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PART B
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CHAPTER V. THE DATA ANALYZED

5.0. Introduction

In selecting a specific set of linguistic dsta 10 analyze, the
researcher musi take into acsount three main factors besides
that of the specific aim of tha research:

(1) accessibility to data collection,
(ii) need to assess the data, and

(iii) anslytical approach.

Although it may seem that the specific aim of the research
shouid have complete preference in terms of choosing the data
to work from, it is difficult to say which of the three points has
prevalence upcn the others when it comes 10 the rea! situstion
in which the research is going to be developed. The degree in
which each of them aff-cted % selection and auaiysis of the
data presented in this research will be the subject of this
chapte:.
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S.1. The sclection of data

S.1.1. Accessibility te data cellection

Doing sociolinguistic research is not always an easy job, in
many cases owing 10 theoretical problems (as has been shown
above), but in maay others because of practical (Labov 1984)
and sometimes ethical problems (Chaika 1982). Making people
talk through interviews does not show them ‘acting socially’, but
rather it shows themn “altruistically’ providing information, which
is not u very common situation in real life. We could say that a
researcher-iniormant interview is socially meaningless in the
sense that the role and status of the participants are temporarily
suspended, there is no definite goal of the interaction (apart
from that of getting as much information as possible on the part
of the researcher), and the outcome of the interaction has no
consequences on the future behaviour of the participants or
their relationship.

If we are to focus on realistic speech behaviour we need to
be able to intrude into the ever day life of the language user,
but this may be seen as an attempt to dispossess someone of
his/her rights 1o privacy. One way of avuiding this problem is for
the researcher to concentrate on that pat: of the individual’s
social life whizh i: located between the private and public
Jomains. The professor-student office appointment, I assume.
fits very well into this intermediate area. The other way out of
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with the subjects whose linguistic output is to be analyzed, so
that an atmosphere of trust and confidentiality is built up prior
to the collection of data.

As a participant in a research programme in an American
university, both possibilities appeared naturally available 10 me
through my relationship with professors and students.

$.1.2. Collection of data

The idea of unatyzing naturally-occurring interaction in the
form of speech events is probably as old as ethnography and
ethnomethodology. The perspcctive applied to the analysis of
speech sees a conversational eacounter "as a microcosm in which
social and cultural construc's are created by means of
communicative interaction” (Tus6n 198¢ 30). The specific aim
of the researcher is to discover the mechanisms through which
the participants convey their own intentions and interpret the
intentions of others while, at the same time, attending to the
social and structurs! requicements of the basic unit of talk,
which is the speech event.

Speech events constitute the basic unit for the study of
speech behaviour when related 10 context (both immediate and
socio—cultural context). The other reason for choosing the
speech event as a unit of analysis is the possibility it offers for



anslyxing units of taik larger *t.an the turn or exchange (Wald
1976, Polanyi and Scha 1983, Houtkoop and Mazeland 1985).
There is still a third reason for studying speech events, that is,
the discovery of rules of conversational management such s

turn allocation, topic/section transition, entrances, exits, etc.

The speech events which will be analyzed were collected
through fieldwork during the first half of 1987 in the
Anthropology Department of the University of Florida and
during the 1989-90 academic year in the Department of
Philology of the University of Barcelona at Lieida. The object of
study was student-professor interactions during office hours. A
total of 20 conversational events in English and § in Catalan
were taperecorded and analyzed. These related to situations as
different as consultation on thesis proposal, asking for a letter
of recommendation, financial assistance for a conference trip,
term projects, etc. Most of the students were between the ages
of 18 and 30. Conversations were recorded in the offices of

three American and two Catalan professors.

Previous 10 my actual collection of data | decided to spend
some time making myself familiar with the structure of the
department of the American university. To do that | had
frequent conversations with the professors i had selected for my
fieldwork. I aiso sat for a few periods in two graduate classes. By
the time 1 started collecting data most of the graduate students
in the department knew who | was or, at least, had seen my face




often enough to consider me as part of the department. In the
case of the Catalan university, at the time 1 did my fieldwork |
had been a member of the staff for twe years and, the ~fore, 1
was very well acquainted with the structure and dynamics of the
department.

The method | used for the collection of data was that of
participant observation. 1 sat in the professors’ offices and when a
student came to have an appointment with them, | always
introduced myseif to the students and requested their consent 0
let me observe and taperecord their conversation with the
teacher. Although I never took the initiative to participate in
the encounter, | was sometimes addressed by the participants |
also 100k notes on certain features which could not be reflected
on the tape and that, | thought, might be hclpful for my

interpretation of the encounter.

$.1.3. Assessment of the data

Tannen (1984: 34) rightly points out one of the basic
problems in analysing speech behavior:

‘It is a problem, sot caly for participasts but ako for the analys:

and for the readcis who wish to put the presest study is

perspective, that the process of microanslysis icads to distortion

s well as insight”

One way of salvaging part of the problem is to have the
data assessed by means of the analyst’s familiarity with the
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perticipants, the institution and the community. The other
possibility is to have the perticipants listen and react 10 the
taperecording and the analyst’s interpretation. This process of
assessment can only be done in an environment where the

researcher is sufficiently at ease 10 be able to coniact the
participants after the interaction. The university environment
provided the ideal situation for me 10 “e able 10 do this. As |
have said above, by the time I started my recordings of
conversations | had become familiar enough with the institution
and its members to be able to start on my own assessing and
interpreting the data I was obtaining. | was also able 10 contact
the students whose conversations 1 had previously taperecorded
and observed. They were of great help not only with
transcription problems but also in providing the background

information necessary for a full understanding of the encounter.

The problem of the arbitrariness of the investigator in
interpreting the data according to his/her values, presupposition
and ideology 15 another factor which must be taken into account
in the analysis of data. The sclution adopied in the presem
research is that suggested in Schegloff (1988), which :nvolves
limiting the description and interpretation to those phenomena
which can be corroborated by the orientations that the
participants themselves show in the course of the conversation.

The possible alicraative, then, 10 the arbitranacss noled carlier is

o grouad description w the oricatations ol the participasts.

Social scicace descriptions which submn to 1his duciplise caa,

perbaps, be “mere descriptions”, for the sclcction made amoag the
indefisiscy many amsg:cts available 10 description will reflect sot



3o much the oricatation of the inquircr or the context of isquiry
st&epﬂMhmwmwtmn

sclection priscipies indigenous to the eveats being described.
(Schegloff 1988: 21) -

5.2. Analytical approach

The process of identifying specific conversational
exchanges as representative of socio-culturally familiar activities
sets some very specific constraints on the units of speech
behaviour to be analyzed. An activity becomes familiar when the
expectations of the participants in terms of the purpose,
development, and outcome are accomplished. According to
Gumperz (1982a: 162), these expectations "are learned in the
course of previous interactive experience and form part of our
habitual and instinctive linguistic knowledge. Co-occurence
expectations enable us to assoiate styles of speaking with
contextual presuppositions”. By confronting these expectations
with the data available we can also resolve possible ambiguities
at the perceptual or :equeniial levels (Uumperz 1989: 4). The
concept that has been proposed in the literature to denote this
"organised background knowledge which leads us to expect or
predict ccrigin aspects in our .aterpretation of discourse” is that
of schemata (Brown and Yule 1983: 24. .

Speakers’ intuitions aboat rules of language use are almost
always related to the idea of coatext. One vnly needs to ask
people about the use of an expression or check in a conversation




manual to find out that mos* of the times the explanation is
basea on the context, ¢.§.

You would use ‘Pardos me’ when, for example, two people are
talking is & doorway and you need 10 pass between them.

All this leads to the conclusion that in order to explain
language through contex* one needs 1o start from a very specific
situation, that is, the speech event, where the anslyst has access
to as much coniextual inforination as possible. But at the same
time the spcech event has to be @ common .nough activity to
develop acci.rding to a characteristic set of organizational «nd
behaviouial ‘rules’. It is out of these rule: that the participants

derive their expectations.

The professor-student office appointmer. has become as
much a part ¢ 1:e academic life in American universities as the
clessroom event. An., because of this, its development is as
strongly sudject to interactional patterns as the classroom
session (Sinclair and Coulrhard 1675, Stubbs and Robinson
979, Tus6n 1985, Nussbavm 1990) or other speech events such
as psychiatrist-patient (Labov and Fanshel 1977), courtroom
discourse (Atkinsor and Drew 1979) or casual ccaversation
(Burton 1978). Another source of interest in an-'ysing specch in
an educational setting is the role e¢ducation plays in th. cree:ion,

maintenance 4nd tra nsmission of a culture.
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$.2.1. Guasntitalive vs. guatitative asalyses

Descriptions of ratural discourse uwre usually divided
between quantitative analyses, i.e. those which focus on a large
amount of telk snd aim to explain v hy a particular feature is
distributed in texts .n general, anJd qualitative analyses, i.e. those
which focus on & few sequences of talk with the aim of
acccunting for the way in whicli each utterence fits into a
specific text. Accordiag to Schiffrin (1987 67-58) the former
approacn responds o a scientific, objective approach intending
to establish generalizations based or the accumulation of
instances. The second opproach is the product of a maore
humanustic, subjective approach, whick considers taat the
process of interpretation ¢f two instances of the same structurs
is 80 stroagly dependent on texiual and contextua! part:culanities

that it becownes impossible to make universal statements

It scems to me, however, that ih2 twe approaclies are rot
incomoatit:le but campiemcniary. In the first place, we reed to
applv a quaiitanve enalysis to discover the relevant umnits or
segments of 1alk as wel' as their relationship with the type of
iask and the vhysical ane socio-cultural conient in which they
gppear. in the secoad place, the guaiitative analysis allows us w
relaie the esuablished units or segments of talk to ihe linguistic
units of prorology. morphalegy, syrtax, and lexicon.




The preseat rescarch combines the qualitative aod
quantitative upprosches in the way expused in the previous
paragraph. The first part involves an ethnogiaphic anaiysis of
tweaty speech events in English and five in Catalan, which will
result in the lubelling of certain segments of talk according o0
their pragmatic function in the specific text. The second part of
the analysis involves entering both the conversational data and
the respeciive labellings into a database programme which
would allow us to have ready access to all the instances of the
same segment or the same labelling. In this way, we were abie to
account not only for the way in which the segment is
interactionally interpreted but also for the relationships

between specific interpretations and syntagmatic context.

§.2.2. Critical and descriptive goals

Describing such a limited speech event (that is, limited in
terms of its relevance 1o the social life of the speaking
community; with the hope of pointing out certain facts about
conversational competence in general would be u useless task if
we were nct able to induce some further consequences from the
immediate anelysis. My main goal is not to come up with some
prescriptive model of how to talk (in this specific case liow to
talk to a orofessor), but rather to point 1o some Jiscovery
procedures for the understanding of situated talk A second ples

for the use of an empirical-conceptual approach versus « tnore
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abstract ooe is the meaningfulness of social action because it is
seen against a full set of possible meanings.

Social sction is by defisition meaningful in the scase that the

participants in the actios perceive it ia terms cf backgrousd of
shared measiags. (Verschuerea 1983: 16)

At this point, in order to justify he selection of an
institutionally well-defined situation for the obtainment of data
we need to introduce the distinction between critical and
descriptive goals in the analysis of discourse established by
Fairclough (1985). He defines a descriptive goal for discourse
analysis as the one "whose goals are either non-explanatory, nr
explanatory within ‘local’ limits" (198S: 753). By ‘local limits’ he
refers to factors such as the physical setting where the
interaction is taking place, the relationship between the
participants and the goal of the interaction. On he other hand a
critical goal supposes "investigating verbal interaction with an
eye to their determination by and their effects on social
structures” (1985: 747)

Fairclough constructs his hypothesis from two main

assumptions:

(i) (...) verbal istcraction is a modc of social actioo and like other
modes of social actioa it presupposes s raage of what | shall
loosely call ‘structures’ - which are reflecied in the ‘kuowledge
base’ - including social siructures, sitvstiosal rypes, language
codes, norms of language use.

(ii) (...) these siructures are not oamly presupposed by, and
secessary conddions iz, action, but are ulso the products of
action; or in 8 differemt :misology, sctioa reproduces
struct arcs. (1985: 746)
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The latent question is now what kind of evenis will provide .
us with the possibility of integrating micro- with
macro-linguistic research. According to Fairclough, the best
source of data is the institutionalized speech behaviour where
individuals have clearly acknowledged roles and at the same
time the institution has a role in the general structure of the

society.

We may regard 20 institution as a sort of ‘spucch community’ with
its owa particular repertoire of speech events, describable in
tcrms of the soris of ‘componcuis’ which cikaogranhic work on
speaking hus difierentiated. (1935: 749)

Being part of an instituion such as an arthropolegy
department in an American university does not only mean
acquiring knowledge, it also means sceking acceptance anc a
position in a social world wnich is defined by a series of
standards set up ultimately by the scientific community in its
effort to produce something relevant to society. It is because of
this that my study of an area of the everyday life of this
institution may shed some light upon the socio-cultural
structures of the society of which it is a part.

§.3. Two issues in analyzing recorded conversation

Tue first problem with which the auaulyst of neiural speech
iv confronte.. is the degree of naturalness ot the data collected
since the informed consent of the participants is ueed=d before



the tape-recording session. Blom and Gumper: (1972) snd
Labov (1973), among others, argue that if there is a relatively
large number of participants who have ongoiung social
relationships, they soon forget the tape-recorder. This is sn
issuc thst needs o be debated, but in any case it is not
applicable to the present research because most of the
recordings were based on dyadic interaciions.

At risk of sounding pessimistic,  would say that there is
very little the researcher can do to avoid this problem. One
possibility, already mentioned, is to create an atmosphere of
trust among the participants and the researcher. Nevertheless,
through the assess:uent cuestionnaires and interviews 1 had with
th< participants afier the conversations, 1 came to the
conclusion thay whether the subjects arc aware or ot of te
tape-recording depends very much ca the individual concerned
and the subject of the conversation.

The second issue to be raised is the question of how
faithful a reflection of the real event a tape-recorded
conversation is. | think, along witk Tannen (1984), that, in the
same way as a literary work of art Decoines independent from
the author once it is in the hands of the reader, a piece of
transcribed conversation is also subject to the reader's
interpretation, which does not nececsarily have to coincide with
that of the participant. Moreover, talk is only one part of an
integrated complex in the communication phenomenon, which

-168-




includes faciai expression, body movzments, spatie’ situsiion,
etc. There is also the guestion thut, in some cases, cither
because the p«rlicipants were speakiag softly or moving around
the room, recording was very deficient. Cases ¢ nverlapping
“ls5 contribited to the same problew.

The :anorama presented above may se.m almos: hopeless.
However, the other side of the cuin is this:
(i) in real :teractions the-e is much communicaticn based on
what was said before and con the expectu:ions of the participants
rather tha on the understanding of the actyval words uttered. In
trying to make up for a lack of accuracy in tape-reci:-ding, we
are simgply paralleling the workings of the mind.
(i)) Redundancy in communication allows us to retrieve at a

lmer stage 2 great deal of what was not understood previously in
the conversation.

The fact that in order to present data and resui’s we need
to include the further distortion of transcripts may be another
source of misinterpretation. To this | must add tha: ° used the
transcripts only as a support, and that most of the analysis was
done based on repeated listenings. Ye: each reader will
neces::-ily have their own interpretation as hz/she reads the
t;nnscrfbed segments of the talk.

To the question of accuracy in the interprstation of data,
one may answer tn two different ways:

17
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() 1a say sercarch task, and especially in social sciences, the
investigator is not aiming at offering THE explanstion, but one
possidle explanation (Tannen 1984).
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have been reached through (s) the appeareance of recurrent
patterns, (b) the native speakers’ intuitions, and (c) the
assessment  of the tape-recording with the participants
thenseives.

5.4. Transcription system

In order to transcribe the data I have basically followed
Schenkein (1978: xi-xvi). For the transcriptions of words or
verbalizations for which there is no: an established written

version, the basic orthographic rules of the larzuage have been
followed.

| Overiapping turns: The point a1 which an ongoing utterance
is joincd by another is marked with a single vertical line.

= Contiguous turns: When there is i noticeable pause
between 1wo contiguous turns by different speakers an equal
sign anpears . 1 the end of a turn and at the beginning of the
next one.

> Unbroken wrn: In order 10 increase the readability of the
transcripiic ., it is necessary sometimes 10 accoinmodate a
short intervention by another participant which does not
interrupt the flow of speech of the previous speaker. In this
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cass s pointed bracket is used at the end of the line below
which the interruption des boen inseried and at the
beginning of the line belonging to the same turn.

Pauses: Although pauses have not been timed, deshes have
beeaundinordutomuiduohhcdiﬂmmknm:\
single dash corrssponds to a short but noticeable pause
which breaks the flow of speech. Two dashes are used for

longer pauses. Intervals of silence between turns are
indicated by square brackets.

Intonation: A period indicates sentence final falling
intonation, not nccessarily followed by a pause.

latonation: A comma is used to signal clause-final falling
intonation, with an ind’cation that there is more to come.

intonation: A question mark indicates the rising intonation
typical of questions.

Intonation: An apostrophe at the end of an utterance
indicates a terminal rising pitch in an utterance pronounced
with a general lower pitch than that of standard ouestions;
utierances following this kind of intonasion pattern seem to
convey a setse of already mentioned and, at the same time, a
disposition to continue speaking.

Pronurciaticn: A colon has been used to indicate a
lengthening of the sound or syllable it follows.

Pronunciation: When an utterance is delivered while
laughing the letier ‘h’ in parerthesis has been inserted
between the different words.



(...)

“oudness: Utterances prouounced in 3 soft tose o. voice,
as if the speakes were talking to himself’herself, are
indicated by means of a circumflex accent, ~, at the
beginning and at the end.

Transcription problems: When an utterance, or part of it,
hos not been understood a series of dots between single
parcntheses zre used, (...). The aumber of dots can be
increased whenever it is necessary to indicate the exact
length of the izaudible segment. Word; within
parenithesez, (), indicate uncertain sranscripiioa.
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CHAPTER VIi. ANALYSIS OF THE AMERICAN
ENCOUNTERS

6.9. Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is basically to provide an
inventory of the differemt ways in which sociolinguistic,
discourse, and strategic ‘interactionai requirements’ are realized
in the actual events. The analysis is also intended to show that it
is pussible 10 attempt a functiouzl description in coaversation
soalysis by integra:ing diiferent systems of meaning (Schiffrin
1988: 271):

(...) ome very geacral meed in cvaversation asalysis is the
foemulatios of specifc and empirically 1:a1able propositions
nboul conversation. For exampie, wasy cosversaticra apalysts
assume (bat particular ways of sayiag something, ¢.g certain
mupdeﬁhumalmmuﬂn
coaversatios because of the fusction that they serve. Yet,
fusctiosalist perspectives in general require specification of a»
overall system w:hin which functioas are defive.d (Halliday 1973).
The specification of such sysicmz aight sot oaly belp
coaversation asalysts formulate testable hypotheses sbout the
fesctions of perticular items, but migh also allow a precise
mdm%wmmmmum
asd why perticular items and cosstructions thercfore bave
muhiple functizas ia talt

- !&.
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The snaiysis Will be based on the specific stratogies
Wrmmmmmmmwmma
the inceractional requirements. These strategies will be specified
in funcrional terms, that is to say, in connection with the kind of
speech action they are intended to carry out. Formai
characteristics will also be used to further describe the ways in
which conversationalists transform their knowledge of the
linguistic code into strategic actions with specific goals,

The anaiysis of twenty different examples of the same kind
of speech event should allow for, in the first place, an analysis
based on the sequential accountability of utierances (i.e. the
interpretation of all the utterances in a text and their coherent
sequencing). Secordly, a large corpus of data such as the one
analyzed in this research should provide us with the possibility
of looking for distributional accountability, that is, an analysis
based on the full range of environments in which a particular
item occurs (Schiffri. 1987 69).

From a pedagogical point of view, it is als~ interesting to
2pproach conversaticn no: as a ready-made inventory of possible
recipes that the conversationalist can choose from. Apart from a
few conversational routines, the specific circumstances of every
éncounter make it impossible 1o attempt any ‘safe’
generalization. A de:ailed analysis of a number of examples of
one type of speech event should allow the language learner to
become sensitive not oaly to cerain parts of the interactive




ritual but aiso 1o the very subtle foroes that bring the encounter
wmmmmmr‘mhwmm-umu
wwimﬁa«t&kwufemmhtmmlyhmr
M&qummwﬁfwmnnmdfmmhw
mmmmbeamemdhomerbybimli/bemlf
aprropriate patterns of interactional behaviour.

6.1. The maltifunctionalit; of linguistic items

One of the first things that an analysis of verbal
interactions brings te relevance is the multiplicity of functions
of certain segments in the three components of what has been
defined as pragmatic competence. This is the case, for example,
of parenthetics! verbs (e.g. I believe 1 could do a good job),
modals {e.g. it’s very complicated it mast be an Aztec - thing),
backchannel tokers (e.g. yeah}, and topicalized expressions (e.g.
what | need from you then is o budget), among others. Let us
explain in what way these scgments can be considered as
developing morc than one function in the sociolinguistic,
discourse or strategic co."ponents of communicative
competerze.

In the case of the parentietical verb | believe we could say
that if we pay attention 1o the literal meaning of the expression,
it indicates a certain state of information, specifically a lack of
absolute cer:ainty. Therefore, we should classify it under the



labs] Information Masagestcat. But.a parenthetical verb such as
this ove, preceding » statement, also contributes to diminish the
impression of assertiveness of the individual, resulting in a
positive Prescatation of Self. Furthermore, by means of the
same parenthetical verb, the speaker can face a Human
Constraint due to the lack of c2ruinty of knowledge.

The same happens with the three other segments suggested
as examples of multifunctionality. The modal verb must points
to the state of information (Information Management), which is
different from that indicated by may, for instance, but at the
same time it suggest. a certain limitation in the possession of
knowledge (Human Constraint). The backchannel token yeah is
a marxer through which the speaker claims attention to what is
being said and passes on his/her cpportunity to take the floor
(Turn Tekiag), Sut it also indicates a state of agreement, which
m3y be interpreted as either Sociai Distance (a possible
paraphrase would be "I am ~iose 1o you because we have certain
idezs in common”) or Information Managemeni (in this case the
paraphrase would be "I was already familiar with that
information®). Finally, the pseudo-cleft sentence what I meed
() Is & budget, serves the d-uble tunction of introducing a
different aspect of the topic (Topic) and, at the same time, focus
the attention of the addressee (Information Management).



Tuis sapect of the mubtifunciionality of- Ninguistic items ot
MM‘M&MWWQW
(1978: 112-113). This author introduces the idea that a text is
the product of three functivnal cowponents: (i) the iceational
component (“ianguzge as ‘about something™), (i) the
inmpemulwﬂtwudoiumhinﬂ, and
tumwwwmm'mmmm.
context of situation”). In trying to describe how the three

functional components work in the production of a text he uses
the following words:

WmMWwdthmkm?
Mm&mﬁﬁmﬂghmmhmmd
mhmMM‘AuinWmddwh
is & polyphoaic composition ia whick differeat semantic melodics

lexicogrammatical

From the point of view of practical analysis of linguistic
data one of the best examples of an atiempt to cope with the
multifunctionalivy of language is the work of Schiffrin (1987). In
her study of discourse markers she distinguishes among four
different structures cr planes:

(i) Exchange structure, based on the alternation of roles of the
participants in an interaction between upeaker and hearer; the
unit of analysis in this plane is the trn of speech.



(i) Acion structwe, which accounts for the sequential. -
organization of actions; the unit of saalysis in this case is the
speech act.

(ili) ideational structure, consisting f semantic umts
(propasitions).

(iv) Panicipation framework, which takes into account the
different roles which speaker and hearer can adopt in »n
interaction and the different relationships established between
them (e.g. doctor, patient, addressee, overkerrer, etc.)

The analyst’s need te consider specific linguistic segments
as fulfilling more than one interactional function can be seen in
the list below, which includes all the ..ifferent clusters of
functions that appear in the coding list of the 20 Am:rican
encounters and the 5 Catalan encounters. The labels used for
each ‘interactional requirement’ have been ubbreviuted in the
following way:

Presentation of Seli
Social Distance

Power

Imposition

Topic

Turn Taking
Information Management

FOEAd-T7ER



PSTT 750 m

SDAM/TT THC SDAMTT
IMALC PYTTAC Y]

G/1M PAMT IMPTT
HC/PS PA/TT PSAC
G/Pn IM/P/PS G/IM
SD/LC HC/SD PS/SD
PS/G G/TAM SD/PV
amen HC/PS

Without attempting any exhaustive analysis of the data
presented above, it might be interesting 10 see the linguistic
realizations of the most frequent clusters.

The most frequert cluster (TT/IM) in the case of the

American encounters involves all those one-word tokens which
while providing the necessary backchanne! for the previous




speaker to continue developing hivher intended message,
suceed in indicating some kind of reaction to (or understanding
of) the information received. Items that appear in the data with
this multiple function are: yesh, right, that's right, 1 kuow,
that's very imteresting, anticipation of the previous speaker's
turn. The tokens ok and alright appear with a similar degrce of
frequency to those mentioned above. Their presence, however, is
connected with the negotiation of the outcomes or goals of the
interaction. This is the reason why they have heen labelled
G/TT.

The next cluster with the highest frequency (PS/IM)
consists mainly of parenthetical verbs whose function is to
reduce the impression of assertivene,s given by the <peaker.
This is done by presenting the message as subjective rather than
objective information. Examples found in the data are it seemed
like, | think, | don’t hmow, | guess.

Parenthetical verbs and modal verbs are the main linguistic
features of expressions classified under the cluster /IM. They all
involve directive actions by the powerful participant, the
Professor, who tries to diminish the impositive load by means of
transforming the directive 1nto an expression of a subjective
opinion or by making it a hypothetical fact. The following are

examples found in the data: | think/thought, | would suggest,
you could/may.



The cluster P/1 includes a series of expressions through
which the speaker makes explicit the difference in Power
existing between the participants by appealing to his/her rights
upon the negative face of the othei. Thus, in the case of the
Professor, he may utter expressions like you don't have to do It
mow relieving the addressee from an actiun he could perfectly
impose. Other expressions by the Professor making Power
relevant by means of an act of Imposition are: that’s what |
waat you (o do, I'd kind of like you to, etc. All the expressions
used by the Student with this double function are addressed to
question hisher rights 10 impose his/her wishes on the
Professor. Two main groups can be found. On the one hand,
there are those segments which address the requirement
directly: do you have o minute, sorry to take wp your time, |
appreciate that, thanks, ctc. On the other hand, the Student can
resort 0 a group of non-imposing items like parenthetical verbs,
modals, coordinating clauses and questions; .. | was thinking;
could ! do that maybe; do you want the door shui? or opea?
or...; how about Monday?

Pseudo-cleft sentences ure the most obvious example of the
functional cluster IM/T. This type of sentences can be described
as subject-predicator-subject amtribute sentences, in which the
subject is realized by a what-clause, the predicator by a form of
be and the subject attribute by a noun phrase or an infinitive;
¢.g. what you wanana do is ...



The expressions labelled as PS/LC accomplist. the.double
function of increasing or diminishing the communicative
effectiveness of language (LC), and in doing 1his saving the
speaker’s fuce (PS). An example of this double function is the
prosodically and lexically distinct group of expressions of joy

which are noi typical of the formal context in which they take
place, and which were uttered by one of the professors to
another professor who had brought a present: oh boy, you made
my day, oooel Another example ~< utterances like she’s
aol real skilled, she’s kind of idn’t make very much
semse, cic. Here the presence of empnasizers (real, very much)
or downtoners (kind of allows the speaker to save the
face-damaging effect of the expression without having to look

for an alternative.

In the Catalan encounters, the most frequent cases of
multifunctionality are TT/IM, TT/SD, and TT/LC. TT/IM
involves one-word backchannel tokens like Ja, si or vocalizations
like mhm, hm. The higher freauency of TT/SD in the Catslan
than in American encounters is due to the presence of the
tokens eh?, no?, and mm?, which seem to accomplish the dcuble
function of promoting interactivity by demanding some kind of
response on the listencr (TT), and conveying message of
solidarity by suggesting that the listener’s reaction to what is
being said is essential for the development of discourse. This
device is used mainly by the Professor; e.g.

-191-



‘s recensié sobretol no és cap resum - eh? un resum té unes
finalitats molt cosiicies que és - ch: saber que és ¢l que diu un
ilivore ~case llegir squcll ilibre - mm?® (1075-1078)

We can distinguish two types of expressions labeilcd as
TT/LC. On the one hand, there is the repetitice of back:hannel
tokens li*s ja and sf 10 reinforce the impression of
understanding conveyed b, (nose wo items. On the other hand,
we have a speziiic use of the question tag eh?, intended 10 draw
the autention of the listener to the excepiional nature of the
informacion, while demanding some kind of reaction; e.g. estava

al it eh? § h2 vingut.

6.2. Sociolingaistic competence

6.2.1. Presentation of Sel!

The si-ategies used by the participants confronung the
need 1o cthow therr persanality are all a:med at constructing a
self socislly accepta. le :n .0 academ:c context. In the first place
inere is  need 10 avoid a degree of assertiveness which may
cause the individual 1o be rejerted because of his/her negative
qualities (e.g. proud. selfish. impcritive, c¢tc.). The second
stiawegy consists of expraining and justifying previous or future
benaviour (verbal or nom-v-rbal). This strategy is particularly
re'evant 1 an academic-scientific context whers reasoning is

con::antly promoted as & basic need for human development. (n

-152-

oy I




the third place, tie speaker may explicitly display-2 positive seif
by emnhasizing those positive characteristics of the seif and

avoiding the negative ones. A fourth strategy spparently consists
of piecisely the opposite action o the previous one, that is
derying a posttive self. The ultimstz aim of this strategy is,
however, (o present a positive seli by emphasizing the modesty
of the speaker. Finally, the speaksr can introduce persozal
attitudes and feelings intended to ‘humanize’ what in thecry is a
purely transactional encounter, with its participants representing

not individuals but institutions.

A. Avoiding assertiveness

The 1mage one gives of himself/herseif depends greatly on
the models a social group defines as ideals. Assertiveness and
directness are necessary features of that model for certain social
groups in American society. However, this does not seem to be
the case in an intellectual context like a university. The
prevalent rationalist ideology, according to which nothing can be
said to be certain unti! is has been proved to be so, is perhaps
the main reason for the lack of assertiveness. Danger of being
understood 2s ‘imposing one’s views' is another possibility, and
it will be deait with more in depth in the corresponding section.
In this group we generally find utterarces hedged witk
parenthetical verbs (Jucker: 1986) like think, believe, guess,
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know, remember, etc., or expresiions functioning syntactically as
disjuncts! (e.g. as | remember; as far as | can teil; from what |
undorstand). The fuaction of all of them is to introduce some
cues acknowledging the subjectivity of the statement and,
therefore, the possibility for it not 1o be an accuiate reflection

of past, present o1 future staie of affairs.

n

S Weli | got / Dr Gimencs did one but | can't | don't koow
what 'm supposcd to do with it now, if i sbouid just
carry it with mc |dislling] This thing they rua, they
s¢em so § don’t kmow [ gwess because this ub
foundation 15 being rcorganized or it just seems to me
hike | keep getting different things in the mail It's noi
£ot sure what's goicg oa. (15-20)

In (1) we have a Student who is suggesting a possible
explanaiion for the apparent malfunctioning of the organization
to which she is applying for a f{ellowship (it is being
reorganized). We can notice the insertion of three hedges: two
preceding the explanation ("l don’t know"; "I guess”) and one

following it ("it just seems to me").

-

According 10 Quirk ef ol. (1985: 612-631) disjuncts are “syntaciically
more detached” from the rest of the clements in th. scuteace sad
cxpress aa cvaluation of what is being said cither 1a respect to the form

of communicatios or to s cootent.
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Ancther possibility is the use of modal verbs or adverbs
indicating hypothetical rather than factual meaning.

)

(Pj 1U's very awkward 50 much people doe’t do it, but if you're
tryiag to impress

S Maybe | should just go airead and siring them along.
(3200-3202)

In (2) the Professor and the Student are discu:sing in a very
relaxed way the advantages and disadvantages of the hispanic
tradition of keeping both paternal and maternal names. The
Student seems to be convinced about the advantages and she is

consider.ng ihe possibility of appiying this to herself.

There is still a third option to carry out this strategy, and
that is the insertion of adjectival/adverbial expressions
functioning as downtoners (sort of, not really, preity much, kind
of, like) which in a sense dilute the semantic strength of the

word/phrase they accompany.

3)

P And ub sce some, whatever you get, some, you know, clever
ways of geiting some new information on this, and what >

S {Mbm

> P could make it yort of a really anthropologicai kind of
study, (3493-3496)

The interest of (3) stems from the apparently contradictory

presence of two downtoners ("sort of", "kind of") and one

emphasizer  ("really”). The explanation involves the

-198.




consideration that the two downtoners modify the noun "study";
which refars to the task being discussed, and that the
emphasizer modifies the adjective "anthropological®, referring to
the type of task and not the task itself.

B. Explaining und justifying

People someiimes do things which can be interpreted in a
different way from the intended one. Therefore, if they want to
maintain a pesitive public image some clarification is needed. It
is also necessary sometimes to justify a certain acuion. Othenwvise
it would be interpreted as an act of arbitrariness and this also
affects negatively one’s face. The expianation may be required in

the case of either a verbal action or a non-verbal ore.

Although there exists a great disparity n terms of formal
features amorg the utterances realizing this function, there are
certain reguiarities involving mainly the connectors used to

introduce these utterances in the discourse.

(4)

P Mbm - ub - well it scems to me that - you know § | - of if
we could salvage - and | don’t mena i & negative
sense, | mean it in » pesitive sense, maybe an
cxpassion of that paper (1735-1738)




As we can see in (4), when introducing an explanation for a
suggestion he has made (i.c. to salvage the problem of creasing a
whole new research for an honours degree) there is no
progression or switch of topic. In this example the subject has
chosen to indicate this by means of the expression "I don’t

mean”.
In the case of justification the relationship of coherence

between the utterances is one of reason and, thus, whenever an

explicit marker is nceded the conneciive because can fulfill this

function

(3)
P Ubv ubu. Ok. Ycu the only gh is you'll kied of have to move
quckly with your application and the fees, and thirgs >
5 |Mhm
>P  like that
5 Raghs
P Becsuse we have to bave the inoacy ia the uccount so we
cas 8 draw a check to pay the sriversily dows there.
{5931-593¢)
(6)

S And ub ! was a - teaching ssitant for Nusez.
cultural. Aud 1 believe I couid do a goud job teaching >
p |Hm mho >
>S5  cultural antkropology. | haez a 1ot of it as & mesiers
stadent at F.S.U. (2124-212T

-197-



Extrscts (S) and (6) exempiify the need to intr-duce
justifications immediately after statements which, if not
justified, mey sound excessive.y arbitrary (i.e. "you'll have to
move quikly’; "I can do a good job teaching cultural
anthropology”). Wherea: in (l) the presence of the logical
connector seems to be due to the fact that the content of the

turn mus! be clearly linked to the previous one “y the same
speaker, P, the contiguity of statement and justification in (6)

dispenses with the connector "because”.

C. Dispiaying a posstive self

In order tc present a positive face the speaker can choose
between trying to avoid negative impressions or emphasizing
those positive aspects of the self. The first kind of situstion
usuaily takes place whenever the subject is confronted with the
dilemma of, on the one hand, following Grice’s Maxim of
Quality (i.e. do not say what you believe to be false) and, on the
other hand, maintaining their positive face. From the
expressions mertioned below we can see inal a positive face
includes all those features that make somebody a good student
or a good professor (certainty of knowledge, willingness for
intellecwual improvement, and capacity for playing the role
assumed). Mast of the expressions inciuded as part of this

sirategy involve the modification of negative uttcrances which



T T TTTEIARE T e

would damage the speaker’s face. This modification can be done

by using 2 verb caitying fewer negative connotstions (e.g. I'm
not sure for | don’s know, I'd rather nat ior § dee’t want to) or
by modifying the verbal complements with emplasizers
increasicg their positive meaning (e.g. «i's not ver> good instead
of it’s mot goed; other modificis are really, exactly, clearly,
wiidly, quite, etc.). The result of this last substrateyy is that vhe
negative impression is smaller because the standard has been
increased 204, therefore, one can expect some failures to reach

tha: standard.

()

4 What hat* you doac in your paper s fa.”?

S I've I've dose some reading uhm - and started putting a few
wen, down, but it’s it's just not going as well as uhm -
1 was thiskiag it wosld - Aad - uhm - 10 ic)] you the
truth, what I'd really like 10 do 1s just - forget about the
paper and (1518-1523)

Eatract (7 shows ho:: even in a ‘desperate’ situaticn where the
Student must face the face-damaging effects of having to diop
the horours programme, she still makss an attempt to disguise
the reality by making it a relative rather than an absolute issue

(i.e. “it's just not going as we!l as - uhm | was thinking it would”

instead of "it's not geing well”).

A second strategy conasts of ecmphasizing positive
characteristics of the self like intellectual competence, academic
interest and responsibility, coherenit 1sinxing, etc. A common

formal feature of the segments uszd to carry out this strategy is




the inclusior of verbs i internal state conjugated. i the first
porson.

®)

S | guess the | guess the lirst thing is 1 just feel real
diasatistied, not with what I'm doing necesssrily,
beczuse I'm real stsested i what I'm deiag, but |
feel like it’s not ceally necessarily what you want,

4 Ubu

S I mean you're looking for - sparks. {/aughier|

P Yzian ok

S {And and | don’t really know - ub - w b the more I looked
al my paper and tisc more | read,

¥ Mbhm

S the more I begca 10 realize that what I could do was a lot

less thae what | wantsd to do. (5214-5225)

Extract (8) involves examples of the twc substrategies
mentioned in this scction: presenting positive aspects of the self
("I'm real interested in what I'm doing") and hedging the
negative aspects {"really". "necessarily"). The Professor anu the
Student here are discussing the subject of a paper and ‘he way to

deal with it

D. Emphasizing modesty

A feature of positive face which has no: been mentioned so
far reiates to the Modesty Maxi™ in Leeci’s (1983 136-138)

Politeness Principle:




1) Minimize praise of self.
2) Maximize dispraise of self.

All of the examples reiated to this strategy belong to
students’ utterances. The reason for this fact is that through
their modesty tt.e students are implicitly reaffirming thei: :ole
of learners, willing to receive and accept the professor’s
knowledge and ideas. Thus, the display of negative features of
tne self results also in the presentation of a positive public

imsge, one that is ready to acknowledge and accept its
imperfections.

9
S “Well. ~ - it's gonna be 50 - neat living with a family.
It's gonna be strange.
P | mbm

The families are - are very veny {riendly.

S They know that we're - we're just dumb Amenicanr, right?
{axgisscr| What (b) I'll (b) go (b) through. {laughter)
(5101-6106)

e |

In (9) the Student wants 1o enroll in a Spanish summer course
to be held in Mexico, unde: the direction of the Professor. In
this case the Student resosts tn ‘maximizing dispraise of self’ by
presenting herscif (and the rest of Americans!) as not ready to

have an experience abroad.

‘ml'



The expressions included in this group could be mentioned
as perfect cxamples of Halliday’s expressive function of
lang.age. The kind of information they convey is not facts cr
experiences the speuker has internalized. It is inforsaation tha:
reliects ihe internal state of the speaker. i1 is very common to
find here expressions which are not part of formal reperioires
(e.g. damn, oh boy), ready-made expressions (e.g. good days
these days, thank youw ome and alf), but it is mainly verbs
indicating likes, dislikes, preferences, siates, hopes, etc.

conjugated in the fisst person.

(10)

§$1  Ub did you put the pictures up two weeks ago ?

P !Vaah.

S1  |laughter) (51 is surprised because when she was in the office
wo weeks ago she had not noticed them)

4 |laughier)
52 Ob my guuduess ! | love that picture. Ise't that
some:hing? 11959-1963)

in (10) the Student expresses a personal taste (i.e. "l love that
picture”) and he Joes so by including two colloquiai expressions
(i.e. "oh my goodness"; "isn’t that something”). In (11} we czn
sec the Student trying (0 convev 1o the teacher his positive
feelings towards the job.



el
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(11)

(S) 5o the emphu.is is o wodergraduate tencking, whica is,
T'm really,

P Nk

S M&Mn&lmuuldospukbm
is teachiey

P Sounds good

S I..)

lpause]

P It scvnds like a nice job,

S 1 hope s0. I'm I'ss enconraged. I've never been there, but
(2:33-2140;
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