 1nvaluab1e in breaking through an impasse in negotiations
between groups; and they have come to flourish in trading
’ with -outside groups. | .
) ' TheﬁMalagasy, then, can not be easily understood %n terms
i» 'a maxim of quantity, formulated perhaps as the injunction,
Be informative. Rather, -the men, can not, but perhaps the

women can. The “complexities of discourse in the culture make
sense in important part in terms of a contrast between men
and women in regard to quantity: Be informative, for women;
be reticent, for men. (And 'be reticent', specified. variously
for degrees of kith and kin, for everyone).
Given this contrast begweeﬁ men and wémen, it does not make ‘
. sense to sdy that ‘the Malagasy have a maxim, 'Be relévant', but: e

- simply Lnternret 'relevance' differently. Vhatever intéfpretation
onée 1mag1nes for the men must be reversed for the women.
) ¢ The difficulty is’ largely in the’ formulatlon of these
aspects of conversat10nal -nterpretatlon as maxims. It would be
" bizarre to postulate as bas1c to Malagasy verbal conduct and
language acquisition an underlying maxim which the males at least
consistently violate. The evidence is that the Malagasy men think '
themselves to be édcomplishing and upholding a norm when they"
speak traditioaall§ ds they do, not éulprits or sinners. , Such an.
example, indeed, brings out the ethnocentric enormity of the
maxims. Without any?reference whatever to the studies of the .
values and ethical postulates of the many cultures of the world, ‘
without any consideration of the ways in which verbal etiquette
would be part of the rlghts and duties owed to others in a
soc1ety, and an instrument of a society's conceptlon of the
realization of 1nd1v1dual\and group good, it is implied that

" any account of any culture\must postulate as part of its
\




character structure:
Say only what you believe to be true.
Say only as much, and . just as much, as is necessary.
Be relevant. .
Be perspicuous. Don't be ambiguous, don't be obscure,
be succinct: .
It can be objected that no one maintains that the maxims
describe conversatlon they underlle it and allow for
1nterpretat10ns Jeparting from them. The difficulty with the
objection is that it offers no account of how the maxims
might.come to be underlying. They could hardly be ‘explained
as merely situational, since it is evident that many situationms
are approached with assumptionsdoibther kinds. The Navajo are
said to feel that one should tell the truth to a klnsman
but that one is almost- obliged to lie to-a Zuni. One mlght
reply: the fundamental thing is.the cooperative pr1nc1ple,
from which the maxims are derived, and it appears that the
Navajo hold to the cooperatlve principle among themselves, :
but pot in interaction with Zuni. That- reply is reasonable, .
but it grants. the fundamental p01ntj the cooperaﬁlve.
pr1nc1ple itself is not universally employed. Thus it is
an emplrlcal question as to which situations, events, actiyities,
relationships are. conducted on such a“basis, and which are'not. -
It is an) empirical question of great 1nterest as to what are .
the other kinds of underlying principle that . may “be present
in situations where the cooperative principle is not. One

~

_enters the true world of conversational organization, the

world in which the means of discourse are organized to diverse
ends by peoples around the world. Trhth and deceution; i
reticence, pree}S1on and pr011x1ty, relevance and divagation;
clarzty, ambiguity, allus}ve obscurity; all become optional

bases of a personal, situational, or cultural style. Such

styles. may establish themselves as the norms from which departure

invites implicature. .Vhy true when usually evasive or deceptive?

why precise when usually prplix? why relebant when usually
fanciful? why clear when usually hermetic?
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The value of the Gricean maxims, then: can be
realized when they are restated as dimensions. It can
qgasonaﬁiy be assumed that any community will have some
R Si:gntation to the dimension of quality (truthfulness),
of quantity (informativeness), of relevance, of manner (clarity).
: What that orientation will be, .and how complexly articulated \
’. ) in relation to kinds of person and context, would be an empirical !
question. The Malagasy orientation to the makim of
quantity would appear to be something like, 'Be reticent;
disclose as little information as possible, since you may be

held responsible for what is dome with it; eSpecially outside

N ‘the family, and if you are male. This formulation is crude
-7 but it .shows the nature)of the difference from Grice.
It seems that implicature would be invited in the case of v

1a Malagasy male if one indeed observed what Grice's

maxim of quantity would entail’, because of the departure

from the operative Malagasy maxim.

This reinterpretation of.Grice's maxims in terms of

* dimensions answers a concern-that has occurred to some
. lingu@sté. How could there be a society in which one
never knew that utterances were true? in which utterance
was never precisely informative? in which utterance was
never relevant? in which utterance was never clear? Some P
linguists have thought that the improbability of such

4

3 . societies justified-'the universality of the maxims. What
is justifiéﬁ,_qf course, is the universality of the dimengions.
* The sense of usefulness that many have had with Grice's
maxims~i§ probably because they have in fact been used
' as dimenéionsz not imperative maxims. As maxims, they
! suggest an idealization of middle-class American etiquétte.
. °° Some who have studied nineteenth céntury manuals of etiquette
report that the maxims can be traced in them.
" The importance of making the dimensions culturally
relative is brought dut by a recent experience. A research .
paper from Israel addressed Ehe problem; of the children of

Q ¢
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Oriental Jews in school. Teachers appeared to respornd differently ,




°

to the speech of such children. The author of the paper

focussed on the linguistic characteristics of the respoﬁses

of teachers. No need was felt to discover and describe the

actual patterns of speech on the part of the children. That

was covered by a restatement of Grice's principles. Yet of course
the very subject of the research was an apparent contrast

in conversational behavior. The appeal of universal"

pr1nc1ples is so great that the author belied her own ,

starting point, and the children in whose interests the research

) was undertaken.

The way to use Grice's maxims in understanding discourse,
then, is as calling attentlon to universal dlmenslons, vhese
1nterpretatlon and slanlflcance will vary, and may indeed
contrast within the same group. The appropriate comparison
between groups may not be in terms of contrast as wholes,
one hav1ng one basic principle, and another another, but in
“terms of contrast in the location and distribution of
principles. For Malagasy men, and public.life, reticence
is the norm, open informativeness the exception. We are likely
to think of ourselves as the opposlte, as valuihg frankness and
1nformat1veness in Dubllc life: We readily criticize public
. figures om fhese grounds Yet many positions require their _
incumbents to-be retiéent about what they -disclose, for the e
sake of, the business, the institution, perhaps the country,
whose interests the person represents. Such a person could well
‘be. cr1t1c1zed for being informative. Witnesses sometiﬁes
belleve their llves to be 1n danger if they testify, and more

_ than ‘one government off1c1al has been fired for saying as much
as an interlocutor considered necessary.

That last phrase of course indicates another fundamental
‘difficulty with the Gricean approach. It Bespeaks a conversational
world of harmony. ft !does not allow for conflict and contradiction
in what the parties to conversation consider true, sufficient,
relevant and clear. It does not speak to implicature mistakenly

: taken, because of different norms, or to negotiation of what
is to count as the norm. And, as indicated above, it does not
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recognize that the sphere of the cooperatiﬁe pr1nc1ple itself
is an empirical matter. One 1is brought to ethnographlc inquiry
into what is considered appropriate and inappropriate in speech.

Let me close this section with an illustrative joke:

5; Scene: Grand Central Station
Psychiatrist A: Where are you going?
Psychiatrist B: Philadelphia./
* (Pause)
) Psychiatrift A: You liar, yBu are too going to Philadelphia.

>

Brown and Levinson. The work of Brown and Levinson on

politeness has a central emplrlcal content, and itpmay seem
odd to include it among® phllosophlcal approaches. As will be
‘seen, however, the work is directly based on philosophical
approaches already considered, and its limitations derive
from its own philosophical model. The limitations to be
detected do not detract from the value of the work as the
‘rlchest artlculatlon of spec1f1c options and strategies |
involve in pollteness (and, one might add, rhetoric) of which
I know. The work should be closely read by anyone studying
. disbourse as verbal interaction.
Brown and Lev1nson draw on their own observatlons of
. usage in Engllsh .Tamil (A Dravidian language of South Tndia),
and . Tzeltal (a Mayah language of Chiapas, Mexicb). They are
'attentiveAto social dimensions. and social differences. Their
goalh however is to avoid‘explanation in terms of specific
. - cultural,norms. and rules (pp. 90-2, 249, 297-8%h. 22), 298-9
- (n. 28)). Rather, they, wish to exPlaln the patterns to~
. . which they call atteption in terms of universal dimensions /
and a'universal model of what a rational actor potentially
f ‘would do. They positz the universality of concern with
face. and rational action devoted to satlsfylng the wants of
others with regard to face, together with mutual knowledge
of these two things by.those interacting (p.--249).
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s The basic notlon of 'Face' is indebted in great part to
the work of Erving Goffman. Brown and Lev1nson argue that
all competent members of a communlty have (and know each other
to have), as face, the publlc self-image that every member ,
. wants to claim for himself or her§eIf. This self«lmage has two

L]

aspects: .

(a) negative face: a basic claim to territories, personal
preserves{ fights to non=distraction, that is, to freedom of
. action and freedom from iwposition; - s
o ) (b) p051t1ve face: a consistent self-image or 'persohality'
claimed- by interactants (cruﬂlally including the desire that this

2

self-lmage be appreciated and approved of).
All competent members also have certain rational capa01t1es
partlcularly consistent modes of reasoning from ends to means
that will achieve these ends, as we have noted. The many similarities’
around the world are held to result from the pract1ca1 reasoning -
. of., people in these terms in analogous situations. In reJectlng
‘what _they take to be inflexible and fixed 1m011catlons of
R . i‘notlons such as® 'norms' and 'rules', they also rejec’ explanatlon
due to innate predispositions of a detalled sort. ?Pelr own

P

e approach seems to them t¢ involve a 'ffexible and infinitely: .
productive, strategic usage' (p. 91).
The two kinds of face can be rephrased as the want to : ,
be unimpcded by others (negatlve face) and the want to have "
one.s wants be-. des1rable to at least some others ‘(positive face). .
- Negative face can be said to be the“ﬁollteness of non-imposition,
and positive face the boliteness of understanding, approving, -
admiring. . o ‘
Central to-the explanatlon of spec1flc forms of politeness
is.the notion of face- threatenlng act (FTA). ~ One_ might ‘want to o,
. perform some act w1th max1mum efficiency, more than to preserve
one's own or another's facej but’ otherw1se, one will want to
minimize the threat of .the FTA. ‘There are a few basic . i
ways of doing so, some three. ".At the other extreme from neglec;ing
face is the dec151on riot to do the act at all, The five

alternatives can be shown in a diagram, numbered from 1 to 5.

s 4 . "

\ 3 . LS
¢

ERIC L 67




At the top of the diagram is estimation of the risk of face

loss as lesser, while at the bottom is estimation of the risk

as greater. d\
"LESSER
- ' 1. no redressive action
' T 'On record : 2. positive politeness
. with redressive action . =
Do FTA .o . .
: . 3. negative politeness
o \ 4. Offsrecord ) S . . C e
. & > Q »
. 5. Don't do FTA ) \

.
-

THe assessment of the serlousness oL -an FTA involves the three -
‘ . basic kinds of factor noted : B
F ' (i) the social distance (D) of the participants L
, ) ‘(ii) the relative 'power' of the two (P)
] (iii) the absolute ranking (R) -of impositions in the varticula. _ , .

culture, * -
\

mhese social dimensions are treated as. giving rise to
the same sort of pattern whe*ever the same soxt of relatlon
9 holds between bhem (249) ' : -
; ;'S8ince- we have excluded extrinsic welghting of wants.
we’cannot account for cultural differences in terms, say , of .
greater desire for positive-face satisfaction than negative-face’
’ satisfaction imr some society (in the U.S.A. compared with England,
for\example)y Note that if we allowed extrinsic weighting of face
wants, ithen cultural (emic) explanations of cross-cultuval differ-
ences would supersede explanation-ln terms of universall (etic) - o
social dimensions d%ke D and P. Ours is the stronger hyoothes1s 1
|
|
|
|
|
|
J

(it may of course be wrong) requ1r1ng 3 correlation between D -

N
\

' and P levels in a society and the kind and amount of fate \i :*

) . attentlon - > i .
' . Interestingly enough, the most ‘specific factor, R, d(ops“

v ’ 3 . “
. .
» . .

R
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out of discussion tempcrarily, a point which-suggests the
weakness of the argument. '(See discussion below on their
explanatory model) ", ’

Brown and Levinson are attentive-to the work of Searle
and Grice. They encompass a’ larger -range of aspects of
verbal interaction than Searle. On the one hand, while
a number of the kinds of speech acts identified b& Searle
can be connected with Brown and Levinson's face-threatening-acts,
the lists -of Kinds of act given by Brown and Levinson
add many things not taken into account by Searle (interruption,
status terms, that may misidentify). It seems that the

classification of ‘speech acts from a propositional starting

’ p01nt is to gross to encompass the distinctions required to

account,for this aspect of discourse. This”conclusion is
borne out by consldefatlon of the kinds of acts Brown and
Levinson identify as potentially threatening to the face
of a speaker (and hence to that of a hearer, if the two are

-cooperating to maintain face):

Threaterfing to a speakEr's negative face: thanks, acceptance

of thanks or apology, excuses, acceptance of offers, responses to

faux pas, unwilling offers.

Threatenlng to a speaker's posifive face: apologies, acceptance |

of compllment bodily mishap, confesslons, admissions, emot10nal
loss of control, self-contradiction. / o
%rown and Levinson furthermore consider, that the set of,

practical-reasoning premises W1th1n their model of a rational actor

includes, but is considerably larger than, the set of fellclty
conditioﬁs on speech acts identified by Searle (p. 143). That is,
they take into account a broader range of condltlons on, >

apprqprlateness and success of an act of speech
The maxims of Grice are esbential to the Brown and

.Levinson analysis.; The  type of strategy they'call 'balg on

record', from which -other types of strategy depart, is in effect

-’{speaklng in conformlty with the maxims (pp. 99-100). The thrust

of their stud¢ 1ndeed is that & powerful, pervasive motive for
. not talklngllterally in.terms of the maxims is the desire to
I

glve attentlon to face. (Other motives no doubt exist, they point'

€9

~
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out. The want to avoid,responsibiiity emerged in their
fieldwork as one (p.” 100)).

Brown and Levinson go on to describe how the calculation
of strategies might work, and to describe a great many particular
strategies under the five general types. A few examples must '
suffice to suggest the rich detail: '

1. Bald on record
(1) simply not minimize FTA: other demands override face

concerns. 3

(2) oriented to FTA. E.g.7 if Hearer méy be concerned not to
impose, and Speaker aslsumes this, and so politely !
alleviates anxiety by pre-emptively inviting H to
impinge on S's preserve: 'Come in!" ]

2. Positive politeness

LY

A. Claim common ground. ° ,
Strategy l: notice, attend to H
2: exaggerate'(iQteresE, approval, sympathy)

3: intensify interest in H . -
4: Use in-group identity. markers
. 5: Seek agreement -
6: Avoid disagreement \ "
\ 7: Presuppose/assert/raise common ground
‘ S 8: Joke ' - : :

\- B. Convey that S and H are cooperators
K . 9: Assert or.presuppose knowledge and concern
for H's wants

10: Offer, promise
; '11: Be optimistic
| * 12:° Include both 3, H in detivity

13: Give or ask for reasons ' ' ' |
o 14: Assume or assert reciprocity
C. " Fulfill H's want for some X

15: Give gifts to H (goods, sympathy, under-

standing, cooperation)
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The full listois far more extensive. The discussion
reaches to specific verbal means and details, and draws
out parallels in the means available .in the three languages
focussed uﬁon (English, Tzeltal, Tamil), from which many
examples are given.

The range of examples and cases is impressive, and
any student of the, subject can only benefit from being
sensitized to the possibilities brought out. Nothing of
similar scopé has been done by anyone else. Yet the
work remains incomplete as an approach fo discourse. The
empirical limitation seems connected with the philosophical
stance. The core of their work comes to consist at certain
points of rational choices directed toward another, and so
to miss some of what is involved in ccnsidering the role
of the speaker.. There is missing as well the explanatory
power in some instances of acceptance of the existence of
conventional institutionalized understandings.

The evidence for universality from the three languages
consists of individual utterances. In this respect, the work
does not after all escape the limitation of speech act analysis’
in that respect Discourse sequences! are not analys:d as the )
domains of strategles What one has, in effect, is evidence
of the ex1stencei1n three widely separated languages of
parallel devices. The model mlght be called a model of pol*teness
devices, or rhetorical devices. It does not after all succeed
in showing how devices might be combined in situations,
iﬁteractions, and the like. It seems likely that an extension
of the work to characteristic events, interactions, and the like,
would weaken the appeal of the universal rational actor as
an explanatory model, and place more importance on historically
derived social institutions and cultural orientations. This
limitation is perhaps obscured by the use of 'strategy' for
single devices. One might better reserve the term 'strategy’
for ways of planning and conductlng interactiaons and sequences
of devices. With the list of devices we have in effect an
impressive fraﬁework and exemplification for Searle's twelfth

N

factor, the style of doing an illocutionary act. I
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The 1nterest and limitations of the study appear in the
initial account of bald on record' usage. Brown and Levinson
observe that where maximum efficiency is very important, and
this is mutually known to the participants, no redress of
face is necessary. Indeed, they shrewdly observe that redress
would detract from the communication of urgency in some cases;

"cf. 'Help'* with 'Please help me, if you would be so kind'.

Cross-linguistically, they report equivalent urgent imperatives
in~Tzelta1 and Tamil (p. 101). .
Such {mperatives probably exist in every language. What is
ecessary for a general theory of their relation to politeness is
to account for the full range of cases in which they occur. Brown

«

‘land Levinson go on to consider several types  of case, such

as commuynication difficulties and_n01se in the channel, wnlch
may movivate bald-on-record speech acts, and cases where the
act in question is primarily in the hearer's interest, so that
the d01ng of the FTA conveys concern for H and H's positive
face--symnathetlc advice and warnlngs may thus be baldly on
record: "Careful! It's €lippery", as may granting permission
for sométhing that the hearer has requested.

" Brown and Levinson also consfder cases in which one speaks
as if maximum efficiency were very important, thus providing
metaphorlcal urgency for empha51s Attentlon-getters used in
conversation, such as 'Listen..', 'Look....", are given as examples.
They recognize that metaphorﬁcal as if' explanations are a problem
for a model, since any counter-example might be treater as ‘as if'. 0

What is missing from these accounts is consideration of the
norms of intera dion- and cultural orientations that may place E
a specific linguistic form, such as an imperative, in a different
light. The universal.presence of such forms is worth knowing,
but one needs to know as well the ways in which such forms are
selected and grouped together with others in cultural practices - {
An unpublished study by Judith Irvine. ('How not to ask a favor in
Wolof') is valuable in this respect1q Irvine reports her experience
in trylng to be polite in making requests in a Wolof- speaklng
community in the West African country of Senegal, and finding herself
corrected, ‘We know you mean well, but we don't do things that way'

was the.gist of the instruction she received. She learned that
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~-and have it count as a request for money.
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a direct request or demand was actually more polite than an expression

that was hedged or qualified by mention of the wishes or situation

of the speaker. TFor a large’ number of possible everyday requests, "

the Wolof view is that participants in situations are entitled

to make them in relation to what is evident in the surrounding

context. If there is coffee, and one wants some, one can ]

simply ask for cpffee.‘ To do what we might think of as hinting |

or indirection would seem to the Wolof to be putting one's ego

where it did not belong, to be putting one's own self forward.

If there is coffee, you are entitled to some; ‘ask for it directly.

1f you speak of what you wish, want, think, or like, you are

asking us to give you attentioﬁ as an individual beyond what

you deserve as a party among those present. Or so the Wolof

logic of etiquette in such situations seems to run. .
ﬂ Irvine found that the form of a directive in making requests

was more reduced, moré.bald on record, the greater the difference

~in rank between the speaker and hearer. The two polar-opposite

castes in traditional Wolof society are nobles and griots, the
latter being a casLe that performs, sings, makes speeches for
entertainment and various public affairs. A griot simply demands

of a noble: 'Give me money! (may ma xaalis!), or even just 'Money'

(Xaalis!) One might even say merely 'Hey! I'm a griot' (E. gewel laa')
., The reason these utterances have these effects is that the

Wolof believe exertion, including speaking, to be contrary to

the dignity and honor of the nobility. Such efforts belong to the

sphere of public display in which a noble should not engage. (In

older times the Wolof king was said to have appreopriately made

grammatical mistakes, so as to show disdain for outward show of

that kind). Nobles need griots to do these things, speak, sing,

- honor, insult, and the like, and griots are entitled to money from

nobles for doing them. Griots may indeed get money from nobles for

not singing in ways the noble w~uld not appreciate. Thus the
reciprocal relationship between the two cases, money and verbal ,
services, is a standard fact of the society, a fundamental feature

of its structure. A griot's right to request money follows so
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automatically from the social relationship of griot and noble
that it is sufficient simply to call attention to that relationship
for the remark to be understood as a request.

By the same token, a noble can demand of a griot, 'Sing for me!'
(Héx ma'!), or just hand the griot a coin, a nornrverbal action that

counts as a request for a song as well. (In factithis is a particularly

suitable way for a noble to make the request, since bestowing money
enhances his rank and he does not have to speak) .

This kind of explanation in underlying social structure seems
to make sense of a kind of case cited by Brown and Levinson than
does their cautious mention of metaphoricai urgency:

"This metaphorical ur'ency perhaps explains why orders. and
entreaties (or begging) ,which have inverted assumptlons about
the relatlve status of speaker and hearer, both seem to occur
in many languages with the same overt syrtax--namely,
imperatives. Thus beggars in India make direct demands like
(11) Kaacu kuTu 'Give money'" (10L). . '

(I have slightly rephrased the passage, spelling out S(peaker) and
H(earer) and substituting 'overt' for 'superficial').

Clearly the occurrence of parallel forms of utterance is not

enough to provide the basis for a universal theory. One has to
know the social structure in which the forms of utterance occur,
and the cultural values which inform that structure. Brown and:'
Levinson are right that 'metaphorical urgency' can be too ready

an explanation. One needs to know about the place of beggars

in social structure, the %ights‘and duties associated with them in
'relation to. others, and the eﬁaluatinn that others would give to
their forms of utterance. Is their relation with others reciprocal,
as is the relation between noble and griot in Senegal? Do their
bald on record utterances activate an existing social wiring? Or
are beggars in India sometimes outside the sphere of politénmess,
outside the sphere in which the cooperative principle and the
dimensions it entails considered to operate? * The Zuni appear to be
outside the Navajo sphere of the obligation to be truth-telling.
Perhaps some sets of people, residing among others,. are outside

the phere in which they consider the maintenance of regard for face

v}
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apply. )
"Let me note that Brown and Levinson instructively discuss

a second kind of bald-on-record usage, one in which it is not
the. case that other -demands override attention to face wants, ‘
but r:ther one in which the speaker alleviates the assumed ‘
anxieties of another about infringement of the speaker's
preserve, and pre-emptively invites the other to impinge.
They remark that the classic example of invitations of this ‘
kind is perhaps 'Come in'. Alongside these cases of recognition
of anotherli,e ficern for one's negative face (imposition) are
cases of-another's concern for one's positive face (disregard),
///;u as fDon't worry about me', 'Don't let me keep you'. These
.~ cases, however, do not appear to "fit the Wolof examples.

V////// Another kind of limitation seems to emerge in the course of
the Pong study. The broader explanatory framework appears at

times to come down to a focus on the effect of what one says

\T\ on a hearer. The larger framewerk is based on cooperation in
..maintaining face. Specific explahations sometimes come down %h"‘ﬁ

‘to the 'rhetorical' function of effect on others alone, neglecting
what may be called, following Goffman, the speaker's own :
'demeanor' ,(concern for the speaker's negative and positive face,
in the terms of Brown and Levinson). Let me give two instances
of this limitation. At one point Brown and Levinson state (p. 79):
_ "If an actor uses a strategy appropriate to a ﬁigh risk for
. - an FTA of less risk, others will assume the FTA was greater
than in fact it was, while it is S's intention to minimize
rather than overestimate the threat to H's face. Hence in
general no actor will use a strategy for an FTA that affords
more opportunity for face-risk minimization than is actually
required to retain H's cooperation'. o
N ‘This stapemént seems to reduce politeness to rational instrumentality,
and to forget what may be proper or required because of a speaker's
position or personal style.
r The same limitation appears in a later statement (p. 143):
. : "For instance, 'Would you mind doing A?' is unlikely to have .

any idiomatic function as an indirect speech act in social
e
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B relations dominated by power. 15 5 is powerful, he doesn't
care if H does mind; if S is dominated, then it is presumptuous
to assume that H might mot mind, and even if he didn't, his
not minding would not provide him with any notive to do A."

Again, rational ihstrumentality in relation to social distance

and power seems to be the only consideration. Conventional

discretion in the use of irony and other modulations of key are

overlooked, and some rather obvious considerations of status style.

In 1969 the film "The Royal Family" showed Queen Elizabeth and

others at the Court of St. James. 1In a scene:. showing the Queen

at work in Buckingham Palace, early one mornlng,\she says

»to a man socmething like 'Do you think you could find those papers

we were looking at yesterday?' It seems unreasonable to assume

- that the Queen doesn't mind if the person to whom she : poke '

does mind, and it seems unreasonable to assume that the utterance
was unrepresentative in its solicitious form. Certainly the
utferance, said by the Queen, has the force of an instruction.
At the same time it '... the style of a gracious leader who is
able to get.things done in a solicitous style. The demeanor of
the person and the office botb'appear to require such a style.
Normally it will get things done directly, and, given 1ts
character, it allows occasionally for nuance and new 1nformation
in the getting done. If one is cert.in one.is boss, one ‘can
perhaps increase one's own sphere of feedback and d1scretrpn

\ with such a style. \

If research into politeness is to be useful in understandlng
classrooms, certainly both deference and demeanor must be taken

into account, taking deference broadly as what is owed to the\other,

and demeanor as what one owes'to oneself. Both involve respect,

for the other and for onself. If we combine this distinction
introduced by Goffman with the concern of Brown and Levinson for
positive and negative face, we seem to have three useful categories.

Goffman's 'deference' is like the negative face of the other,

the other's right not to be impinged upon, to be respected. Goffman's

4 ) "demeanor' is like negative face in respect to oneself, or the speaker,

that person's right to be respected.mBOth have to do with a

dimension that might be called 'autonomy'. The notion of 'positive
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face' adds a concern with one's wish to have his or her likes, '

preferences, traits, well regarded Insofar as either party
to an interaction speaks to such concern, we may associate it
‘with Kenneth Burke's term for the heart of rhetoric in the

modern world, identification. -

If we consider the way in which -each, of these three spheres
contributes to the success or failure of csmhunidation, discourse,
in keeping with the general concern of contemporary work for
the
'felicity'

'sincerity' conditions of a speech act, the "happiness' or

conditions of an act, the conditions which must
be sat%sfied for an act to be counted as such, we can say,

roughly, that identificationhas to do with such things as

establishing common ground (whqre one is from, who one knows,
etc.);
regard for the other's self-respect;

what one does, what one'likes, deference has to do with
and demeanor has to do
with expectable regard for one's own. Failure in each of these
respects might sometimes be characterized as 'having nothing in
'10051ng one's cool'. -

common'; 'being rude’

Interaction may fa11 or pall, however, for reasocns of
a fourth kind,

contribution of interest,

the lack of a contribution to it, or of a

from one of the pafties. One may
and still be

This consideration suggests a logical possibility

find common ground, be polite, and self-controlled,
too dull to bear.
to be added to the intersection of the categories- of Goffman and
of Brown and Levinson. Their categori¢s give two spheres of
concern for the other (identificatioh, deference), but only one
of Eoﬁcerg focussed on the speaker (demeanor). From another o
standpoint, their categories give two spheres of concern for respect
(avoiding insult and imposition toward the other and oneseif
(deference, demeanor)), but only one for concern for what may unite,
. integrate, the speaker and hearer (1den;*f1catlon) Let us
.call a fourth category, -one that unites and integrates and has
the contribution one- may be

its focus on the speaker, 'expression',

expected to make to the interest of what goes on. Often enough
/6na s overriding concern in a new environment, as new teacher, new

[, R
/’*student new fleldworker, is politeness, One

Al

avoiding disrespect.
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may forget that others may be as concerned with not being bored
as with not being insulted. )
These four spheres of concern can be shown in,a table:

Focus . .
v Hearer Speaker .
Autonomy Deference Demeanor
Union Identification Expression ’
;

“ i3

In sum, it appears that Brown and Levinson provide a
storehouse of possible devices, upon which an observer might
draw in identifying and interpreting forms of diecoufse in
educdtional and other settings. What they have accomplished =
would not seem to be upset if the formal framework, including -
the derivations from the ﬁaxjms of. Grice, 'were not treated as a
a logical model, but a framework of descriptive dimensions?
Insofar as the model can serve in an explanatory way, as
Brown and Levinson intend, it seems.able to: serve as a source.
‘of explanation for the presence of devices and dimensions,.but
not as an explanation of the organization of devices and the
significance of dimensions in particular settings and setieties.

The force of social structure and cultural orientation is stronger

" than allowed by them and the consequences of the insertion of
spec1f1e forms of utterance in discourse sequences not addressed.

L

T will say somethlng about the possible context for the

appeal of a model such as Brown and Lévinson advgnce at the present

time shortly, Let me address their own concern for it briefly

here. They consider that the detailed parallelisms they find across

the three languages studied (English, Tzeltal, Tamil) could arise

independently, from ratlonal adjustments to 51mpe1 constraincs (che

face wants), presumably of an etholog1ca1 orlgln (that 1s something

built into the human condition as poar: of human blologlcally given

nature), and then become normatively stabilized within cultures.

It is important to them to st¥ess throughout the likely- processes

of a-rational actor. In the end this seems to entail a deterministic

madel of actors. No matter how much persons may choose among
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alternative strategies, and develop specific weightings of
general types of imposition; no matter how much something of
rational and etholggiéal’ofigin:may become normatively stabilized;
explanation in terms of a design historically created by“
the members of a cortinuing cemmunity is not permitted. Cne
i . is not to speak"in terms of, -'say, Ndvajo culture or of
' Navajo norms as an explanatory basis. One is not to invoke .
a specifically Navajo, or American IndRan, configuration and ,
distinctive weight to the dimensions of social dlstance 'power
‘and impaosition. (As pointed out above, they omit to mentlon
. culturally-specific weight ‘of me051t10n inthe passage in whlch
- they choose the prospect of explanatlon in terms of culturally-
external relationships of distance and power. )
Once such a model allews, as it must, fqr normative
~ stabllzatlon, however such as that c¢f the ‘reciprocal relations
between nobles and griots among the Wolof of Senegal, it would
‘seem to have given room for what it seeks to exclude. Different
patterns of use of the-strategies of politeness may become ¢
normatively stablized in dlfferent communities. The current,
active basis for ch01ce and interpretation of st;;tegles in .
communities may be stable norms. The model of rational action,
including its use of Grice s maxims, would have the status
of+an ultimately historical or evolutionary origin. Ontogeny
need not recapitulate phylogeny. Just as a reconstructed model
. of the grammar of the "parent language of a family of languages
may provide a reference point to which all the features:of the
descendar /can be traced, but not an adequate model of the
way thosé :atures are organized in existing languages, so with
a rationa. .econstruction of politeness. It may explain the
origin of similarities but not the patterning of difference.
If this analoé§ is correct, then the difference between
" speaking of normative stabilization among the Navajo of one among
a set of universal possibilities, and speaking of Navajo culture
or Nevaio norms, seems simély terminological. The relationship
between the set of people and general human nature seems the same

.in eitheyx case. One still has to use the modifier, 'Navajo'
f
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. his' concept of- 'restricted code'. Overall, however, he would seem

Ideals and perfectfcns. The 'philosaophically' grounded

gpproaches tnat have been considered seem egch to involve
a tacit ideal image of discourse. Each implies perhaps a’
'representative anecdote' or two, to use a term of Kenneth
Bcrke, as the story from which it starts. It may be helpful
to consider these together.

Bernstein's successive analyses of 'elaboratéd' and
'restricted' coding seem always to involve a contrast between
a dimension on which many choices can be made, and a dimension
on which few choices can be made The nature of the choices’
may be many or few options in vocabulary,dln syntactic seguenfe
!1n dlscretlon as to role, in the c1a351f1cat10n of what is taught,,
in the. organlzatlon or framing of how it is taught. His thought
appears constantly to ,revolve around this contrast, many .
choices vs. few. BernstE1n can be alert to ways “in which
the pole of many choices may be deceptivély preferable, and
he has sometimes been eloquent on the values and meaningfulness
of the regional and working class modes of life evoked by

to come-down on the side of the greater range of choices It N
is only through the ‘elaborated’ code, and its capaclty for™*
metalanguage, for tatk about talk that the appearances of \
things can be analyzad, and codes, and the ﬁatt they play in
maintaining=the,existing order, themsclVes,transformed.

- Garfinkel can be said to reject the 'restricted' code of
standard~soc}ology, its stable categories of status, rank, gender,

event structure, and the-liRe, in favor of the infinite range

"of choices of social action as always contingent accomplishment:

of order. Pushed to the cnd, his view would seem to say that
not only does a correct view show fixed(social order to be an illusion,
any appearance of social order at .all is someth1n° constituted by
participants as they go along lthough they may not realize this
to be.the case.

Grice might be said to posit an original- garden of discourse
in which cooperation between speaker and hearer. cah be tcken for
granted, and propositions and ihfcrmation available w%thout thc )

~ )
- -
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fig—leaves of other motives. Propositidnal.clarity is a ¢ .
starting ﬁointAfrqm_whfch\other motives are taken to be R
departures. Brown and Levinson would seem to incorporate -

this starting point as well, as would seem also to be the

case with Searle's analysis of speech acts, where the - "
relatlon of words g0 world is the fundamental cons1de1at101

L It is hard to define precisely a common basis for ‘these
Jdiverse lines of work, but thev seem to me to have 1n common
a certain orientation. The woflds in Wthh persons 11ve

and talk, are secondary; not prlmary; ‘insofar as these_worlds « -
have distinctive characteristics; these characteristics are N
departures, v1olat10ns, 11m1tat10ns, not constitutive of .r
order; discourse is to bde analyzed in terms of a speaker:

kand hearer) freely placed to relate words and world,

and to -each other, on the‘'basis of a few universal

principles. . ‘

There seem to me two things crutially wrong with

" such an orientation. Fipst, as discussed above, the sense of
universal application invites an invisible ethnocentrism.
Ways of life, emeréent configurations of meaning in particular W
settlngs, are given llttle weight or positive value. Most ]
fundamental of all; 1t is not epnsldered that history and

°adaptat10n may have led a particular grdup so to organize
their modes oﬁ discourse as to make the most approprlate

- account one which starts from some other assumptlon about
the relatrgns between speakers and hearers'than thdt of a
simplified universal model. The existence within different
communities of distinctive ideal models and representative .
anecdotes of' children acquiring 1anguage,’adults using language .
appropriately and well, does not come into view (except in .=
Bernstein). Mostly there is 1acking a conception of totality, N
or configuration, or, alternatively: emergent pattern, as
possibly , defining thé vantage poirnt from which discourse N

in a particular place could bestvbe, analyzed and explained.
Discourse (again with the partial exception of Bernstein) is :
seem in terms of a single actor, not in terms of participants in

-

an on-going way .of.life.
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A relevant example is M. Rosaldo's accoune of the subtle
oratory in the handling of dloputes among the Ilongot of the
Ph111pp1nes Indirectness is an essential 1ngred1ent partly °
to allow for the feelings of the partles addressed, partly to
maintain order insofar as past grievances and claix s are
indicated. 1In recent years some flongot have gone awvay from
the traditional life' and/ returned as administratofs for
government outside. Such admlnlstrators may use a plaln
style, not the traditional allusiveness. This style is
experienced as harsh and authoritarian by traditional Ilongoc.
So much fits the Brown and Levinson model of negatlve
politeness, né doubt. But-Rosaldo goes on to compare the

plain style of the new administrators with the advocacy of !
”a plain style amon° English scientists in the 1ate seventeench

century, In that context the contrastlng style, more allus%ve
and figurative, was seen as an obstacle to knowledge, a means
of concealment perhaps, a cloak foi traditional authority

and pnivilege,las against the ideal of opening knowledge
plainly to demonstration and comnunication to all. This view

" might be seen as somewhat conforming to Brown and Levinson's

model of negative politeness as well: where maximum eifficiency
is important, and this‘is mutually known, no face redress is

- necessary; one can! be bald on record. For .the scientists,

the plain stylenwduld contribute to mutual identification,

whereas for the traditional Ilongot, its use by administrators .

showed power without-deference. Yet very likely, among the
Ilongot administrators, there aas a contribution ‘to mutual ~
identification by the sharing in’ the use of the new style.

In English society, the;§cientific plain style was mot without
some connotation of power, ‘without deference iq relation to -

others outside the scientific community, and perceived as such.

And in both cases, over time, the introduced style would become'

the normal. way of doing something #ithout necessarily evoking
ebther connotation. - It would be less clearly felt to be

-

addressed. ‘o
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Such-considerations Jake these universalistic accounts
very much 1n the same hoat as the ideas associated with
Whorf, strangely enough. Yes, one can and may believe that
a particular configuration in the usage of a language,
a fashion of speaklng, a prevailing mode of politeness, came )

,to be chosen, was selected by members of a community over time. \
Given the existence of the mode of discourse at the present '
time," however, and no other information, / one can not say
what significance it has for one who uses it. The Navajo
,of a monollngual may show an emphasis on méanlngs and verbal v
‘choices havxng to do W1th,mot10n and shape One can well ~ .
_conclude that .over tlme Mavajo speaKers have chosen to report
experience consistently with attention to such meanlngs Héw
else could the meanlngs have become embedded‘ln the obllgatory
patterns of 'the 1anguage, so that to speak the languag
correctly is to be forced to employ them? But what of the
Navajo of'a“mditilingual7 What of'theﬁNavajo of someone whos
'1earned the language as an adult? The grammatical patterms
may be the same in' the ‘'speech ?f all, but the inferences that
cdn be made to the cognltlve consequences for each are not
obv1ously the -same. The obligatory grammatlcal uatterns may
most likely be must involved the consciousness cf the monolingual
who acqulred them as .sole means,of verbal expression as a child,
and 1east, most likely, in the mind of the multlllngual adult who
came to the language late.

*Such considerations app1y to patterns of discourse
generally, whether coding or1entat10ns speech acts, politeness,

) contlncent accomplishments, or other considerations are 1nvclved‘
The same behav1ors, the same verbal conduct, may have different
implications for' different actors. The repertoires of individuals
may differ in a given 1anguage and in a glven range of discourse. .
The context of acquisition muy have been different. What is
a meanlngful choice for ome Dersgn may be the only way another has
of dding anything of the kind at all. It makes little sense to
refer to a general model of 'types of strategy, if sometimes some { \
people. are not able to choose anqnf those types,\hav1no only one ;

-
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jor two available. \ - \
. Of course the model may be used to explain the choice that
a community appears to have made historically. Positive-politeness
is focussed upon here, negative politeness there, for example.
. The crucial difficulty for. the interpretation of occurring

behavior, as!

in a school; is that the relation between convention

and choice is constantly subject to modification and dislocation.

Depending on what has happened in: that regard, the location of

the relevant information in discourse may change. If daily

greetings become stereotyped, so that everyone in the community

uses the same set of formulae, that does not mean that the

,exchange of greetlngs lacks information about current social

relationships. The formulae may be evidence only of past

choices, but the irntonation and modé of articulation of onme

and the same greetings may be a 51gn1f1cant clue to the shifting

polltlcal alignments of the group. y

In sum, simple models of rational actors and participants

in discourse, while seeming to clarlfy experience,’ 56?5%11;

may obscure and mystlfy it. The1r apparent power invites one

to 1nsert observatlons into the11 categories; to assign the

motlvatlons they' allow to observed patterns; to look no

further. Their pawer, however, seems to be that of a yin to

a z;_g Rational choFce propositional blarity, clear turn

taklng and the llke\are not models from which to predict

thé movement of part1c1panp-oart1cles, but half of a dialectic! N

between convention and choice. : -
The second thing cruc1ally wrong Wlth the tendency of these

models seems to me to be the respect in which they appear to

'"~express the outlook of academic intellectuals. I can only

-speculate on 11m1ted information, but lt appears to me thdt
.the world in which ‘acadeniics write 1slbne in which the
overriding consideration is freedom of choice, freedom from
structural constraint, whereas for many of the people in our
communities,‘whose.children and schooling one seeks to assist,
the overridﬂng.ccnsidera;ion is security. The life-chances of

. children are difficult today, and the .first concern of many

i




parents and schools is that the right choices be made. ' There
is concern that the children find some place at all in an
ordered society, rather than drop out of school, take up drugs,
become members of street gangs, and the like. How to find
order and security amidst circumstances that are often

% v

disruptive is the great concern.

Against this background it seems strange to read scholars
and students of literary discourse who congratulate themselves
on the liberating:consquences of undermining the sense of
.order and structure in literary works. From their standpoint,
often enough, the appearance of plot and pattern in a novel,
say, must' be unmasked, 'deconstructed', becausé it is a mask
for traditional aufhority. The! sense of freedom that is gained,
however, seems entirely limited to themselves. It is not- .
apparent that it is any gain for the ordinary-people whose |
name the politices of such work may invoke.

Again, it seems inadequate to invoke the psycﬁoaﬁalytic
analogue of distorted communiéation, as is done by the
brilliant German social theorist, Jurgen Habermas. Accorgiqg
to Habermas, discourse should be defined as that verbal
interacfioﬁ in which the ideal of free exchaage is realized.
Its goal is the wWorking through ¢f a topic or problem to =~
consensus. Such working through should not be interfered with”
by!the denying of anyone a turn or the impasition of an. appeal"
tc.authority. Furthermore, writes Habermas, this: discourse
ideal is implicit in all speech. All speech carries in ideal
intention such a sphere of free disccurse.

- Such a conception has philosophical problems, of course,
since it seems to leave behind entirely the fit of words to the
world as a’ criterion of truth, and to substitute consensus,
which could easily be a truth by community declaration. The
_great problem here is that it seems entirely to reduce the
human motives for discourse to consensus. The princible has
power indeed, when used to criticize structures of authority:

as constraints on free discussion and open solution of problems.
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It proposes that societies, like.psychiatric, patients, have
repressed or concealed from themselves portion#'of
what they have experienced-and know, and that their heaith
depends upon bringing that experience and xnowledge to light.
We can perhaps all think of circumstances to which we would
like to appiy that carion. At the éame time the ideal is
an impossible one to posit as underiylng sccieties. There
simply are many occasions in which the accomplishment of |
a task or the satisfaction of a taste r%qulre giving the

lead or the floor to one or a few people. One can understand
Habermas' desire to find in discourse a principle that .
can provide for systematic critique of societ&. He comes
. from the theoretical Marxist tradicion associated with°
~ the Frankfurt school a group of major scholars and chinkers
who took the Marxist tradltLon as a reference point, but
went thelr own ways in applying it"to ‘the mid-twentieth
century, often the way of pe551mlsm The nineteenth century
Marxist movement had a mllllnary hope that hlstory was
e " on their 51de and revolution not long to await, not unlike

K]

the Christians of the first century. When the First World
W%? found socialists killing each other, rather than uniting,
and_ economic collapse and depréssion brought fascism, rather
than communism, to major countries, the hopes plaéed‘in the
* capitalist system to produce a proletariat to replace it
seemed less and less grounded. To be sure, since the Second
' World War, one baé seen something of that faith revived in

connection with countries of the Third World, such as China.

But for Europeans, it was clear that .the ecoqomic order was

w not ., however troukled, inevitably bringing its own replacement.
Such considerations turned the minds of many thinkers to cultural
- ' fzctors that had been relatively neglected by Marx inhis focus
- on the economic order and social structure. In Italy Antonio
Gramsci, a martyr to Mussolini's jails, forined in his prison
Inotebooks a conception of 'cultural hegemony'. Crudely put,
\the conception was simply that the course of historical change

depended not only on the economic crder, but also on cultural

l eliefs and values. The institutions of the, existing society
© I
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shaped and controlled the ideas and attitudes and 1nc1p1ent

actions of people not through direct exercise of economic or:
even political power, but through. the domirance of available
ideas. : | ‘

Habermas' concern with 'discourse' and 'systematically
distorted communication’ fits within this search for a ‘
critical ﬂnderstanding of the cultural forces shaping
stability and change. The attempt to- root all dlscourse !
in the ideal of/free exchange, however, seems mlsplaced .
Selectively employed,\Fuch a criterion is indeed analooous
to the liberal criterion’ of freedom of speech, and of : .
essential value to a“democratic soéhety. Descriptively ' .
employea, however, such a griterioﬁ simply imposes a
distortion of its own on the'Ways in which different
sets of people have come.to grganize their speech.

In general, each of these ideals or representative
anecdgtes singles out as fundamental a partial truth.
There are occasions of discourse that answer to each, and there are
often occasions that do not. The approach of a scientific- ¥
concern with discourse, as it relates to actual communities,
schools and classrooms, must be to encompass the full raﬁgé
of what occurs. Sometimes what is found will fit a conception .
of elaborated coding, sometimes of restricted coding, sometimes_ \
of a pattern that cuts across the given categories. Sometimes
what is found will;show that the participants place a premium
on contingent accoﬁplishment ¢~ order, and other times that they

" seek out previously fixed structure that can be taken for granted.

Sometimes discourse will t:ke pi.ce within what can be regarded’
as a sphere of cooperation, and sometimes not. Sometimes the,
meanings of what occurs ‘will be'describable in terms of Searle-like
speech acts, sometimes not (cf. Hirsch 1975). Sometimes the

ideals or practicegUOf a group will answer to the principle of

free ¢iscoﬁrse, sometimes not. Sometimes the choices people make
will .appear to fit the choices analyzed and modeled by Brown and
Levinson, sometimes not. The actual wants and goals of people

are too complex to be aésigned to any one of these categories or

models, -
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It is Bernstein who stands out in this context, ‘as hav1ng

consistently artlculated the existence of alternative ideals

of discourse, organlzlng the means of the same named language

in contrasting ways. And it is probably not by chance that

the part of his work for which he has been most severely

criticized is the part’ that has talked of a 'restricted' code.
Let me try to place the threads of consisténcy among these

diverse approaches into a broader intellectual context, by

considering what would be the case if they, and others, were

to achieve their own goals. That will take us to the heart of

the matter in one respect--the respecti

in which one can or* ‘
cannot consider these prominent theories and models adéquate ’ ° .
bases for the applled' research. of schools and classrooms. |
There are many disputes apd dlfflcultles associated with each ﬁ
of the approaches, and much has been and no doubt will be written
in the course &f working them out. Rather than try to guess that
one approach will win out over another, o: _o chcose one for
whatever reason, let us ask the overriding question: Suppose the -
aims of an approach were perfectly achieved? What would we have?"
It éeems to me that the perfect accomplishment of the
purposes of all three of the appfoaches_so f;x discussed would
not contribute mich to the uﬁderstanding of teaching and learning,
in a way useful tc¢ educations in particular situations, however( i |
much might be gained in other respects. : 0
Some approaches would provide a perfect knowledge of some f
aspect of the organization of the human mind. If thexe are - 1
edgcators who do not recognize the complexity and subtlety of |
the human mind, especially in its linguistic aspect, they should i
be told; but the means for doing so havc been available for some }
time. Educators deal crucially with particular minds and differences
' among them. . . i ' ’
" Some approaches would provide a perfect model of those aspects
of Ernglish that enter into linguistic discussion (notably' ‘
|
|
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tending to exclude. intonation). It seems inherent in the logic

‘of argumentation in the,development of such models to consider
 every theoretical poss1b111ty. Intense reflection on consc1ously

imaginable examples and counter-examples‘appegrs to lead in the
direction of a model of_thg language appropriate to an ’
ideal speaker-listener, indeed, ome to whom all the potentialities
of the system were available. Such an onnipotént and omhiscient
user of language might also be honorable, polite and good,

but remote from the .working organization of language in

a variety of particular minds. Intense reflﬁétion and conscious’
imagination of poss{bilities distort tHe object of study, if

the object of étudy is the use of language in everyday situations,

,such as schools. On the-one hand-, none of us has the entire

systemic potential of 'English' available. O0n the other hand,
any of us may do things we are notlaware of.doing and can not
always bring to mind. Observation of situated activity is
essential. & ' ‘ ’

.Some approaches apply observation, but insist on
restricting attention to a partlcular form of observatlonal
data, such as a videotape or a transcript. The work is often
of great value, bt participant observation in Settings not
open to camera or‘tape-recorder 1s necessary too.

. Limitations” such as those just reviewed secem to have in .
common. a concern on the part of researchers--a very understandable
concern--to do work that is considered sc1ent1f1c and
31gn1f1cant by a group of peers. What is cons1dered scientifi~
and s1¢n1f1cant at a °1ven time and in a given plaece is not
entirely a function of the advance,of knowledge. It is alsé
partly a function of broad thanges in climate of ovinion "and
outlook, on the cne hand, and’the aétraction of new technology,
on the other. ﬁoth are power ful forces in American society,
but one can hope to moderate their influence, channel it

constructively. *»
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In our present climate of opinion about what is

i

reward}ng as a finding in research, and about what is valuable

Jﬁé a gbal for a discipline, we appear to be in the midst of ¥
major change in the value placed on the individual instance.

Such a change can be glimpsed behind the proliferation of

terms for apﬁrqaehg§ and .subfields,. and the debates about

methodology and philosophical perspective. There hgs been
a liberal consciousness with each stage, but what is taken

to be liberal, and liberating, has not remained the same.

" In the early development of linguistics as a discipline,
especially.in the United States, great emphasis was placed
upon the, structure of a language, as agaiﬁst instances of
speech. The.goal of the new science was to discover the

\ invariants of the code, the code underlying the message,
the language underlying and making intelligible“speech:
o The methodological inspiration and training of linguists
‘ drove toward the end of finding regularity underlying
apparent physical variation. At .the same time the liberal
» . concern of many linguists with the languages of peoples
such as the American Indians, bothfas evidence for the
science of linguistics and as expressions of distinctive
. © - ways of 11fe, involved a p051t1ve valuation for individuality
s at the level of a whole language, and a distrust of
generalizatlons predicated of all languages. Linguists o
working with diverse languages had too often fo?nd in them ~
pattern and structure thgt brevailigg generalizations did not
fit. The worth of the languages, and the peoples who spoke them, v
had too often been disparaged on the grounds of lack of
structure or some lesser embodiment of a general structure.
American an;hropology and linguistics were shaped in a climgte'

’

in which to find order <in what ethnocentric perception had

seen as a disorder was a progressive’cause. Nor is some need.
for that impulse irrelevant still today.’ *

The formative attitude of these generatioﬁs can be.
summarized by a plus for positive evaluation, a minus for

negative evaluation, in the following two respects:

L]
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language : speech ' Langurage - languages
: (in general) (in particular)
+ - .- +

A close reading of the times will find them much~more complicated
than the chart allows; but the chart doe§ bring out clearly ”
a dominant outlook.

s )
| The impact of Noam Chomsky’on linguistics in the last .
twenty-five yedrs did not change the left-hand side of the
chart. The notions of 'language' and 'speech' (or 'la langue'.,
and 'la parole' in French terminology) were replaced in‘his
wrltlng by .'competence' and 'perform;pc%', but the evaluation

e’ - ~ E A
. remalned intact. 'Competence', defined as the underlying, knowledge ° Z

of his or her grammar on the part of an ideal speaker-listener, )
o was good and the goal of llngulsﬁlc research. 'Performance',
comprising “everything else, from behav1oral manifestation to *
social activity, was'either a negative dlstractlon Oor an area
whose_examlnatlon was to be postponed until the study of
competence was complete. The right-hand side of the
.,  chart, however, changed radically. The differences among
) languages in particular were held to be:minox . The true ‘ i !
goal of 11ngulst1c~theory was what was true of language in
' general. And the exvpected findings of inquiry into what was
true of languagein general were téﬁaccount for the rapid
vau181t10n of competence in language by the developing child,
and to provide a specification of a power unlque to and within
human nature. Universal linsuistic structure radically distinguished
gtuman Leings from any orher creatures, and could not be explained
as a derivative of general mental abilities; its organization
. . was suff1c1ently'un1que to require explanatlon as innate.
One cAn see that the climate of oplnlon engendered by
the potent 1nfluence of Noam Chomsky could be summarized in the

¢ - -

following chart: e . , .

language : speech Language : . languages’
) . . (in general) (in particular)
\)‘ . - + - + = ' . ’ <
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In neither of these orientations was the individual
user of language singled out for attention. In the first
:or;entation the-patferning that could be attriblited to the
general culture or way of life was the dominant concern,
as against individual differences. 1In the second orientation
the ideal speaker-listener was by definition a perfect ~
. model of the language of the whole community. Even when . 5
anthropologists and sociologists attended for individuals ‘
as dlfferent in regard to pereonalley, character, interest,
! role\ status, and the like, they usually assumed that language
was invariant and common to all. A sense of the 1nvar1a3ce
and systematicity of language was indeed an important part
of the appeallof linguistics as a model to ‘others.

The structure of the code that seemed a liberal
accomplishment to several generations has come to seem an
imposition, even an unreality, to many younger scholars '
todav. What seemed something to discover is felt to be .
unwarranted. This orientation is increasingly widespread ¥
among sociologists and anthropologists. ‘The work under

the ﬁead}ng of 'ethnomerhodgiogy' began with the premise that
accepted social categories were questionable, -likely to be
¢ arbitrarily imposed in the coding of data, ‘and not fundamental.
What wgs'fundementa; was the huntan ability toimake sense out
of experience. Making -sense was a centingent accomﬁlishment,
something accomplished from moment to ﬁoment. The rewarding
outcome of inquiry was not to find structure beneath variation,
¢ . but to ‘find uniquenes? where coﬁvention"had expected structure.
Regularity was expected, not in historically developed
cﬁstoms and ncrms, but in the relation between particular .
situations and general processes and practices of the human mind.
This orientation informs advanced work in the understandlng
of polltennss in verbal interaction, the differentiation of
reading groups in an elementaiy classroom, and much else. A : o
v great part of the work in' linguistics in the analysis of
conversatioﬁ assumes that a few universal principles provide . -

" .an,adequate basis"for interpretation of what is said in any )
", . language and culture. T \ . zﬁ%
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This climate of opinion can be summariz-~1 in the following

. *chart: .
. 7 . 1\
language : speech . Language : » _languages
’ (in general) . - (in particular)
- + + . . - -

. ; .
In other words, what is sought and found rewarding is a particdlar .
instance to be explained in terms of a universal principle. Many
llngulSts to be sure, retain a concern with the structure of
perticular languages. 'This intérest sometimes combires with

LY
———

~an interest in process$ and individuating function thav can be
con51dered the emergence to a degree of an o*1entat1 ~Fat
. would answer to the follow1ng summary descr1p£10n~

- .
o] . * °J

- language : speech Language : lan eges
) X (in general) (in parficular)’
,* + 3 . +

4
.0

That is, the interest in 1anguage in general is retained, but

.
xS
LY
; + >
& '

is balanced by an interest in partlcularéty as well The
focus is on what 1anguages of a certain type of grammatical &\
structure may have in common, and the respect in which a particula 2

1anguage may exemplify a particular poss1b11ty or development
, ' w1th1n the type. And speech is seen as a source of what becomes?coded’

" in grammar, d1a1eculcally 1nteract1ng with'it. )
.Scholars may speak in terms of -'linguistics', as if it -

: . werk a single entlty, but educators should know, that orlentatlons
“of all. four Kind$ still exist in linguistic work. The klnd of
research-that is done on teachlng and learning will be partly
a function, not of the classroom, but of wﬁaﬁ’?t is rewardlng
for an aspiring or commited scholar to find.

7 Alongside llngulstlcs proper, there 1s a Darallel

development in fields whmchﬁstudy 1angua9e in wa,s ofcgelevance

. to educdtion. Just as linguistics for.some time focuséed'mainiy

- on the structure of grammar, setting aside speech, so folklorists
. and anthropologists, studying verbal behavior of valued kinds .
. in commuhities, focussed upon the structure of genres and plots

. -
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rituals, as against the variation of individual performances.
The famous work of«Qlaude Levi-Strauss on myth carries this
oo tendency to its perfectlon as it were, just as the famous
work of Noam Chomsky carries the tendency ‘to its perfection
in language as such. Each seeks a universal underlylng ‘
- structure that is unaffected by individuals and particular
ways.of llfe 3 During the past decade or two, however, therye
‘has grown UD/ln folklore and anthropology a considerable

"

1nterest in the study of the performance of texts, rituals,
* and other behaviors as positive accomplLshments ®ne could

say that the view of par icular cases_as Simply instances ' ‘

was replaced by-a view of them as 1nstant1atlons The ,

patternlng of interest was not s1ley some underlylng code
,.ofwhlch the observed behav1or might- be a more or less imperfect
. manifestation. The patternlng of interesf became the complex
organization of the perfdrmance, to Whlch a variety of- © 7
‘underlylng codes might-partially contribute. Complex

= 'organlzatlon was sought as somethlng emergent above the

-

. e

codes underlying. =~ . * . \

All these orlentatlons can’be sa1d to be concerned with’
the. place of 1nd1v1duat10n the reallzatlon of generlc . .
possibility, in terms of the relatlon between a structure
and instances of structure. The orientations differ in the.,
attitude toward the two poles, both at the level of code
/ + in relation to m%ssage form, and at the level 6f the nature.

"oy
<«

. of a Elnd of code in general in relation to paxrticular codes
Notice, 1nc1dentally, that’ the dialectical .logic‘of-inquiry ~ A
advocated by the’ llngulst Kenneth Pike. applies equally to ’

'bothflevels. Pike formulated the logic in terms of ‘the
relation ‘between codes in generdl and particular codes,. under

the labels 'emic' and 'étié' " An initial ame of

o'

, reference/Is necessary as, a way of observ1ng and descrlblng what
) is found Such a frame’depcnds upon the generalizations and .
Y R known posslbllltles already available in the field of study 'The_
:. + goal is to dlscouer the. pattern or structure implicit in the
given case. The features, elements, relationships, found to

., jo4
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obtain should be demonstrable within the case itself. Once

these 'emic' findings are’ available, they may become the basis

for an extension or revision oil the 'etic' foundatlon'of further

Pike devised the terms 'emic'

studies and the general subject.

and 'etic' from the endings of the terms 'phonemic' and 'phonetic’,

whldh have. had just such a relationship in the study of the
sound systems of languages. Discussion of the notions in
. anthropology and the social sciences has usually been at

the same level: individual case vis-a-vis general subject.

- The experience of field workers and others study1n° particular

cases is describable 1n the same terms. A provisional

*

. formulatxon may be made as to the patterning that exists.
New instances are observed, ‘whose internal character is

) determined. ~These new instances affect the provisional

N formulatlon becoming the’ basis for its extension or revision.
* In other ‘words, the researcher, present at a particular

. occasion, can not but describe it “in temms of whatever general

she has reached. He or.

! understandings of such occasions he or

" she has a responslblllty, howe¥er, jnot to assuyme automatically
that the particular occasion is 51mply another instance of ‘
aﬁ already known structure. He or she has the obligation to RS
attend to what may be particular to 1t. Its .

- ‘ " particularities, though seemlng exceptlons to the researcher s

"emic' . .
own generallzatlons about the given case, may deepen what

"is understood about the case. It is when this iterative

. process is’.found unrewarding that one can decide that one has

a warranted general analysis.

The notion of ‘individuation, then,

can usefully \\\\'

. illuminate all levels of study.
its analogue in ~education.

The linguistic application has

The public tends to talk in terms

and the llke

of 'the' oubllc school, 'the' high school,
Research “is sometimes valued for its apoarent contribution
to the understanding of schools in general sometimes for

its contribution to the understandlng of particular schools. i
Teachers aﬁa researchers-may take an interest in an instance

_ of behavior only insofar as it seems evidence of an underlying
Q ‘ g ’ :
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- ‘structure; or they may take an. interest in what appeaﬁ% unique .
S @

’ T -

or vnusual.. . N
’ For the notion of individuation to be fully useful, . <
hawever, in education’as in the study of discourse, it needs-’
to be applied to the study bf the dindividual. THat is indeed )
its point of .origin. I owe all these ref‘ectlons to the
stlmulatlohtof a discussion wlth Kenneth:* Burke on_ the prlnclule
individuation in relation to language and the body. For Burke,
language is something that is shared by people;, and that \
providés for' something in common in the symbolic realm: - "
belongs, in h1s terms, to the realm that is d1st1nct1vely human '
' the realm of action. Any physlcal entlty, such as a body, - .
v is 1n and of itself part of the realm of motion, sheer nature,;
) lacklng symbol:crty. And yet it is. the intersection of the ‘
two that provides for “the 1nd1v1dual The notlon of’ paln ‘ A
is. part of the language and shared. Pain’ as an experience
{13 the experience of particular bodres Burke s ,view is ' -
: . like that of St. Thomas Acquinas, as he recognizes; for whom ‘<
JSmatter’ was the pr1nc1ple by which 'form' was 1nd1v1duated
It has connect Qns, as he points out, with the Marx of The

German Ideolog *,- who sought: to ground social theory in "

.o "the real living individuals themsélves, as they are in actual 1
1ife. consclou%ness 1s,cons1dered solely as thelr consclousness '

v. ‘ And one can’ see that thSICal reallty, materlal reallty, is.
" the. basls of 1nd1v1duatlon in the relation between code and

an
-

message text and performance, as prev1ously discussed.
;Q‘ The great limitation of or1enthtlons t% language and d1scourse
>° thrOughout the recent h1story‘of llngulstlcs :an be said to be
"their lack of a prlnclple of 1nd1v1duat10n that reached to
the llv’ng 1nd1v1dual and the living performance © Attitudes™
revolved around the relation between language in general and
part;cular languages, speech 1tself as a material reality,

was subordlnated seen as lacklng structure or, as mere

externallty -Individuals were ¢ons1dered in terms of the1r

. common knowled of a‘language; .and thelr presumed common’ - h T

»

membershlp 1n a speech community. Language and tommunlty tended to be-
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treated as equivalent. It is only in the last two decades with
the close empirical study of varlatlon in actual speech, as
; part of the study of on-going change in 1anguage, by Labov
and oﬁhers, that the relation between individuals and
speech community has become open to empirical analv51s in
large urban centers. Debate rages as to the way-in which the
relationship is to .be ddequately concelyed, but it is the empirical ’
observation of instances 6f speech on the part‘of individuals
that permits'éhe question to be at last addressed.
The great limitation of what has been said so far is
that the pr1nc1p1e of individuation, and the idea of the instance -
or 1nd1v1dual has been mostly considered as the opposite of
patterning. Individuation has been considered as limitation to
generality, as variation in relation to structure. Only in
the case of the study of performance was it noted that the
1nd1v1dual case could be the locus of a complex organization of
its own. To complete the picture, we need now to consider
the equivalent ‘aspect of the individual. The individual too
can be seen as the locus of the realization of complex
\fatterning. Tndeed, in ordinary life we commonly -speak of
such things as personaiity, character, style, and in -
iiterature, of personal voice. The great limitation of all
linguistics is that it has found no way to reach to the
reeognition of personal(voice The individual figures either
‘as surrogate for what is the same in all individuals, or as \

a locus of variation. Consistency, pattern, style are not

sought or regarded as rewarding. But just as a single

perfermance can.be seen as more than an instance, rather as

an accomplishment, an instantiation, su can an individual's

~ability and use of lahguage. One way to think of a speech community
. is as a distribution or organization of features of pronunciation,
grammar and vocabulary, according to certain boundaries and
proportions. Another way.to think of a speech community is as

a configuration of voices. In planning with regard to language,
it does not make too much sense to be for or against a certain
i distribution of features of pronunciation, grammar and vocabulary,

7
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in and of themselves. Behind strong emotions_about such things
lies, I think, an assoéigtion of them with kinds of person. And
it does make sense to think of the future of a community as having
or lacking, being rich or poor, in certain kinds of voice.

The notion of individuation, abplied to the relation |
between language and person, on the one hand, .and to the
rklation between code and messagé, on the other, is essentiél,
I think, if.one is tB make sense in 1inguistic’terms of
educational realities. The realization of the potential *
power of la language, of the sfstemaﬁfc grammar implicit in a
language, is so great thaﬁlit;is difficult for linguists

"to deal with any -suggestion of its limitation,in individuals.

In~ éhig respect all individua?s are to be thought of as
equivalent instantiations of the general powers of language.
This relationship is uﬁwittinglywcopfused, I think, with -
another, the relation bétween grammar and message. If it

is sugggsqed that an iﬁdividual's verbal performance is limited,
the first thought is that the particular circumstances may
have inhibited éerformance, or certainly not allowed for the
full range of what the individual might be able ‘to do with
his or her linguistic céapacity. That is a liberal point, and

-

a valid poiﬁt. It is "the point bf‘Wi}liam Labov's well known
discussion of Black®English, in Which he shows that great
wit and logic can be found in its‘uset,and that children who

- are .reticent in experimental settlngs with white“investigators

——— " may" be “far more open and talkative in settings with black

/ [KC
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1nvest1gators. Similarly, Susan Philips showed that the
apparent shyness of Indian children from Warm «Springs reservation

in classrooms dominated by white teachers was a function of

the typezof 'pa;t}cipant structure' in which talk was expected.
The more the participant structure was like the structures

of the Indian way of life, the more verbal the Indian children
became. .

It remains the case that some individuals may have different

potentials than others in verbal ability. The fact that any

.individual's 'underlying' ability may exceed what a particular

event discloses does not imply that all‘underlying abilities are

©
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the same. If one assumes that the onlylreiéiionship of g
=im§ortance is between general language ability and particular.
- occasions, it may seem reasonable that general 1anguage ability

will Hévelop in an equivalent way. If however, one grants
that thexre exist endurlng conflguratlons of n rms, practices,
.and gypes of personallty, which may govern accdess to ! '
verbal experience differentially for 1nd1v1duals, then

one wPuld expect what+indeed we experience in| everyday

11fe.1 Differences in individual native ability interact with
differences in access and opportunity to yield a very varied
distribution Sf levels and kinds of ability with language.

- Thé difference between much of the orientation of
liﬁguistic thinkiﬁg\and the facts of education is almost
ludicrous. The one tends to deal with an imagined world of
equivalent inaividualsu The other addresses and to some
extent produces individual differences.

These considerations Bring us again to the
- -
ethnographic approach. :

',’

(4) The ethnographic approach is not a single thing, if .one

takes the term to cover the activities of all those who _

s anthropologists, folklorists,
I will understand the
roach here in the sense in which it
ecent book (Hymes 1980), and sketched
in the first part.of this report. My main concern here is to

practice eﬁhnogragpy, whether
educators, sociologists, or  Otherwise.
notion of ethnographic
has been discussed in my

relate ethnographic practice to discourse, especially in terms
of an adequateé framework for the full context of discourse in
education, and in terms of the increasing focus of other work
on discourse on the question of shared kﬁowledge. ;
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o ) ¢+  The leading trend in discoﬂ!&e analysis of relevance

to educetional settings has the properties singled out by’
Corsaro (1981l: 53 ) in his‘helpful\revieW~of discourse
anal§sis models. All the models share the importance of
studying actual discourse in natural settings; all also ) .
stress the importance of social context and of the abilities
© of barticipants to adept to contextual features and also to
. " create and transform contextual features of discourse events;
‘ all récognize that the information offered and received
in discourse is found at more than one level of the
interaction, whether linguistic or behavioral. =«
) Within the empirical study of discourse it§elf there
is a logic of a sort that forces analysts away from the
assumptions of formal linguistics. Analysis cannot stay
with 11ngu1st1c features alone, but must come to grips .
with the understandings and expectatlons that part*c1pants
bring to discourse. In so coming to grips, analysts find
it difficult to proceed on an assumption of shared, already
‘'given knowledge among participants in terms of which what
is said is understood. The representativetanecddte, as it
were, of formal,liﬁgﬁistics, the ideal speaker-listener
representative of é uniform speech community, recedes from
view. This course brings empirical study of discourse

. into the world of ethnography, but not always to a redognition‘

that that is where one has arrived. \
_Let me review briefly some of the work that reflects

this development before suggesting a dimensiocn spec1f1cally
ethnographic in the anthropolog1cal sense.

) Recent discussion of shared knowledge in the literature
of formal linguistics, pragmatics and cognitive psychology
seems unaware of a long histoty of definition and discussion of

the notion of culture in terms of shared knowledge in the ,

course of this ceﬁtury in anthropology, and unaware of thé

centrality to anthropological studies of meaning, cognitive
f anthropology and general conceptions of ethnography itself .

since Ward Goodenough's statement in 1957 of the goal of

ethnography as understandlng of what a member of culture’
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needed to know to participate‘ln it " The current trend
appears headed into terr1tory falrly well mapned already
by discussion and debate of Goodenough s criterion.

Early in the development of sociolinguistics there was
‘fﬁslderatlon of the range of background knowledge relevant .
to partlcloants interpretation of discourse (Xjolseht 1972).
Much 11ngu1st1c discussion has been concerned with what
aspects of knowledge could properlyoor best be 1ncluded .
in what sector of a grammar, of a semantic descrlotlon,
and of general account of the abilities of speakers. The
major tendency has been to set aside'many aspects of knowledge,
as not in principle capable of being formulated within

a model of language. This view has held particularly for
specific, conventional forms of knowledge restricted to
a particular soc1ety or culture Recently, in a clear and
penetrating book, Gazdar (1979) has addressed this problem.
His conception of pragmatics is that it deals with those
aspects of the meaning of utterances which cannot be )
accounted for by straightforward reference to the ‘truth
conditions ofthe sentences uttered. - '

"Put crudely: PRAGMATICS = MEANING - TRUTH

CONDITIONS" (p. 2).

Gazdar's purpgse is to present a formal system that tells _:
us what an utterance implicates and presupposes. (It was Gazdar

who advised Brown and Levinson that 'metaphorical urgency' in '

their formal model would allow any counter-example to- be

explained away). Discussing Grice's maxims (ch. 3), Gazdard

find difficulty in formalizing them-ithe maxim having to do

with 'relevance', for example, and because of this, concludes that
parts of Grice's effort are probably unusable by linguists at
present, while the usable parts have to be defined so restrictively
that much of their potential power and generality is lost. For

Qaédar, 'not to stick to formalist methodology in an area like

‘this can only lead out of linguistics and into literary criticism'

(54).
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o Accepting Keenan's account of Malagasy speakers, Gazdar
concludes that the generalized conversational implicatures of
Grice might better ge regarded as ccnventional (relative to

a culture), than as generalized conversational principles

oo (that is, inherent in the nature of human conversation
anywhere) (54-5). - .
Together, these statements  seem representatlve of

r

the dilemma and choice made by many formal 11ngulsts, as -.
/ o the study of discourse leads-out into the study of‘cultures; - g
The criteria of thg field of work require adhering to the
formal account, even if the result ‘is irrelevance to political
conjunctures and the situations ofchildren in schools,
among\others4 There seems as well something of a charitable
double standard. Ethnogréphy is gcceﬁted in other cultures,
but our own is taken as directly'available to us, and only ‘
logic as nee@ed. (On the limitations o f£his view, see
Silverstein 1977, 1981). But what standing would one give —
to a f1nd1ng that a group within American soc1ety, say,
systematically disregarded, or even'denied, implications and _
presuppositions arrived at in the course of formal analysis, ,

or at least did so in certain contexts. There is
comparative evidence that reasoning in a logical framework

must’ itself be considered one genre among others, variably
distributed in space and t1me (Scribner 1979: 241). It is

possible that a focus on 1mp11cature and presuppésltlon leads

in part to the creation of relatlonshlps, at least in the
consciousness of analysts, adding these relations to those

already present in a larger community? If a set of ordinary

speakers were found hot to accept logical findings or to

who evidence of sharing them, would they simply be wrong?

Possibly so some of the time. Their conduct might imply

inescapably assumptions of which they are unaware. But possibly i -

there are various dialects of implicature and presupposition,
just as there are of syntax and phonology, such that field work
is needed to identify and describe them.

| A : _ ‘ 1{02_ |




Sometimes one suspects simply a mnaivete about
culture and society, a lack of sociological imagination
(as in the proposals of Bach and Harnlsh 1979, rev1ewed
by myself in Language in Society 10 270 4 (1981) But
awareness of cultural diversity in- these regards probably!

motivates some of the turn to principlesipf interpretation, '
available to. human beings in interaction,\and general
beyond specific cultural knowledge and experience. The
effect of Sperber and Wilson's rejection of Grice's
maxims in favor of a single principle of makimal-
relevance seems'along these lines (1982). Sperber and
Wilson note that comnrehen51on 1s a function of the context,
and that some recent work sugges sts that the relevant context
. 1nvqlved #h the comprehension of an Utterance is restricted
to the mutual knowledge, beiiefs and suppositionsof speaker
nd hearer, where mutual knowledge is knowledge that is not
only shared,; but known to be shared and known to be known to
be shared, and s6 on. On this appreach, they p01nt out,
the 1dent1f1cat10n of mutual knowledge 1s a maJor factor
in every aspect of comprehension, and one of the most urgent !
goals of pragmatic theoxry is to explaln how it is achieved.
Such a sense of goal is certainly evident im some of the
'verj best of current work, as in Prince (1981), which moves
from precitability in terms of 1iqguistic context within the
setence, to saliency, to 'shared knowledge' as a necessary -
wider frame within which to understand what is given and what
is new in the information conveyed in language. Prince
dlsoards the debated term 'shared knowledge® in favor of
'assumed familiarity', partly because it does not assume
symmetry in what is assumed. McCawley (1981) moves in a sgmllar
direction, regarding pragmatic presupposition as ‘based on what
the speaker and addressee take to be shared at the given point
'in the discourse; }shared' is thus relevant to a particular
contextts(hmmerz work on conversational inferincing has a
51m11ar character, as we have seen (1977, 1978). Kreckel
(1981: 25-32) brlngs a valuable dlscu551on to this issue in
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the course o} an important empirical study; when she speaks '

of coﬁcebtual convergence among speakers. Individuals*

may have common knowledge, knowledge in common, without -
having met, because of parallels in their experiences and
interests. * Such separately acquired knowledge is held to be
significantly distinct from knowledge mutually acqulred

.through interaction The degree of concevtual convergegpe

among persons is dependent. 1n part on-past-mutual interaction,

and also on the factor of shared perspective, defined as

the desire to participate or share in future activities.

The greater the degree of background knowledge, however
, acquired, and of shared perspective, the greater the .

degree of conceptual convergence that can come about through

mutual “interaction. )
This perspeetlve brings' out the respect in whlch

what is shared as a context and basis for understandlng .

discourse may be negotiated in the course of discourse

itself. Such negotatign would ipvolve the generic ways®

of making sense and order in the world attended to by~

ethnomethodology along Garfinkel's lines, but it would also .

involve ways specific to a set of people and a setting ‘

And given a view of such negotiation as including °
convergence, one can integrate recognition JF the
contingent, active process with recognition of the
existence of stable patterns, continuing perspectives,
ways of doing and understanding things that emerge and
persist. Such an integration‘is necessary to a foundation
for the relevance of discourse to educational settings.

A focus on the contlngent negotiated aspect of discourse
alone would allow for educators to make-a difference,

‘but not to make a difference that could last. Process

and pattern are two sides of the same coin in this- respect.
That there is more than Dre ex1st1ng pattern allows for
making a difference through what one understands, interprets,
and does. That there is more than sheer process allows

for making differences into accomplishments.

<« -
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It is this double recognition that brings a ifully o
, ethnographic perspective to the study of discourse in . °
educationa% settings. Ethnography entails close observatioﬁ
of actual behav1or in natural settings. It entails attention
. to what persons say about their behavior, and, indeed, uses
. whatever information may help make sense of a way of doing
things. Within the anthropological traditicn, however,

"ethnology', the comparative

ethnography goes together with
analysis of different ways of doing things (cf. Hymes 1980:
119-125) . The great growth or empirical work in discourse
- today often joins consideration of speech acts with ,
. consideration of interaction (cf. Edmondson 1981, Kreckel .
1981, Corsaro 1981, and others). It’beéins to pay -
. . neeged attention t6 intonation and the interrelations of
‘all levels of communieative conduct (cf. Kreckel.1981,
for her own work and other_worﬁ diécussed). Such émpirical *
work, however* may limit itself to conversation as some
sort of naturally given unit., not realizing that verbal
conduct is always relative to a local set of genres .
and modes of conduct. Such empirical work may seek to
go directly to underlying universal models and principles;
failing to pause to consider persistent or emergent local
patterns. In these respects, much current work in the analysis
of discodrge recogniées only two of the three moments, ‘
or aspects, of the dialectic of discourse in human life.
It recognizes the perspective of shared, given patte“nlng,
: ¢ pre-existing interaction. It recogn17es the perspectlv\ of
. contingent, negotiated interpretation of what occurs in R
. interaction. It does not usually recognize the perspective of
pattern emerging from interaction.
‘Such a perspective of three moment; in the unending
relation Between.pattern and process is coming to the fore -
again in linguistic proper, where some students of syntax
.seek to relate its crystalllzed regularltles to the still
optional patternlngs of discourge beyond the sentence. ~What
is needed is to recognize that codification of regularity

< occurs in respect, not onty to syntax, but also to conduct.
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I see no way of.choosing one among the various sets of
terms and categories emerging in current empirical work. For
the most part, one can regard these proposais as potentially
uvseful indications of devices that may be relevant in a given
case. It'would be a mistake to accept any single set of terms
or descriptions as an a priori coding scheme.

One does indeed need sensitivity to such terms and
categories, for one cannot see what is going on in discourse
without some framework sufficiently fine to capture linguistic-
and interactional detail. The point, of course, is to wvalidate
the relevance of the noticed detail in the casz in question.

As an aid to the study of discourse in classrooms

and other educational settings, the general framework
proposed by myself’ some ‘years ago-may still be useful. It
perhaps has the value, as a heur1st1c device, of being self- ev1dent1y
general compr1s1ng ritbrics which specific investigation must

make Gomcrete. Th1s framework distinguishes settings, as,physieal
environments, and scenes, as culturally defined-contexts; ;
participants; ends in view and ends as outcomes; the sequence

of action itself, including both content and form; .the key . '
in which activity is done; the instrumentalities employed,
‘both codes and channels; the horms of interaction and the

norms of 1nterpretat10n that pertain; and the genres in terms

of which what is done goes on. This broad framework so
summarized, can be glven the acronym S-P-E-A-K-I-ﬂ-G

In any given case, of course, everythlng depends upon

discovering which dimensions are relevant and active. Not all will
be all the time. g One def1n1t10n of context would be to take -
'context' as those d1mens10ns are taken as given at a given B
p01nt The other dimension or dimensions would .be the 1oCation
of 1nformat10n in the sense that choice was occurring. One can
readily see "that choice could ‘be operatlve for any one "of the
dimensions while the others were held constant. This place’ or‘
that? this kind of occasion or that? these participants,(guests,°
onlookers, speakers, audience, etc.) or thoFe?- this’gurpose or

_ that purpose? this sequenc: of actions or that? this key
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or fhat (serious or mock, ifiviting or discouraging, etc.); this chaﬂnel
or that (write, phone, meet to talk)? this code or that? (
fofmal\orainformal style, English or Spanish, etc.) this
" norm or that (formal or informal manner, strict or free, ,}
as evidence or entertainment, etc); this genre or that (conversatioﬁ,

monologue, hint or passing remark, etc.).

I ¥

A characteristic of different occasionéAmay well lie in just

which of the dimensions are in view, are negotiable, even are

in conflict. Where one can make a difference, through

interpretation and process, may sometimes bte in one dimension

only or one dimension most easily. )
All that has been said abcut the study of discourse points
to the conclus1on .that the relevant 1ngred1ents cannot be

assumed to be known in advance. ThlS conclusion applies to the "

notion of language icself,'gnd its formal analysis 'in 11ngu1§tlcs.

Language, or a language such as the Eppglish language, cannot

be taken as a monolithic entity, inserted into relations with

factors outside itself. Llngulstlcs :that studies 1an0uage in

such a way cannot provide an adequate‘foundatlon for the study

of discourse in actual settings. _One neads to recognize that .

‘only some of the featires of language may be the relevant

. . . ¢ P T . . . . .
ones in a given -eontext. - The es'sential perspective on linguistic

’ features may be that of style.- When one recognizes someone

as speaklng formally or 1nformally, elegantly or crudely,

‘approprlately or 1nappropr1ately in relation to some context,

the set of Features that inform the judgment often will

consist of features from several different levels of language

as formally studied. Scmething of pronunciation, somiething of §

grammatical construction, something of lexical choice, .together h

with matters of intonation, and matters of communicative conduct” .

otherwise, such as gesture and posture, will likely be involved.

The formal study of linguistics today offers little opoortunlty

R to at¢quire training in the study of 1anguag° from such a persnectlve

Courses which teach one to recognize specific features of sound,

grammar, ‘' syntax and the "like normally assume that the context

in which the relationships of such features will be studied is

A
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that of a given language or a formal model of-language.
The study of discourse in educational and other settings,
however, requires that one be able to recognize specific
features of language and be able to discover their
relationships to kinds of participants, roles and statuses,
kinds of event and activity, .kinds of setting, and the like.
One needs to be zble to relate styles to contexts. |

It is important for those who wish to see the study of
dlscourse 1n educational settings prosper.to do whatever they
can to encourage the provision of training of the latter kind.
The growth of attention to language in institutional settings
of all kinds may help. We need to create a different kind
of linguistics, a kind in which the levels of language
usually stud1ed are seen as resources, not as ends in
themselves. Such a kind of 11ngu1stlcs would address
grammar at the level of discourse. It might dlst;ngulsh
. indeed .between resource gramméf and discourse grammar, the
former relating features -of 1anguage to each other, and the
latter relating features of language to partlclpants
scenes, and the other dimensions of speaking, and of all
use of language. Such‘a perspecﬁive"would“be consistent
witﬁ'a view of languages-theMSelves as selections and
groupings among the possibilities of language in general,
shaped variously over time in different communities,
and showing different internal relationsﬁips among their
levels, just as 1aﬁguages. Because such a perspective on
languages themselves contributes to. breaking away from -
the hold of formal linguistics in its present guise on -

" the study of .discourse, ‘I turm to it im a final S°ctlon
‘ .
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The great impetus to formal models.in linguistics came from

3“: ‘the success of Noam Chomsky in associating,such models with the

e
2

prospect of discovering fundamental'principles of mind and
. an explanation for the rapid acquisition of 1ahguage by the child.
_ ' Chomsky's impact came in the context of a previous development
B of models by“the linguists now often called 'neo-Bloomfieldiahs'
or 'structuralists'. Setting aside questions of the appropriateness
of those labels. it is 'clear that the generation in question,
. working in the 1940s and 1950s, was especially concerned to
relate two levels .of structure, those of phonology and of
3 morphology ‘tthe make -up of words) to each other. Structure
was’ often understood as’ med1at1ng between two spheres outside
. of 1anguage proper. Beyond phonology was the undlfFerentlated
‘ sphere of sounds, or phonetics; bevond morpholoc§ and the rest
" of grammar was the infinite sphere of possible meanlngs The
structure of language related sounds to meanings, meanings to
\. - sounds g1v1ng their relatlon form, through dlscret°
qualltatlﬁely defined unlts and their patterns of d1strightlon"
relatlye to each other.”
i T'% Chomsky enteted the scene atra time when syntax was

o "’ comifig to the fore, “and made- syntax central to a model of N
%;:"" B language. One started there, and spec1fLed how syntactic
* ' ,~uﬁits and reraurons were mapped into soynd, on the one hand,
. ; ‘anq given semantic interpretation, on the other. After a time
) ~some of *his students sought to make semantics a starting point

from which to proceed to syntax; morphology, and phonology.

For a time debate went on in 4 period in which the oiseovéry .
of the one right, model, or nearlyxright model, Meemed within
reach ‘The 1dea that. thete.mlght be moré& than one perspectlve ‘
.o from whlcE/to descrlbe the organli"tlon of llngu1st1c elements, ', ;:?,-
. «.0T more than ore basic” purpose for such description, was reJected

by’ most. Together with the Focus of the majority went an 1mp11c1t

;o assumptlon thaf the core of, language could be studied 1n terms

of a single functlon Wthh can be roughly deslgnated 'semantid'

PO
.

.or. 'referential' meanlng
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In recent years the work of formal investigation has seen
a proliferation of alternative models. Montagu grammar has
gained a number of adherents; there continue to be adherents
to 'stratificational grammar', as developed by Lamb and others;
there are models derived from the work of Michael Halliday;
non-transformational/grammars‘have been proposed by Richard
Hudson, Michael Kac, and otﬁérs; Ronald Langacker has proposed
a different model which he calls 'space' grammar; and so on.
Within the work of Chomsky himself there has been continuous
“revision and change of the role of the transformational relations
Wthh h1s work flrst made famous and central. B
Along with this development there has come increased
attention to specific aspects of grammar, such as grammatical ‘
-relations that’-apply to many,‘but not all 1anguages: ergativity,
transitivity, and other ways of.structuring the relation -
) between participants in the events reporfed by speech; types
- of basic word order; categories of the verb, such as aspect; ¢
case-relatlons, and so gn.‘ All this/ takes into account a ,
world of differences among languages} while seeking recurrent
reIationships leferences among JYanguages that can be ordered
- i in relation to each other and relamed to a few underlylng types
‘ or ‘put on a.single scale, are sou ht. In many ways this work

T - ~- =

is. a rediscovery of the—interests-and perspective of Franz Bcas

_and Edward Sapir, whose studies jof American Indian languages
were diregtedﬂtoward discovery nd"comparison of types.
- Wlthln the study: of discourse and grammar there is renewed
» . . attentlon as well to the possipility that some aspects of
\ a grammar may reflect communi atlve s1tuat10ns and needs Such

attention Qpens up“—C'O'ﬁ'S‘fd'e’fEtl‘OTI_Df_graﬂmra‘trca‘l—eruLLure in
relation to a mu1t1p11c1ty of functlons Such a functional
perspectlve has always been available in the tradltlons of linguistics
oo , inthis century, through the work of the_Prague Qphool and others,
. hut peripheral in linguistics in bhe United States.
: \ All these developments move away from a conception of
a ianguage as a monolithic structure, tlghtly constrained from
level to level in ‘terms of a single communicative function.

Along with néhewed recognition of the integrity of the organization

[
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of indjividual languages, informed by universal principles, but
not deformed by them, goes sensitivity to the respect in which
any language can be, understood as a specific selecting and
grouping together of‘elements and ielationships{ having
- a configuration formally and culturally distinct. ?
‘ Sometimes, indeed, debates in formal linguistics seem to
partake somewhat of this outlook. There are models which seek
‘to approach gramﬁar fromthe standpo@nt of the lexicdn; there
. are debates as tc the proper scope or restriction of levels
of semantlcs and syntax; theré are debates, indeed, as
t what is to be assigned to grammar as such and what to
— other aspects of the.communicative agent, such as memory, .
cognitive processing generally, interactional constralnts, and
the like. Such discussions, though, tend to seek an approach
which would apply equally to all 1anguages and wh}ph would

presumably be inherent in language as such, independently of

whose language it mlght be.

Certainly there are some ‘general aspects of the organlzatlon
of language Wthh are universal and have a a universal 'basis.
The conventlonal_organlzatlon of a description of a language
into phonology, grammar and lexicon has a warrant that is
more than traditional. Yet even this broad ﬁattern takes
“——_*——T-—-~d&£ferent form in different communltles When one addresses

the competence of speakers, one Finds cases in which a large
R group ‘may share a single phonology for what are distinct
grammars and lexicons. It has even been reported that long
BN coexXistence has led to convergence of syntactlc order as
__.__________well_as_prnnunclatlnn+_sa_that_lex1ch_alQne_dlstlngu1shes
two named 1anguages From the standp01nt of the.. part1c1pants,

in. a community, then, the relatlonshlp between phonology,
grammar, and lexicon, 1n oraanlzatlon of linguistic means,

~

may be various.
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That a language in itself wmust be approached as a partlcular
selecting and grouping together of features and levels is
patent enough if one looks at vocabulary and d1ct10na11es
(Perhaps}thls fact is related to the secondary s*atus often
assigned|to vocabulary and dlctlonarles): Vocabulary (lexicon)
is a unlversal\sector of eanguave yet it is ciear that
the userg of different Languages have chosen over time different
ways of konstructlng it. Such differences come forcibly to
the fore when one faces the problem of organizing a dictionary

|

of a.language, and must decide what information to list

‘ — .

and whatlinformation must be already known by the dictionary user.
In English we are able to have the impression that a

dlctlonary can be produced by writing whole words from left

to right, and alphabetizing the lot. But in Arabic, the

basic invariant of a lexical entry is not all of any word;

it is a consonantal matrix, such as k-t-b 'book, write'. |\

The slots|are filled by various vowels, or nothing, according

to grammatiical processes. Some American Indian- languages,

such\as Y§¥uts of Califqrnie, have a similar structure. . In ..

tone as wel The sequence ma. is 'horse' with one tone and not

. \ : .
- Chinese, ca;sonants and vowels are not enough; there must be

with ahother. In many American Indian ‘languages, such as
Chinookan) a\ sequence of alphabetized words would be grotesque.
There would be thick volumes under a few 1et*ers That is
because every noun must ‘begin with one of a few initial

prefixes, and every verb with one of a few other initial prefixes.
At the same time, one and the same verb stem would occur in )
ifferentalphabetical—lists; sometimes unde- one léetter, and
sometimes under another, depending onnits inflection,“ (In
Chinookan, verbs would be found mostly under A, ¥, I and G;

nouns would be found mostly under A and I).

In such’a language, were the prefixes stripped away, and
just the basic root or stem Elphabetiz%d, the result would be
inadequate in anothef way. Roots are not alike in their

onsequences. Tney belong to different grammatical classes.
Some fequire one set of affixes to be the skeleton of a word,

and thers%others. One has tb specify for a root just which

112

“

~—




111,

affixes are permitted, which required, if the user of the
dictionary is to know how the root can be part of a grammatical
possible word, and what meanings it will take on 1n conjunction
with the affixes added to it. A Chlnookan verb, for example,
may require, or permit,kju§t one prefixed marker of a participant
in the action, or two, or three (subject; subject‘and‘object;
subject, direct object, and indirect object). Some verbs
must have a specific marker in one of these positions. Cne
can't say 'jum' in Chinookan with the root -bna alone; one has
to have -s- 'dual' in the prefix position for‘direct object,
implying two diminutive. feet involved in the action. (A word
for 'feet! does not itself occur in the sentgﬁce). And so on
in variations offmany kinds.
Vocablary may seem the more obvious. aspect of language,
not as coﬁplex as grammar, fot as awkard to learn as pronunciation.
And there is a case to be made. for the stability of vocabulary
elements across grammars and pronunciatioﬁs and indeed dialects
and languages. Yet as part of the system of a 1anguage;
vocabulary reflects historically different choices over |time
on the part of speakers. Different phonological elements are
selected and grouped together, employing some of the fBrmally
possible combinations of sounds in the language, and not others,
new vocabulary items come into belng through blendlnos and .
irregular formations, so that only a small part of the vocabulary
of a language like English can be simply traced back to '
etymological origins through regular changes; different grammatical"
concomitants of permissible or obligatory co-bdcurrence are '
1mp11ed different grammatical meanings are implied as well.
(Thus one can say of the verb stem in a language such as Yokuts
of California that it is inherently of a certain category of
aspect; of a noun in some languages that it is inherently
singular, or -nominative, unless marked otherwise; and so‘on).
In short, the very minimal requirement of fitting the

vocabulary of a language into its formal description brings

into view the diversity of orientations toward the character
of vocabulary in languages. One can add to this the well known

! -
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differences among languages in the sectors of meanlng that
are elaborated; the complex1t1es of connection between
associated sectors of meanlng, such that a seemingly
“few terms in -one area, such as property rights, may be
interactive Wlth a rich terminology of rights and duties
between persons, as tﬂe basis of a system of courts and
Jurlsprudence (as. is_the case among the Barotse of Afrlca),
the complex relationship between the accumulation of 5
vocabulary in a language as a whole, and the command of
terminology on the part of individual speakers; the
hiétorical‘tehdehty of some languages to be receptive
to words from other languagesd, as againet the stance
of others against borrowiqgé in favor of new formations
from their own lexical stock; the changes over time .
in this Very regard in the same language comﬁunity,
as when the Lithhanians,aecepted many Polish words .
in one period, ‘only to reject them in another; and .
_one can see ,that the léxicon of a language is a complex,
specific configuration of historical forces and
choicés. Its character in terms of grammatical connections
and social connotations can be quite specific.

The organization of sounds in languages, the area
known as phonology, has been the focus of attention for
many years. What has been missing has been a conception
of phonology. parallel to the conceptlon of vocabulary that
forces itself on our recognition. Phonolooy has not been
seen as a sector .of language to which communities might have
different attitudes. What is needed is to think of the
~use of sound in speech as a' sphere in which one might be’
more interested-or less, and interested in diverse ways.
One mneeds to ask, not only how the phonological structure
of language is organized, but what the speakers of a language

make of its phonic aspect. ~ .,

i\
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It is well known that some languages make use of
alternations among consonants, or vowels, to express

- symbolic contrasts of largeness or smallness, disdain

or affection. Not all languages do so. Languages differ

in their tolerance for variation in pronunciation. Some |
insist on a certain sténdard, others allow a good deal of
lattitude. In some 1anguageS'there appears a great interest
in shades of meaning associated with small distinctions of
sound, and in others not.. Thus Korean has a great many

words,- almost alike in sound, and meaning, as the result

of play with gradations of sound. In the Kaluli language
of New Guinea the association of specific sounds with

"specific types of sound in the world is so precise

that new words can be coined by combining them: the -
anthxdpologist‘Steven Feld was told a new Kaluli word
for his typewriter, coined by such a process in a way

~ that he could come to understand as apﬁropriate. Interest -

of this kind in the phonic substance of language is. not
the same throughout the world. It seems likely that some
groups consider it satisfying to make use of the bﬁyéical
bro&uétion of speech, and others perhaps embarrassing.
The central point is that is that speech sound is

jmore than level of formal structure. It is a material

resource, made use of in different degrees and <ifferent ways
in different communities. A fundamental question about

speech sound, frém the standpoint of the meaning of speech

to members of groﬁps, would be simply: what are the ways

in which the group makes use of the possibilities of sound?

In sound s&mbolism, in expressive particles; in voice qualities,

in vocal segregates, in creation—ofvocabulary,—ingrammatical—————

derivation, in speech play, in games and rituals and art.
Like othér materlal resources, it .may be differentially of
interest and differently shaped ]

* . The relation of phonology to the rest of a language
also varies, just .as does the relation of vdcabulary In some
languages the specification of pronunciation seems rather
transparept, almost a s1mple spelllng out.. In other language,
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to go from the gramﬁatical elements, the morphemes, to theirw
shape in .sound may be to pass through a mountain range of
complexities (morphophonemics). In some'cases one may be '
able to describe the morphology and grammar without much
reference, if any, to phonology, and in others not. Conversely,
in some cases one may be able to. describe the phonology without
much reference .to the morphology and grammar, and in others not.
The degree oﬁ‘interpeﬁetration between the levels, or sectors,
differs. To speak metephorically, it may. seem in one language
that grammar has invaded the sphere of phonology, and in another
\1anguage that phonology has intruded into grammar.

Such circumstances are of course the result of paths
of historical change, and of factors which may have thrown
up one kind of mapping between phonology and grammar or another.
It remains that the separateness or interpenetration, and
the direction of interprenetration, do vary, and that in
at least some ‘fundamental respect, the fact of the matter
is the result of choices made collectively over time by 14'
members of a community.‘

It is perhaps easier to think of vooabulery and

‘'sound as areas differentially developed by communities,
like resources of the body or. the epvironment, than to think
of grammar in such.a way. Yet the relations within the
grammar of languages vary as well. In some languages
it is easy to establish a boundary between the makeup of
words (morphology) and the relations of words ip sentences
(syntax). In other languages, the boundary appeers to fade away.
A thorough descrlptlon of morphology, the makeup of words,
seems to leave little to say about syntax. Convezsely,

114

Lnaa—langaage—such—as-Engl;shT_syntax—seemS~pxominent,
and morphology slight. Within morphology itself, the

relation hetween inflectional morbhology, marklngs that relate
words to each other and grammatical meanlngs such as tense
and person, and derivational morpholozy, markings that qualify
the sense of a word or give it another grammatical, status,

is immensely varied. English has not much inflectional
morpholog&: singular vs. plural at the end of nounms,
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tense at the end of verbs, must notably. There is something

of derivational morphology: -dom to qualify a title as

a name of sphere or realm (duke-dom, king-dom, warl-dom);

-__g to make nouns of verbs (buy-ing and sell-ing we lay

waste our powers); and so forth. 1In a language such as

Chinookan, it is far otherwise. Once the inflectional

and derivational morphology in a verb has been worked out,

there may be no need for anything more in a sentence:

participants, act, scene, and qﬁality of action may all be -

established. - ' '
It seems likely that the working out of the relationms

between a level -of syntax and a level of dlscourse relatlons

will show similar varlatlon

In sum, whatever the attractions and compulsions of
a single model of language, relating the universal levels :
of language to each other in a single way, actual languages

_ show ‘considerable diversity in their degree of elaboration

and in the ways they are connected. An element ofhistorical

choice must be granted.

One can set aside here the question of kinds of- explanatlon
for. such historical choices--world views on the part of
a community, after-effects of formal changes, consequences
of diffusion and contact, and..the like. The essential point
is that languages themselves, however narrowly defined, do
come put together in the same way. It is more accurate to

think of phonology, morphology, syntax, and vocabulary as -
loosely connected spheres than as formally, tightly mapoed '
levels. . . ' 5

All this is consistent with the nature of styles:

in discourse. As noted earlier in this report, styles
select and group together features from various sectors of

. a language. It is in terms of styles that the language.use

of people is most often evaluated in interaction. All the
general analysis of the relations among.discourse features,

'presupposition shared knowledge, and the like, will not

reach to the ongoing coherence of styles in a community or

-
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institution. Connotations of ilentit: and membership.may
depend upon selection and groupiag itogether of particular
features of language in a particulav. continuing

setting. The very nature of style im discourse, then, .
points to the need for educators themse’ves tc .. observers
and analysts of discourse in their ows settings. Language

. itself, as organized in human life, is not a monolith, but

a loosely coupled network of sectoré, cross-cut by diverse
purposes in the organization of styles. Indeed, it camn be
argued that the fundamental organizational principle of
language is not grammarl but a repertoire of styles. It

can be argued that the seeming centrality of grammar

in our society is an consequence of a particulér cultural
tradition. It originated, one can recognize, in the

need to teach Greek and Latin to speakers of other

languages. Certain aspects of a standard langiage

were recogniggd and promulgated. Ebiiosdphy and logic

became associated with grammar more persistently than
rgetoric and diéiectie, pefhaps because the stpdy of

the latter is inherently more difficuly,’ requiring,

field work, the equivalent of eqhnographi, the comparison

of cases. It may be that the inherent logic of the
development of the study of discourse out of the

autonomous study of language will lead in the decades

ahead to a view of language that sees our present

concerns as a temporary stage.- Instead of grammar, one

will speak of style and verbal repertoire; 1nstead of speakers and
hearers, one will speak of the conflauratlons ‘of abilities and
verbal resources of specific kinds of person in relation to
specific kinds of scene. In such a time the ethnographic

study of‘Elqssroom discourse would not be am extemsion or
application of linguistics, but a natural 'and central

field for its normal concermns.
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FOOTNOTES

)

-

See now the collection of essays by Hans Aarsleff, From

Locke to Saussure. Essays on the-Study of Language and
Intellectual History (Mlnneapolls Un1Vers1ty of

Minnesota Press, 1982). The twentleth century in the United
States is analyzed by Dell Hymes and John Fought,

American structuralism ° (The Hague, New York: Mouton, 1981). -
The introduction to Aarsleff's book and the orlehtatlon‘of

the Hymes and Fought study, including its concluding

explanation of -American linguistics, have much in common.

|
This liberal ideal has been developed by the soc1olog1st o
and philosopher Jurgen Habermas in the context of what )
is known as.'critical theory'. See my discussion of
his approach, and that of Basil Bernstein, in my

Language in Education: Ethnollngulstlc Essays

(WashlngtOn, D. C.: ‘Center fof Applied Linguistics, 1980),
PP.’ 39-51.

On story-telling assumptlons, see Michaels 1981 :-and Heath
1982.
I owe assistance on this section to Ann Houston.

This discussion of Chinookan myth draws on my 'In vain

I tried to tell you' (Philadelphia:: University of
Pennsylvania Press, 1981).

See discussion in Esther Goody 1978b of interrogative modes
among the Gonja. There is valuable material also in

Ruth Finnegan, 'How to do things w1ch words: Performative
utterances among the Limba of Slerra Leone', Man 4: 537-552,
(1969), and her 'Attitudes to speech and language among the
Limba of" Slerra Leone’ Odu (1970). '

See Judith Irvine; Formallty and 1nforma11ty in

communicative events' , Amerlcan Anthropologlst 81: 773 790 N
(1979). For background or ‘the Wolof, seé her ’Strategles

_of status manipulation in the Wolof greeting', in

R. Bauman and J Sherzer (eds.), Explorations in the

128 :




10

11

12

13

127

ethnograghy of speaking (London Cambridge Univeréity Presé,
1974), 167-191.
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See D. Sperber and D. Wilson, 'Mutual knowledge and relevance
'in theories of comprehension', in N. V. Smith (ed.), ~

Mutual knowledge (London, New York: Academic Press, 1982)
61-87, with discussion by G. Gazdar and D Good, H. H. Clark,
and others. . -

Judith T. IrVine,z'How not to ask é favor in Wolof',
bresented at the American Anthropological Association,
annual meeting, 1978, in the symposium on 'Speech acts

and contextualization', and scheduled for publication

in Papers in Linguistics (Edmonton, Canada). Lo .

See Erving Goffman, 'The nature of deference and demeagor';
American Anthropologist 58: 473-502 (1956), reprinted in
his Interaction ritual (Garden Clty, New York: Anchor
Books, 1967} ’

i

See Ward H. Goodenough 'Cultural’ anthropology and,

llngulstlcs , in P, L, Garvin (ed.), Report of the seventh

annual round table meeting on linguistics and language study

(Monograph series on languages and linguistics; 9), 167-173
(Washlngton D. C. Georgetown University Press, 1957).

Reprinted in D' Hymes (ed.), Language in culture and society
(New York Harper and Row, 1964)-, 36-39. .

See my" rev1ev 6f Bach and Harnish (1979), in Language in
society 10(2). 270-274.

See James D.‘McCawley, '"Motes on the English preéent

~ perfect'. Australian Journal of Linguistics 1(1): 81-90
1 (1981). ' ' .




