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ESIPUHE

Témé Finlancen numero esittelee ja kokoaa yhteen Jyviskylin yliopistossa meneil-
ld4n olevaa ja vasta valmistunutta tutkimusta, jonka yhteinen kiinnostuksen kohde
on kieli sosiaalisena ilmi6ni ja vuorovaikutuksen vilineeni. Artikkelit tarkastelevat
kielenkaytt6d ja vuorovaikutusta eri tilanteissa diskurssi- ja keskusteluanalyysin ja
pragmatiikan menetelmien avulla. Artikkeleissa raportoidaan tutkimuksista, joiden
kohteena ovat erilaiset kommunikaatiotilanteet ja niiden ongelmat tai erityispiirteet
sekd pohditaan soveltuvia lihestymistapoja ja menetelmid tutkimusongelman
kisittelyyn ja tulosten kédytdnnonsovelluksiin.

Kiinnostus kielenoppijoiden kieleen ja tapaan toimia wvuorovaikutus-
tilanteissa tulee esiin monessa artikkelissa. Tuija Nikko vertailee kielenoppijoiden
vieraalla kielelld ja didinkielelld kdymis keskusteluja. Tutkimuksen kohteena ovat
puheenvuorojen jakautuminen ja vuoronvaihtomekanismit eli tavat antaa, ottaa ja
pitdd puheenvuoro. Tarja Nikulan arkikkeli kisittelee yhtd keskeisistd vuorovaiku-
tuksen keinoista: puhujien tavat modifioida viestii erilaisten pehmentimien (hedge)
avulla. Artikkelissa verrataan pehmentimien kéytt64 kolmentyyppisessi aineistossa:
syntyperdisten englantilaisten keskusteluissa ja suomalaisten englanninoppijoiden
englanninkielisissd ja didinkielisissd keskusteluissa.

Arja Piirainen-Marsh taas tarkastelee oppijan ja syntyperdisen englannin-
puhujan vilisid keskusteluja. Artikkeli raportoi tutkimuksesta, jossa selvitettiin
keskustelukumppanien kayttaytymisté tilanteessa ja niitd strategioita, joiden avulla
puhujat yhdessé selvittelevit tavoitteellisen ja sosiaalisesti vaativan vuorovaikutus-
tilanteen. Matti Leiwo taas pohdiskelee kielitaidon kasitettd koodin osaamisen ja
vuorovaikutuksen nékdkulmasta nimenomaan puheterapia- ja kielenopetuskeskus-
teluissa.

Paula Kalaja tarkastelee artikkelissaan todellisissa palvelutilanteissa
havaittuja kommunikaatio-ongelmia ja pyrkii etsimé#n ongelmien syité ja mahdolli-
sia ratkaisuja diskurssipragmaattisin keinoin.

Piivi Sihvonen-Hautecoeurin artikkelin aiheena ovat diskurssipartikkelit
suoran esityksen yhteydessd. Artikkeli tutustuttaa lukijansa Suomessa vihemmin
tunnettuun ranskalaiseen alan tutkimukseen ja raportoi tutkimuksesta, jonka
kohteena on diskurssipartikkelit puhutussa ranskan kielessi.

Sirpa Leppédsen artikkeli esittelee erilaisia ndkékulmia kirjoitettuun
tekstiin. Keskeistd ovat eri teoreettisten suuntausten erilaiset lihtokohdat ja
suhtautuminen itse tekstiin, sen merkityksen ymmértimiseen ja tulkinnan ongel-
maan. My6s Minna-Riitta Luukan artikkeli kisittelee erilaisia nikokulmia ja
tutkimuksellisia ldhestymistapoja, mutta pohdiskelun aiheena on puhutun ja
kirjoitetun diskurssin vertailun ongelmat. Artikkelissa raportoidaan myés tutki-
muksesta, jossa on vertailtu puhuttuja ja kirjoitettuja akateemisia teksteja.

Toivomme tdmin Finlancen numeron paitsi tarjoavan tietoa kiynnissi
olevasta jyvaskylaldisestd tutkimuksesta myds kdynnistivin keskustelua ja mahdol-
lisia yhteistyohankkeita diskurssitutkijoiden kesken.

Jyviskyldssd syyskuussa 1992

Minna-Riitta Luukka Arja Piirainen-Marsh




PREFACE

This issue of Finlance presents a collection of articles which discuss and report on
research motivated by a common interest in language as a social and interactive
phenomenon. The research reported here has been recently completed or is
currently in progress at the University of Jyviskyla. The articles examine aspects of
language use and interaction in a variety of contexts and situations, applying
methods of conversation and discourse analysis and pragmatics. The papers report
on a number of studies which have focused on different types of social situation
and on the specific features and problems associated with these contexts. They also
draw attention to methodological problems encountered in the course of research
and possible practical applications of the results.

A number of the articles share an interest in language learners’ ways of
using language and their strategies for operating in different interactive situations.
Tuija Nikko, Tarja Nikula and Arja Piirainen-Marsh examine learners’ language
use in conversational situations. Tuija Nikko discusses the differences in dominance
and turn-taking behaviour in L1 and L2 conversations. Tarja Nikula draws attention
to an important aspect of social and conversational behaviour - the tendency to
modify one’s message through the use of linguistic elements termed *hedges’. She
compares the use of hedges in three types of data: the English conversations of
native speakers of English on the one hand, and Finnish learners on the other, and
the conversations of Finnish native speakers in their mother tongue. Arja
Piirainen-Marsh studies the conversational behaviour of learners and native
speakers of English in dyadic conversations. Her focus is on the interactants’ joint
management of a task-oriented and socially demanding situation and the handling
of face threat in the course of the interaction.

Matti Leiwo discusses the concept of language competence from the point
of view of knowledge of the code, and the process of interaction. His data comes
from conversations between speech therapists and their patients and teacher-
learner interactions.

Paula Kalaja describes an ’abductive’ approach in applied linguistic
research. She examines a number of problematic service encounters and applies
linguistic concepts and methods in an attempt to search for causes and
explanations, and possible solutions, to communicative problems.

Piivi Sihvonen-Hautecoeur addresses the topic of discourse particles in
direct speech. Her article surveys research relevant to the area as pertaining to the
French language and reports on a study of discourse particles in spoken French.

Sirpa Leppénen introduces and discusses different approaches to the study
of written text. She problematizes the basic concepts and assumptions prevailing
in different theoretical traditions. She discusses their different views on the notions
of text, meaning and interpretation and argues for an approach in which text is
seen as a social and interactive phenomenon. Minna-Riitta Luukka also examines
various theoretical approaches, but her focus is on the problem of comparing
spoken and written discourse. Her article reports on a study in which spoken and
written academic texts are compared.

We hope that this issue of Finlance will both provide insight into research
presently conducted at Jyviskyld and invite response from others engaged in work
on related areas.

Jyviskyld, September 1992

Minna-Riitta Luikka

Arja Piirainen-Marsh
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CONVERSATIONAL BEHAVIOUR IN A NATIVE
AND NON-NATIVE SETTING

Tuija Nikko
Language Centre for Finnish Universities

1 INTRODUCTION

The compulsory studies of all university students in Finland include
courses in communication skills in the mother tongue (Finnish or
Swedish), in the second official language (Swedish or Finnish), and in
one or two foreign languages studied at school. The objectives of these
courses are defined in terms of the demands posited by studies as well
as future profession. The courses include studies in both written and
oral communication and are usually taken in the first three years of
study, the approximate length of studies in one language varying
between 40 and 120 h. The research reported in this paper aims at
developing the teaching of oral communication on these courses by
running L1 and L2 courses in tandem.!

! This study is part of a joint project run by myself and my colleague Minna-Riitta Luukka on
differences and similarities between L1 and L2 communication. The paper was originally presented
at the LSP-symposium in Budapest, in 1989.




We think that the teaching of oral proficiency should not be
based on product-oriented analysis of future needs (see Niemi & Nikko
1988). The students should, instead, be engaged in procedural work
that emphasizes the dynamic and interactive quality of communication
in context. Such an approach makes it relevant to consider the
development of communication skills in all languages as a similar
process. Consequently, the communication studies in all languages, the
mother-tongue included, should be seen as a whole and not as separate
subjects. More research is, however, needed into the differences
between L1 and L2 communication before the objectives for the
simultaneous development of oral proficiency in L1 and L2 can be
defined. Pointing out differences in communication behaviour is, in our
view, a necessary first step in making the students aware of the cross-
cultural differences in communication.

In recent years a large number of studies have been conducted
in sociology, pragmatics, and discourse analysis in order to describe
how second language learners develope the ability to use language for
social interaction. Reseachers have focused their attention, for example,
on learners’ procedural behaviour at the conversational level. It has
been demonstrated that even advanced learners often have discourse
problems (see e.g. Faerch & Kasper 1983: 45). Very little research has,
however, been conducted in this area of IL communication, especially
research comparing the behaviour of the same subjects in a L1 and L2
setting (see, however, Luukka & Nikko 1992).

In the light of this call for IL research, the present study
investigated the conversational behaviour of native speakers of Finnish
in a L1 and L2 communication setting. The purpose was to find out if
there are differences in the same subjects’ discourse behaviour in a
native and non-native setting. We were mainly interested in possible
differences in turn-taking behaviour, as defined by Sacks, Schegloff and
Jefferson (1974).

One of the basic characteristics of L1 conversation is the
smooth alternation of speaker and listener roles. This occurs with
remarkably little overlapping and remarkably few silences (Coulthard
1985: 59). On the basis of previous research on the turn-taking
behaviour of second language learners (e.g. Micheau & Billmyer 1987),
we hypothesized that there would be differences between the ways in
which individual speakers take turns in a L1 and a L2 setting.
Furthermore, we were interested in finding out whether the same
subjects come over as dominant in both settings, or whether the turns
are equally distributed between the participants in both settings. We
also wanted to know whether the amount of simultaneous speech in a
L1 and a L2 setting would differ.

2  METHOD

The subjects of the study were sixteen students at the University of
Jyviskyld. The L1 of all the subjects was Finnish and their L2 was
Swedish. All had studied Swedish for at least 200 h at school. Ten of
the students had already taken the required 60 h-course in Swedish at
the university. None of them had taken any other courses in Swedish.
One subject indicated that she had spoken some Swedish outside the
classroom. As regards their skills training in L1 communication, 12 of
the(rin had taken a 30 h course in oral communication at the time of this
study.

The subjects were divided in four groups each consisting of
four participants. Two conversations were conducted by each group on
two occasions. On the first occasion, the groups discussed in L1, ie.
Finnish. Their task was to compose a written proposal to the university
administration on how to change the university campus to make it
more attractive. They were asked to include at least five items in their
lists. Two weeks later, the same students held another discussion in
identical groups, only this time the conversations were conducted in L2,
i.e. Swedish. Their task was to plan an unofficial program for a group
of visiting students from a Swedish university. The idea was that the
two tasks would call for the same kind of conversational skills. In both
cases the groups were given 20 minutes for the discussion. All the
conversations were videotaped.

The discussions were analysed with regard to four variables:
turn-taking, turn-giving, feedback, and simultaneous speech. Each
speaking turn was assigned a code: turn-taking had five different codes,
turn-giving had three different codes, and feedback, as well as
simultaneous speech, were coded as "yes" or "no". The turn-taking
codes comprised the following features: (1) a speaker starts to speak at
a possible point of completion (see Coulthard 1985: 61); (2) a non-
speaker tries to get the floor but does not succeed; (3) a non-speaker
breaks in by predicting the completion of the utterance; (4) a non-
speaker breaks in by presenting new information; (5) a speaker rejects
interruption by keeping her/his turn. The turn-giving codes were the
following: (1) a speaker reaches a possible point of completion; (2) a
speaker engages the other participants by posing a question; ) a
speaker is not able to keep her/his turn.

Two turns were considered simultaneous when speech
overlapped as several speakers tried to get the floor at the same time.
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As feedback we considered turns meant to indicate to the speaker that
the listener was attending to what was being said.

3 RESULTS

3.1 Distribution of turns

Table 1 shows how the turns were distributed among the participants
in the L1 and L2 settings. In both cases, turns were equally distributed
between the participants in groups I and IV. Everybody participated
and nobody was very dominant. As regards groups II and III, there was
an obvious difference; in the L1 discussions, the turns were equally
distributed between three participants whereas one participant clearly
used fewer turns. In the L2 equivalents only two of the participants
were active in the discussion, the other two using remarkably fewer
turns.

TABLE 1. Distribution of turns between the participants in L1 and L2 discussion
groups (%) -

11

participant used the largest number of turns in both settings. Of the
less dominant speakers, however, only one participant, number four in
Group I, used the smallest number of turns in both settings.
Consequently, there were many participants whose contribution was not

the same on the two occasions when it came to activeness of
participation.

3.2 Turn-taking behaviour in the two settings

Table 2 shows the results of the analysis of the turn-taking behaviour.
In both settings, the most common way of taking a turn was for a
speaker to start speaking at a possible point of completion. Another
way of taking a turn was for a non-speaker to try to get the floor but
failing, as illustrated by the following example:

Ex 1
SwW4
C: but I think I think everybody will
B: we can
A: where do they stay

As can be seen from the results, this was not common in either of the
settings.

TABLE 2. Distribution of different ways of taking a turn in L1 and L2 discussion

GROUP I I I v
LG L1 12 L1 12 L1 12 L1 12
PART.
No
1 31 30 31 37 29 40 29 30
2 31 23 29 31 29 35 20 24
3 20 27 29 14 26 6 26 29
4 17 20 11 18 15 20 25 17
TOT. 99 100 100 100 99 101 100 100

The results show that some subjects participated in quite a similqr
manner in both discussions. It is interesting to note, however, that this
only seems to concern the dominant speakers. In every group the same

(%)

TURN-TAKING BEHAVIOUR L1 12
a speaker starts to speak 78 ' 81
at a possible point of
completion
a non-speaker tries to get 3 2
the floor but does not
succeed
a non-speaker breaks in by 14 8

predicting the completion
of the utterance

a non-speaker breaks in by 5 8
presenting new information

a speaker rejects interruption by 1 1

keeping his/her turn




12

We differentiated between two types of interruption. In the
first, a non-speaker breaks in by predicting the completion of an
utterance, as shown by the following two examples:

Ex 2
FI2
C: it’s really annoying that you have to go there
just to pay for a five-mark disc
: yeah, to go
all the way there to pay

Ex3

SW1

B: to movies, to movies we can go
C: do they have Swedish
B: they have Swedish texts

In the second type of interruption, a non-speaker breaks in by
presenting new information, as shown by A’s turn in example number
one. On the whole, the first type of interruption was more common in
the L1 conversations and the second in the L2 conversations, as can be
seen from table 2.

The fifth type of turn-taking concerns cases where the speaker
rejects interruption by keeping her/his turn, as illustrated by the
following example:

Ex 4

FI4 -

A: well I think there is nothing positive in that it
(= a new monument) is there, the only good thing is
that someone

B: and I liked it

A: the only good thing is that someone has had his work
displayed and that it has been placed in a good spot
that’s the only good thing about it

This was uncommon in all discussions and there were hardly any
differences between the groups, as can be seen from table 2.

All in all, the differences in turn-taking between L1 and L2
attained significance at the .005 level or beyond.

3.3 Turn-giving behaviour in the two settings

Table 3 shows the turn-giving behaviour in the two settings.

13
TABLE 3. %is)tribution of different ways of giving a turn in L1 and L2 discussion
(4

TURN-GIVING L1 12

BEHAVIOUR

a speaker reaches a possible 74 )|

point of completion

a speaker engages the other 12 13

participants by posing a

question

a speaker is not able to keep 14 16

her/his turn

In both settings, the most common way of giving another speaker a
turn was by showing that one had reached a possible point of
con}pletion. Sometimes a speaker engaged the other participants by
posing a question, as illustrated by the following example:

Ex S
SW2
A: shall we go out and eat with them
B: mm, why not

In this case, the percentages for the different groups were as follows:

group I L1 8 12 9
group II L19 12 16
group III L1 7 1218
group IV L1 7 12 8

The differences between groups are highly significant. The large
percentages in the Swedish conversations conducted by groups II and
IV show that the dominant speakers tried hard to engage the other
speakers by posing questions.

Sometimes a speaker was not able to keep her/his turn:

Ex 6
F14
A: developing the student house, devel- developing the
house and the activities

C: yes
B: no activities activities are lifeless
A: and they are concerned with

C: no but activities are important of course
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This was, not surprisingly, more common in L2 settings. Here, too, it. is
interesting to compare the figures for the different groups and, again,
note the difference between groups I and IV, on the one hand, and,

groups II and III, on the other:

roup 1 L113 1219
groug 2 L112 12 5
group 3 L1 16 1211
group 4 L114 1217

On the whole, turn-giving behaviour in L1 and L2 attained significance
at the level of 0.005 or beyond.

3.4 Simultaneous speech

As regards turns spoken simultaneously in the two settin_gs thc? most
interesting result was, again, the difference between the discussions in
groups I and IV, on the one hand, and groups II and III, on the other,
as shown by table 4.

TABLE 4. The amount of simultaneously spoken turns in L1 and L2 discussion

n I v

L1 2| Li 12 L1 12 L1 12
84 276 | 95 38 175 54 138 286
@68)  (185)| (249) (262) | (408)  (223) | (475)  (629)
18%  35% | 31% 14% | 43%  24% | 21% 45%

In the two Swedish discussions in groups II and III, with only two active
speakers, the amount of simultaneous speech was very low. In groups
I and IV, in which the turns were more equally distributed between the
participants, the situation was different. In these cases Ehe amount of
simultaneous speech was much higher in the L2 discussions. It seems,
in other words, that when discussion is very lively, it is more difficult to
keep a turn in a L2-situation than it is in a L1-situation.

15

4 DISCUSSION

The results of our study into differences between L1 and L2 turn-taking
behaviour confirmed the hypothesis that there would be differences in
how the same subjects behave in a L1 and a L2 setting. The L1
conversations were characterized by smooth changes of speaker with
very little overlapping speech, and by equally distributed turns between
the participants whereas the L2 discussions were less coherent. On the
whole, differences between the four L1 discussion groups were very few
in all the aspects studied. The L2 discussions, however, differed both
from each other and from the Finnish discussions.

The dominance relationships in the L2 discussions represented
two clearly different types. Two discussions were similar to the L1
discussions in that the turns were equally distributed, whereas in two
discussions only two participants participated actively in the discussion.
The latter type of discussion characteristically had far fewer turns and
remarkably long pauses between turns. The first type was characterized
by a very relaxed atmosphere, and a large number of turns equally
distributed between the participants. It is interesting to note, however,
that also these conversations contained significant differences in
comparision with the L1 conversations. The differences are especially
interesting from the pedagogical point of view as this type of
conversation is often considered ideal in the context of teaching L2
oral communication. Our results show that the L2 speakers in these
conversations had difficulties with turn-taking behaviour. The
conversations were characterized by interruptions, speakers unable to
keep their turns, and simultaneous speech to a significantly larger
extent than the L1 conversations.

Smooth turn-taking behaviour requires a high degree of skill. The
listener has to understand what is being said to be able to come in as
soon as the speaker has reached a possible point of completion and
(s)he has to be able to immediately produce a relevant next utterance.
On the basis of our results, it seems that the skills required for efficient
turn-taking in conversation do not transfer from L1 to L2, and we think
that this has to be taken into account in the teaching of oral
communication.
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1  INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this paper is to examine the use of linguistic
expressions which will be called hedges and which include, for example,
expressions like I suppose, probably, sort of, somewhat in English, or
luultavasti, ehk, jotenkin, vihin in Finnish. Such expressions do not
actually add anything to the propositional content of our messages,
they rather show what the speaker thinks about the proposition. In
most cases hedges signal that the speaker is only partly committed to
what s/he is saying.

Hedges often have a mitigating function, and their use may be
motivated by politeness or face saving. Knowing how and when to use
hedges is one part of pragmatic competence. Native speakers of any
language usually master the use of hedges without having to pay
conscious attention to it but the situation is different for those who
speak a foreign language. Non-native speakers may be totally unaware
of the interpersonal importance of such devices and end up sounding
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inappropriate if they fail to use hedges in situations where native
speakers would expect them to occur. )
This paper, in addition to discussing the concept 9f hedge in
general, also deals with how foreign language speakers', in this case
Finnish speakers of English, use hedges in conversational settings.
The data consists of conversations by Finnish speakers of Enghsh, by
the same speakers’ conversations in Fifmish, and conversations by
native speakers of English. The purpose is to study, on the one hand,
to what extent the learners’ use of hedges differ§ from that of .the
native speakers, and whether differences are as big as to poter}tlal}y
affect successful communication in English. On the other hand, }t will
be interesting to see to what extent the learners’ L1 affects their use

of hedges in English.

2 THE CONCEPT OF HEDGE

The term hedge has often been used differently by diffqrent writers
(compare, for example, Lakoff 1972 and Brown and Levinson 1978).
This reflects the fact that hedges can be looked at from dlfferent
viewpoints, from semantic and pragmatic, for examp_le. Seman.txcally,
hedges can be seen as expressions of modality, partlculafly epistemic
modality. Epistemic modality is a rather vague term. As W'lth mgdal'xty
in general, it has to do with speakers expressing their sub'jectW'C
evaluations of what they are saying. More specifically, epistemic
modality refers to speakers signalling their degree 9f commitment to
the truth of the propositions. Speakers can either stress their
commitment or indicate their lack of commitment with various verbal
or non-verbal ways (see Lyons 1977: 797). The use of hedges, such as
maybe, it seems or perhaps for example, is one way to signal lack of
commitment, to show that the speaker does not want to take full
responsibility of what s/he is saying. - .
When hedges are looked at from a pragmatic perspective,
attention will be shifted to their function, that is, what role they p'lay
in interaction, and what the underlying reasons are fgr speakers using
such seemigly meaningless devices. It is a crucial notion in pragmatics
to see language more broadly than only in terms 'of its capacity to
inform. Halliday (1973) points out that beside.s the ideational, content
bearing function, language also has other functions. The textual function

19

refers to language as forming a text, that is, certain linguistic choices
contribute to the fact that speech or writing appears as a coherent
whole rather than being a collection of random, incoherent sentences.
The interpersonal function refers to the capacity of language to reflect
the speaker’s evaluations of what s/he is saying, his/her attitudes to
other participants and the situation as a whole; in other words, it
covers the use of language to establish and maintain relationships.
Metadiscourse can be used as a cover term for linguistic material that
serves textual and interpersonal rather than ideational functions (see
Crismore 1989; Markkanen 1991).

The use of hedges can be seen as one manifestation of the
interpersonal function of language. Hedges make utterances more
tentative and vague, in a way reducing their force. According to
Hiibler (1983: 23), "Their aim is to make sentences more acceptable
and thus to increase their chance of ratification by the hearer".

The present approach to hedges is pragmatic, that is, hedges
are viewed as lexical/phrasal devices that have a mitigating,
downtoning function'. This means that the concept of hedge is quite
broad. It includes, on the one hand, hedges that are epistemic in
nature on the one hand, that is, they show the speaker’s degree of
commitment to the validity of the proposition. For example, probably,
maybe, or modal verbs such as may or might signal the speaker’s
unwillingness to take full responsibility for the truth-value of the
proposition s/he is expressing. On the other hand, hedges also include
expressions that are not epistemic in the strict sense of the term but
that can be interpreted as having a mitigating function, such as a bit,
sort of, just, for example. Rather than revealing the speaker’s
assessment of the truth of the proposition, they are directed at some
part of the proposition only, usually a word, making its meaning more
imprecise and fuzzy. Prince et al. (1982) call the former type shields
and the latter approximators. Functionally, shields and approximators
are similar in that both can be used to mitigate the force of what one
is saying. The disctinction is based on differences in their logical
properties rather than on their functions.

But there are also expressions like you know, I mean, like in
English; or niinku and sillee in Finnish, which can be interpreted as
mitigating devices. These are not epistemic in that they do not
explicitly signal the degree of commitment, and they are not similar to
approximators, either. These devices are often called pragmatic

! Note that even though this paper focuses on lexical realizations of hedging only, there are also
various other ways in which speakers can mitigate their expressions, ranging from tentative tone of
voice to complex syntactic constructions.
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particles or discourse markers (see Ostman 1981; Schiffrir} 1987), _an.d
they are more implicit than shields and approximators in that it is
difficult to say, particularly when taken out of their contexts, what kind
of function they have. Therefore, these expressions will be.: .cal!ed
implicit modifiers. They are included into the group of mitigating
devices even though they are problematic in the sense that it is also
often possible to see them as mere pause fillers rathe}' than as
interpersonally motivated mitigators. However, many writers have
pointed out that implicit modifers can often have mt.erpersonal
significance (see e.g. Ostman 1981; James 1983; Hakulinen 1989,
Schiffrin 1987). .

Most frequently occurring mitigating devices can be cgte-gonz.ed
into shields, approximators, and implicit modifiers. Yet it is quite
likely that there are devices with a mitigating function that cannot be
forced into this division. It is always difficult to be very precise or
systematic about hedges, to give exhaustive lists as to what ex.pressions
exactly belong to hedges, for example. This is because what is seen as
a hedge always depends on its context, that is, an expression .t!xat
modifies the proposition in one context can be part of the proposition
in another (see also Crismore 1989: 49).

3 ON THE FUNCTIONS OF HEDGES

The use of hedges has quite often been looked at from the viewpoint
of politeness and face saving (see e.g. Brown and Levinson 1978;
Holmes 1982; Coates 1987). Politeness can be defined broadly as t.he
speakers’ wish to avoid conflicts in communicative situations. Accordmg
to Brown and Levinson (1978), speakers need to protect both their
own face and the face of others. They divide the concept of face into
two, positive face referring to the need to be accepted and approved
of by others, and negative face to the need for autonomy anq freedom
from imposition. In daily encounters one can seldom avoid thre'ats
towards face completely, therefore some redressive face saving
strategies are required that help minimize the threats. Brown apd
Levinson call such strategies positive and negative politeness depending
on the kind of face that is being protected.

Hedges can be viewed as markers of negative politeness when
they signal deference towards the addressee. For example, requests

21

and questions pose a threat towards the addressee’s negative face
because they reduce his/her freedom of action. The speaker may
choose to express such speech acts in a hedged form in order to
diminish the risk of offense. Speakers also quite often choose to
express their opinions in a hedged form rather than directly. This can
also be seen as a negative politeness strategy if the assumption is that
the speaker chooses indirectness and vagueness because s/he does not
want to impose on the hearers. But hedges can also be a face saving
strategy in the sense of protecting the speaker’s own face in interaction.
That is, a speaker expresses his/her views tentatively because s/he
does not want to appear brusque or arrogant to others. In other words,
s/he is concerned about how s/he will be perceived by others and
hedged expressions can be used to seek their approval. If interpreted
this way, hedges can be seen as connected with positive politeness.

In other words, even though the distinction between positive and
negative face wants is theoretically quite clear, it is not always easy to
tell whether politeness markers such as hedges are directed towards
protecting participants’ negative or positive face. Similarly, it is
difficult to tell whether hedging is directed more to one’s own face or
the face of the addressee. As Goffman (1967: 6) puts it, the face of
others and one’s own face "are constructs of the same order". This
means that even if a speaker uses hedges primarily in order to protect
his/her own face, hedged expressions are simultaneously beneficial for
the hearer’s face as well. The indirectness and vagueness brought about
by the use of hedges thus guarantees more freedom of action for both
the speaker and the hearer. In other words, hedges are part of face
saving strategies in Brown and Levinson’s (1978) sense, minimizing the
threat to either the speaker’s own or the hearer’s face, or both
simultaneously.

In addition to face saving, the use of hedges can also be seen in
connection with the level of formality. Some hedges (e.g. sort of, I
guess, you know, I mean) are typical of informal face-to-face
encounters in particular (see e.g. Alexander 1988: 63). In other words,
the use of such hedges signals the speaker’s personal assessment of
the situation as informal and relaxed. It is therefore possible that a
speaker, a non-native speaker in particular, who does not make use of
such hedges in informal encounters appears more formal than s/he
perhaps intends to.

Finally, it should be pointed out that a speaker may use hedges
simply because s/he is genuinely uncertain of what s/he is saying.
From the hearer’s and analyst’s point of view, however, it is exremely
difficult to know whether the speaker uses hedges because of genuine
uncertainty or strategically, in which case the use of hedges can




22

minimize threats towards face, or simply to facilitate open discussion
in general (see Coates 1987: 122). It is an inherent feature of hedges
that they are ambiguous and multifunctional; depending on the
context and the speakers, hedges can be interpreted in different ways.
It is exactly this multifunctionality and fuzziness that contributes to
the fact that the use of hedges leaves room for negotiations and
reinterpretations: the speaker can more easily change or reformulate a
view that was expressed tentatively in the first place, and it is easier
for the hearer to accept vague rather than categorical expressions.

4 HEDGING IN A FOREIGN LANGUAGE

When using their mother tongue, speakers do not have to pay
conscious attention to hedges. Having internalized their language and
culture they know automatically, and probably subconsciously, how
and when to use hedges and other mitigating strategies. The situation
is different, however, when one speaks a foreign language. Even fluent
foreign language speakers may be completely unaware that hedges
have some interpersonal significance. One probable reason for this is
that at least up till now, pragmatic aspects of language have received
little attention in formal language teaching.

Different cultures may also differ as to what kind of situations
require the use of mitigating strategies. If speakers simply transfer the
way they use hedges in their L1 to their L2 the result may not be the
one intended. They may, for example, be perceived as too direct or
not direct enough.

Both foreign language teaching and native language influence
may result in non-native speakers failing to use hedges where native
speakers would expect them to occur, for example in potential face
threatening situations, with the result that they may appear impolite or
otherwise inappropriate. Thomas (1983) uses the term pragmalinguistic
failure to refer to problems in the pragmatic area. Pragmalinguistic
failures are not as easily recognized as linguistic problems as for
example grammatical errors. This is especially problematic from the
viewpoint of fluent foreign language speakers, who may be judged as
being intentionally impolite if they fail to be pragmatically appropriate.
This is because people have a tendency to feel that if someone speaks
their native language fluently as far as vocabulary and grammar is
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concern.ed, s/he will also, automatically, master the social norms and
conventions of that particular culture.

5 THE DATA

ThlS_ paper describes the ways in which fluent Finnish speakers of
English use hedges in ongoing discourse. Their performance is
compared to native speakers of English on the one hand to find out
whether .dlff.erences are as great as to potentially affect successful
communication in English. On the other hand, the learners’
pcrfo;mz}nce in English is also contrasted with their own conversations
in .mesh. 'I"his helps shed some light on possible L1 influence on
their pragmatic choices in L2. As Blum-Kulka ef al. (1989: 26) point

~out, it is still an unanswered question in interlanguage pragmatics to

what extent characteristics in learner language are typical of
interlanguage as such, and to what extent they are influenced by the
learners’ L1. One reason for this is that in many interlanguage studies
only non-native and native speakers are compared, with no attention to
the learr.lers’ native language. As Kasper and Dahl (1991: 225) point
out, hgvmg comparable sets of IL (interlanguage), L1 and L2 data is
more informative than comparing IL and 1.2 alone.

Th.e findings reported in this paper are based on recorded
conversations. The participants in each group were given a general
topic with which to start the conversation but they were encouraged to
change. the topic whenever they felt like it, the conversations were
otherwise controlled as little as possible. The non-native speakers
(NNS) are students of English at the university of Jyviskyld, the
native speakers of English (NS(E)) are British university stud’ents.
Th; data also contains conversations in Finnish by the same students
as in the. NNS groups (NS(F)). There are four conversations of each
type, their quratlon being approximately 30 minutes. The conversations
take place in a language lab or in a classroom and as the participants
are aware of their conversations being recorded, the situations cannot
be considered completely natural. But as the use of hedges is
appar@nt‘ly to a great extent unconscious (see Faerch and Kasper 1989:
2f13), it is unlikely that the speakers would use hedges signiﬁcantl'
differently in more authentic settings. ’
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6 FINDINGS EMERGING FROM THE ANALYSIS
OF DATA

The most obvious difference between the NNS and the NS(-E)
conversations as regards the use of hedges is that the non-native
speakers use them less frequently. If expressed in crude. totals, there
are 429 hedges in the four NNS conversations, 1292 in the NS(_E)
conversations. The figures cannot, however, be directly oompareq with
each other since the total number of words is much smaller in the
NNS conversations. After relating the number of hedges, and the
number of words they comprise, to the total number of words, the
difference seems smaller but is still quite clear: in the NNS
conversations about 8% of words are hedges, in the NS(E)
conversations the corresponding figure is about 13%. Furthermore,
there are differences in the ways the NNS and NS(E) speakers use
hedges. .

Most typically, the turns of speech in the NNS data contain
only a few hedges and quite often, long stretches of talk go totally
unmodified. Hedges are used more constantly in the NS(E)
conversations, and complex combinations of different hedges are
quite frequent. Compare the following examples which show quite
clearly that the learners have a tendency to use much fewer hedges
that the native speakers of English.

Example 1, NNS

S1  you have to let your mind rest to, in order to learn at all

S2 mhm it’s true ((pause)) I _don’t know I think that the
studyweeks shouldn’t be so restricted

S1 I think it’s funny to study on loans in general

S2  yeah [really funny )

S1 its in] students are only group of people who study who live
on loans

S2 mm ) )

S3  these old people complained about their pensions two weeks
ago in Helsinki and, they demanded that they should have at
least three thousand marks per month to (-) and think about
students

S2  yeah

S1  you have less than a thousand mark for free and loan

S2 1 think that the students should have a free er free money

S1  yeah..

Example 2, NS(E)

S3  mm and if we think about I mean the students take advantage
of the community as much if no more than anybody else you

know we’re not like exempt [from the rest of all we just pay
for it

S2  yeah I suppose so but I still think] you could once you've
finished studying or whatever you’re still gonna you know
you’re gonna have to pay the full whack then and [ think
you’re gonna make up for then I just think they shouldn’t
make students pay I mean I kind of agree- I can see the point
of a poll tax in general and everything even though I don’t

agree with it cos I think the better off you are you should pay
more verythin

Particularly when expressing their personal views and
evaluations of the matters discussed, as in example 2, the native
speakers of English usually resort to multiple use of hedges. As
pointed out earlier, hedges can be seen as protecting the speaker’s
own face from the reactions of others on the one hand, but on the
other hand, hedged expressions are also beneficial for the hearer’s
face in that s/he is not likely to feel imposed upon by views that are
expressed tentatively. Thus the fact that the non-native speakers use
hedges more scracely may make them sound too direct; directness can
pose a threat to the addressee’s negative face. What is considered too
direct depends, of course, on the context and the kind of topic
discussed, but it seems on the basis of the present data that at least
sensitive topics on which there are likely to be differing views among
speakers, and expressions of personal views require some level of
indirectness.

It is not easy to compare the number of hedges in English and
in Finnish because the two languages are structurally very different.
On the one hand, due to its agglutinative nature, one word in Finnish
may correspond to several words in English, which makes comparisons
based on number of hedges per words spoken unreliable. On the other
hand, the use of lexical hedges in English can often be compared to
morphological mitigating strategies in Finnish. For example, the
conditional mood, expressed through adding the affix -isi- to the verb
stem, often has a mitigating function that can be compared to the use
of modal verbs or modal adverbs in English. Furthermore, the use of
lexical hedges in English can also correspond to the use of so called
clitics in Finnish. Clitics are morphological devices that can be added
to words to signal pragmatic meanings (the clitics -kin, -kAAn, -hAn
occur in the data). For example, in a sentence Mitiihdn kello on?
(What +clitic is the time?), the clitic can be seen as mitigating the
force of the question (see also Hakulinen 1976).
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There are 821 lexical hedges in the NS(F) conversations, in
addition to which speakers quite often resort to the morphological
devices discussed above, the clitic -hAn being the most frequently
occurring one. In other words, even though it is difficult to compare
the number of hedges in the two languages, this figure at least shows
that hedging one’s expressions is a typical feature of the NS(F)
conversations as well, as is seen in the following example.

Example 3, NS(F)

S1 vaikka tuolla kadulla keskenimme ruvettais englantia
puhumaan niin tuntus véhén ouvolle i ) »
a itd mieltd ettd mun miel mé tykkdin
puhuu nii niinky suomalaisten kans niinku vaikka timmosissd
tilanteissa ni tykkddn puhua englantii ja ruotsii et musta se on
kiva jotenki keskustella tilleen koska siind on just se ettd
kaikki ollaan niin val samassa jamassa siind
S k silleen kuuntel
S1 niin on eik sité silleen kuuntele ) i
S2  eiki niinky silld tavalla viliti piinku on jotenkin vapaampi ku
on saman ikisid ja ei niinku kiinnitd ﬂlLa_Lgy_aﬂa 13u0_1mo§a
puhumiseensa mut heti jos tulee joku opettaja ni xpa__amakm
muutan heti niinku jotenkin ehka vihén puhettani silld tavalla
niinku etti valitsen sanani ei kirosanoja ja nd
(..if we started to speak English with each other on the
streets, for example, it would seem a bit strange )
in my opinion I think I guite enjoy speaking you know with
other Finns like in these kinds of situations I enjoy speaking
English or Swedish [ find it nice somehow to discuss like this

S2

because there’s the fact that we are all like in a way in the
same situation
yeah

that’s right and you don’t sort of pay attention

and like in a way you don’t care you know you feel somehow
more free when there’s people of the same age like you don’t
sort of pay attention to what you’re saying but if there’s a

teacher present at least I change you know somehow maybe a
little the way I talk like choose my words no swear words and

so on)’

In other words, it seems that the small number of hedges in the
NNS conversations is probably a typical interlanguage phenomenon
rather than resulting from L1 influence. As a matter of fact, the two
sets of native speaker data resemble each other surprisingly n_mch as
far as the use of hedges is concerned. Both make use of approximators

2 The English versions should be seen as only rough equivalents of the Finnish examples because
it is very difficult to translate pragmatic expressions like hedges from one language to another,
particularly those with implicit meanings.
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and shields as well as implicit modifiers, and speakers in both sets of
data are likely to use combinations of different hedges, particularly
when expressing opinions (cf. example 3). Therefore, the suggestion
made by Kéarkkéinen (1990: 74) that Finns might be more likely to go
about their business in a more straightforward manner than native
speakers of English does not seem to hold true at least as far as the
use of hedges is concerned. Kérkkiinen’s study contains no data in
Finnish and she emphasizes that her suggestion is thus only
hypothetical, but it shows that it is extremely difficult to draw
conclusions about speakers’ L1 behaviour, or about the influence of
L1 on L2, if there are no comparable sets of L1 and IL data.

In addition to using hedges less than the native speakers of
English, the non-native speakers also resort to a much smaller variety
of hedges. They favour certain expressions that seem to become all-
purpose hedges. These include, for example, I think, I don’t know,
maybe, some(thing) and or something like that. The most frequently
occurring hedge in the NNS data is I think, to the extent of being
overused (see also Kérkkdinen 1990: 66). It represents almost 15% of
all hedges used by the non-native speakers, whereas in the native
speaker data its proportion is about 8%. Making abundant use of I
think may be problematic, however, because in certain positions and
especially if uttered with stress, it may be seen as emphasizing the
speakers’ views rather than mitigating them (see Holmes 1985: 34).
And even though I think is among the most frequently occurring
hedges in the NS(E) conversations as well, there are certain differences
in the ways the learners and the native speakers use it. The native
speakers most typically use I think as part of multiple hedging, in
which case it is easy to interpret it as a hedge, because multiple
devices tend to reinforce each other rather than be in conflict with
each other. The non-native speakers, on the other hand, usually use I
think as the only modifier in the whole utterance, or at least not
immediately accompanied by other hedges. They also typically begin
their turns with I think in which case it is likely to receive stress.
Compare the following examples:

Example 4, NS(E)

a) S1 yeah I mean he is sort of he is concerned about architecture [
mean [ think his views are good

b) S1 I don’t know how they do it, get a flight over to Britain some way
I don’t know I mean.these days I think it’s quite difficult to get in
now
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Example 5, NNS
S1 I think four years is okay like in linguistics for us, but I just

heard about a guy who is going to finish his studies in
psychology he studied two years and is finishing the studies
and I just have my doubts about him being a good
psychologist

§2  how I- how old was he when he started

S1  he was something twenty something

S2 yeah

S1  not very old L

S3 L think the people who don’t go to university directly after
school they’re much more motivated

The non-native speakers clearly have a tendency to begin their
turns with I think, and quite often it is the only hedge in the: whol.e
turn. In other words, I think is in a very prominent position in t_helr
utterances and even though the speakers probably intend to use it as
a softener, it can often be interpreted as a device that t?rings the
speaker’s views into focus rather than mitiga.te.s them. Thl.S may be
quite irritating in the long run because emphasizing one’s.opmlons can
be seen as running counter to a principle of negative politeness which
states that one should not impose one’s views on others. It has to be
borne in mind, however, that this paper focuses only on the use of
lexical hedges; it might well be that the non-native speakt;rs use some
other mitigating strategies along with the use of I think, such as
impersonalization or tentative tone of voice, for exax}lple. ]

The fact that the speakers in the NNS conversations favour I think
could be a reflection of the Finnish musta/mun mielestd, that can be
seen as the Finnish counterparts of I think and that are among the most
frequently occurring hedges in the NS(F) conversations, see example 6.

Example 6, NS(F)

S1  ..mainoskielessi kylld on hillittomasti englantia
S2  mun mielestd se on vihin tyhmia toi VR:n ne mainokset, too
fast for you

(advertising language is packed with English expressions
1 think it’s 2 bit stupid those advertisements by VR, too fast for
you)

In general, those hedges that the non-native spt?ake_rs favour
quite often have close semantic/translation equivalents in Finnish. In
addition to I think, or something like that-tai jotain sellaista, maybe-
ehkd, I don’t know-emmd tiedd are pairs that are used in much the
same ways in the NNS and the NS(F) conversations, that is, by the
same speakers in English and in Finnish. This can be compared to
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another, contrary finding that the non-native speakers very rarely use
certain hedges that are among the most frequently occurring ones in
the NS(E) conversations. These include, for example, sort of /kind of,
you know, I mean and tag questions. These expressions do not have
such close semantic equivalents in Finnish as the previously mentioned
ones, which may be one reason for the learners using them so little.
There are functional equivalents, though. For example the
approximator sesmmonen/tdmmonen is used in much the same ways in
the NS(F) conversation as sort of and kind of are used by the nativ
speakers of English. Similarly, the use of clitics, particulraly -han/-hin
often has similar functions as you know in English: both often seem to
convey common ground, shared knowledge, something like "as we all
know". In other words, they can be seen as positive politeness markers
because, as Brown and Levinson (1978: 106) point out, positive
politeness has to do with speakers communicating that one’s own wants
are in some respects similar to the addressee’s wants; presupposing
that the hearer’s knowledge is equal to the speaker’s knowledge is one
way.to emphasize such similarity. Compare the following examples
where the cilitc -han as well as you know seem to have a similar
function of signalling that the speaker believes that what s/he says is
common knowledge for others as well.

Example 7, NS(F)

S1  ..ne on ldhinnd noissa liikkeiden mainoksissa

S2  nii on joo nii on kylld eihin s- eihidn ihmiset eld umpiossa
totta kai muut kielet vaikuttaa ja ne saaki vaikuttaa
(they occur primarily in the firms’ advertisements that’s right
and you know people don’t live in a vacuum of course other
languages have an influence and it’s all right if they do)

Example 8, NS(E)

S1 it doesn’t look like it’s gonna work now

S2  mm but there’s still this reluctancy to do anything about it you
know there’s still this kind of face saving ethic which is like
you know kept over from the pre-Major days

Apparently such functional similarity is more difficult for the
non-native speakers to perceive than semantic similarity. It has to be
noted, however, that these particular hedges (sort of/kind of, I mean,
you know) are very much part of informal, face-to-face encounters and
the fact that the learners more rarely resort to them may be language
teaching induced, that is, learners have simply not had much

opportunity to practice the use of such devices in formal language
teaching.
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7 DO THE DIFFERENCES MATTER
INTERPERSONALLY?

It is not easy to say whether the differences discussed above would
affect successful communication in English, particularly when the data
contains no actual NS-NNS conversations. Furthermore, it is always
difficult to determine what the relative importance of one aspect of
language is. In other words, it may well be that deficiencies in.t.he use
of lexical hedges can be compensated by the use of other mitigating
strategies, by non-verbal ones, for example.

However, the learners use hedges much less frequently than the
native speakers of either English or Finnish. Consequently, on many
occasions this renders the learner language more direct than native
speaker discourse, and in some contexts directness may be interpreted
as tactlessness. For example, in both sets of native speaker d?ta
expressions of conflicting views are modified almost witl}opt exception
whereas in the conversations by the non-native speakers it is more easy
to find disagreements that are expressed directly. _Compare t.he
following examples where native speakers of both English anq mes.h
(speaker S2 in both example 9 and 10), rather than expressing th‘elr
differing views directly, choose to hedge them, whereas t}}e non-native
speaker (S3) in example 11 expresses his disagreement directly.

Example 9, NS(F)

S1 ..city esimerkiksi ni se on piinku alkaa olla aikalailla
semmonen niinku yleiskielen sana i )

S2  mun mielestd se on kamala must on hirveetd ku joka paikka

kaikki marketit pikku marketit jossain pikku kylissd on jotain
‘citymarketteja tai jotain timmosid )
(for example city is becoming in a way like a part of standard
language 1 think it’s terrible I find it horrible that everywhere
all markets in some little villages are citymarkets or something
like that)

Example 10, NS(E)

S3  as long as people pay the poll tax )

S1  yeah ags long as people pay the poll tax erm, but if people
don’t then their salaries are gonna suffer I mean banks (--)

S3  (-) just because people don’t pay the poll tax which is a [crazy
system

S2 b)(lt 1) still kind of figure it’s right not to pay because I mean
it’s gonna have to be changed and everything
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Example 11, NNS

S2  well there is nothing wrong in being a teacher
S3  yes there is one thing and that’s the wages

S2  the wag- money

S3  mm ((pause))

In other words, when the native speakers of either English or
Finnish express conflicting views, they are quite likely to signal
explicitly that it is a matter of their personal opinion (e.g. well I think
there is one thing..., no mun mielestd kylla...). As pointed out above,
the non-native speakers more often express unhedged disagreements.
This can cause problems for smooth communication because if a
speaker keeps offering his/her conflicting views as if they were
categorical truths rather than personal opinions, s/he is easily perceived
as inconsiderate by his/her coparticipants. This is because s/he may be
seen as trying to impose his/her views on others, which easily forms a
threat towards the addressee’s negative face.

Hedges have an interpersonal function, they signal the speaker’s
personal evaluations and attitudes. In other words, they are used not
only to minimize interactional threats, they also add to a personal
flavour of speech, showing that the speaker is "there", signalling how
the speaker feels about the topic, the coparticipants, and about
him/herself. Chafe (1986) uses the term involvement of such personal
investment to a situation. The opposite of involvement is detachment,
and Chafe argues that while detachment is typical of written language,
spoken language usually shows a variety of markers of involvement.
Some hedges can also signal involvement, forms with the first person
pronoun signalling ego-involvement (e.g. L suppose, I guess), and forms
with the second person pronoun involvement with the hearer (e.g. you
know, you see, for example). It is therefore possible that a speaker may
be perceived as somehow distant if s/he does not display involvement.
There are, of course, many other ways in which speakers can signal
involvement: by reporting their personal experiences to others, by
showing interest towards others by asking questions, by using vivid
vocabulary, for example. But it is important to notice that it is possible
to look at the use of hedges from this perspective as well.

Hedges can also be looked at from the viewpoint of the level of
formality, as was pointed out earlier. Both native speakers of English
and Finnish seem to use certain hedges, in particular approximators
and implicit modifiers such as sort of, you know, I mean in English, or,
niinku, sillee, and jotenkin in Finnish in informal, relaxed situations.
Because such hedges are fairly rarely used by the non-native speakers,
it is possible that the way they put their ideas across is perceived as too
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formal. At least their speech seems to be much more content-oriented
and full of information when compared to the native speakers, look at
the following examples:

Example 12, NNS

S1  and you have so much loan that you're paying rest of your life
back to bank

S2 yes the economical situation tends to be very bad when you
graduate, and then considering the prices of apartments
houses in Finland the situation doesn’t look very good I'm
afraid of that, what am I going to do when I graduate it’s my
economical situation

S1 mm

Example 13, NS(E)

Lmean students don’t own property [and they’re

g% but I mean I hate] to bepvegy sort of capitalist and and
whatever but I do believe up to a certain point that if I mean
I don’t know it’s not something I feel strongly abqut S0
whatever I say is_pretty ((laughs)) but I mean there is the

point that you know if people are earning ygn_lgm a lot of
money and they’ve oviously trained hard for it...

This tendency of the native speakers to use more approximato_rs
and implicit modifiers can also be seen as a result of differences in
language processing. Native speakers of a language can process their
language in real-time, which easily results in hesitations and
modifications. Those who speak a foreign language, however, may have
a tendency to formulate their messages in their th'ough.ts befor.e
uttering them, and produce them later without modifications. This
easily results in an impression that they are more concernf?d_ about the
content of what they are saying than about their coparticipants and
their reactions.

8§ CONCLUSION

It is difficult to master the pragmatic aspects of a foreign language,
such as the use of hedges, and such difficulties are certainly common
for all speakers of foreign languages rather than being a problem for
Finnish speakers of English only. For example, Kotthoff (1991: 391)
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shows that American speakers of German encounter similar difficulties:
they use hedges, modal particles, and parenthetical verb forms such as
meine ich or finde ich less frequently than native speakers of German.
Despite the fact that pragmatic deficiencies are almost inevitable when
one speaks a foreign language, they are problematic because people
are generally unaware of what exactly it is that causes problems for
communication. They may just have a feeling of "things mysteriously
going wrong" as Byrnes (1986: 192) puts it. Therefore, it seems be
important to incorporate pragmatic notions into foreign language
teaching, at least to make learners aware that such aspects of language
exist, and that languages may differ as to how they signal pragmatic
meanings.

It may seem paradoxical that non-native speakers should be
made aware of aspects of language that native speakers as a rule are
completely unaware of. But learners are also made aware of intricacies
of grammar that native speakers can master without conscious
awareness. Therefore, in principle, it should be possible to teach
pragmatic phenomena as well. Teaching pragmatic aspects is, however,
a very delicate matter because pragmatic principles are closely
connected to speakers’ values and beliefs, to they way they view the
world and what they consider as appropriate behaviour in different
situations, and speakers may be reluctant to change such principles
when speaking a foreign language (see Thomas 1983). Yet raising
speakers’ consiousness of pragmatic matters seems to be the only way
of preventing people from being unintentionally offensive when
speaking a foreign language. As Thomas (1983: 109) point out, errors
in the pragmatic area should not be ’corrected’, but only pointed out
and discussed.

Perhaps it would be best to start this consciousness raising from
the learners’ L1. Once the learners are alerted to the fact that their
own language has a lot of material that may seem meaningless at the
outset, but that still has important interpersonal functions, it may be
more easy for them to appreciate that the same applies to foreign
languages as well. Bardovi-Harlig et al. (1990) maintain that learners
can be made aware of the pragmatic rules that govern their native
language and what it means to enact such rules appropriately and
inappropriately. This knowledge can help them be conscious of
pragmatic rules as speakers of foreign languages as well. As regards
hedges, learners should become aware that being vague, uncertain or
imprecise is permissible when speaking a foreign language; not only
that, it is also in many contexts more appropriate than expressing
things directly and unequivocally.
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MANAGING IMPOSITIONS IN NS-NNS
CONVERSATIONS

Arja Piirainen-Marsh
University of Jyviskyla
Department of Communication

1 INTRODUCTION

This paper reports on a recent study (Piirainen-M_arsh 1992) in Whl‘Ch
a number of dyadic conversations between native and non-native
speakers of English were analysed with sp.emflc fo_cus on the way tl.lat
the two participants managed an mterac.tlonally demand}ng
conversational situation and negotiated a potentially face-threatening
activity, an imposition, in the course of th'e' talk. ) o
The study was motivated by the initial observation that_m spite
of recent developments in interlanguage pragmatics and d1§course
analysis, few studies have approached NS-.NNS conversation as
complex, socially oriented and jointly achieved interaction. An
overwhelming majority of L2 and interlanguage studies have
concentrated on the identification and examination of uttf:r?nce-lfevel
manifestations of learners’ problems in communicating their intentions
(e.g. performing certain speech acts) ) and their strategies _for
overcoming such problems. Another major trend of research into
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NS-NNS interaction has focused on the search for possible
sociocultural and situational factors which would explain observed
variation specifically in interlanguage speech act behaviour (see e.g.
Blum-Kulka, House & Kasper 1989, Gass & al. 1989).

The starting point adopted in the study departed from most
interlanguage and L2 studies in at least two significant ways. Firstly,
the NS-NNS conversations included in the study were approached as
jointly and dynamically constructed instances of interaction. Secondly,
the potentially face-threatening tasks embedded in the situations (the
impositions) were seen as complex, socially relevant interactional
activities rather than as speech act level realisations of specific,
pre-planned and clear-cut goals or intentions.

The research questions addressed by the study can be
summarised as follows: (i) how do the native and non-native participant
jointly negotiate an interactionally demanding and potentially
face-threatening activity in a conversational context?; (i) what kinds of
strategies do the participants use in making the activity recognizable or
"accessible’ in the conversation on the one hand, and making it
‘acceptable’, on the other. In other words, how do the participants
express a face-threatening ntention and how do they pay attention to
the face-threat in selecting linguistic and conversational means for its
expression?'; (iii) what are the interactional dimensions of a
face-threatening activity in a NS-NNS context: apart from the sequence
where a particular imposition is taken up, how does the activity affect
the organization and management of the broader interactional context
or even the whole conversation?

In addition to exploring the strategic and interactional
dimensions of the imposition activity, the study sought to develop an
analytic approach which would allow an extensive and detailed analysis
of NS-NNS interactions from a broad pragmatic and discursive
perspective in which specific activities are seen as jointly constructed
and contextually and socially motivated.

! Anderson & al. (1988) distinguish strategies of making one’s (face-threatening) intention
accessible and acceptable to the hearer.
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2 THE DATA

The data of the study consist of 18 dyadic conversations between
native speakers of English and Brunei Malay second language learners.
The conversations were collected using an elicitation method basqd on
simulated conversational situations, in which specific interactional
tasks were embedded. The method followed closely the ideas an.d
techniques developed in some recent contrastive discourse analysis
projects, notably those carried out in Bochum (see.Edmondson & al.
1984) and Oulu (see Kirkkdinen & Raudaskoski 1988). However,
certain adaptations were made in order to make the method more
suitable and manageable in a significantly different cultural context
(see Piirainen-Marsh 1992 for a detailed discussion of the mt::thod).

The simulated situations used to elicitate conversation were
based on a number of parameters which have been shqun to be
significant for the way conversations are organized and specific speech
acts or utterances are formed (see e.g. Scollon & Scollon 1981, Brown
& Levinson 1987, Thomas 1985). The two situational parameters of
power and social distance were controlled to yif:ld three types of
participant relations: (a) symmetrical (i.e. ’equal’ in terms of p.oyver)
situations in which the distance between the speakers was mlnm.lal
(-P/-D), (b) symmetrical situations in which the.distan'ce was extensive
(-P/+D, and (c) asymmetrical situations in which the _ power
relationship was unequal and the distance between the participants
extensive (+P/+D). In addition to controlling P ar§d D, the face-
threatening activity was designed to represent three different types of
basic illocutionary functions (cf. Searle 1976, Edmondson & al. 1984):
(a) base 1: X wants Y to do A (e.g. invitations, requests), (b) base 2: A
needs to be done (e.g. offers, proposals) and (c) base 3: Y du.i A, A bad
for X (e.g. complaints, criticism). The role of X was always given to the
non-native participant. .

For the three different role constellations based on participant
relations, a simulated situation reflecting each of the three interactional
bases was designed, giving a total of nine situations. Two recordings of
each situation with different pairs of subjects yield the 18 conversations
comprising the data for the study. The type and distribution 9f the
conversations based on the simulated situations are presented in the
table below. '
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TABLE 1. Distribution of data in relation to situational parameters
symmetrical symmetrical asymmetrical
(-P/-D) (-P/+D) (+P/+D)
base 1 S1(1-2) D1(1-2) Al(1-2)
base 2 S2(1-2) D2(1-2) A2(1-2)
base 3 $3(1-2) D3(1-2) A3(1-2)

The use of simulated data in the analysis of conversations has
been widely criticised (see e.g. Ventola 1987, Aston 1988) and a
number of problems related to the data must be recognised. These
include general problems, such as the participants’ commitment to the
roles and their possibly reduced communicative and emotional
investment in non-natural situations. The use of simulations also
involves more specific, possibly culture-related, problems associated
with the controlled situational parameters. These may have affected the
present data in spite of attempts to take the cultural context into
account. Furthermore, in an inter-cultural context the simulation
method may bring about problems which are as yet unrecognized.
However, as Kasper and Dahl (1992) report, the method of open-
ended role plays or simulations is one of many different experimental
techniques which are used widely in interlanguage research. Bearing in
mind the research questions addressed in this study, it is likely that the
simulation method is able to provide more reliable data for the
purposes of this study than some of the other techniques used (e.g.
fabricated data, discourse completion tests, closed role plays).
Furthermore, the recording and collection of naturally occurring
NS-NNS conversations has been found to be an extremely demanding,
time-consuming and by no means unproblematic task.

In the context of this study, the use of simulations also entailed
certain undeniable advantages in comparison with ’natural’ data. Firstly,
it allowed the collection of a wider range of data than any available
method for collecting naturally occurring conversations. The data
represents a number of different situations which reflect some variation
in relation to significant situational parameters. This offered an
opportunity to study not only one type of conversational interaction but
variation in patterns of interaction in different contexts. Secondly, the
use of an open-ended ’script’ as an elicitation method ensured that at
least some of the relevant interactional goals of the speakers were
known to the analyst, and thus more easily recognisable and accessible
to analysis in the conversational data. The analysis of naturally
occurring conversations often relies on the identification of assumed
speaker intentions and goals on the basis of limited conversational
evidence, and this may be highly problematic due to the
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characteristically high degree of indeterminacy and ambiguity in
strategic face-to-face interaction (cf. Leech 1983, Thomas 1984, 1985).
Thirdly, the simulation method ensured the collection of an adequate
amount of analysable data: the conversations were relatively short and
complete, and thus manageable for a detailed, interactionally oriented
analysis.

Nevertheless, the drawbacks of this type of data must be
acknowledged and borne in mind when results are processed and
discussed. The situations and their parameters are hypothetical rather
than real and the actual conversations occur in a laboratory type
setting. Therefore the interaction cannot be assumed to be
representative of naturally occurring conversation, which would
undoubtedly be richer, particularly as far as the social dimension of
talk is concerned, than discourse elicited through experimental
techniques. The results of the present study will thus inevitably be of
limited relevance, and should be taken as preliminary suggestions as to
what type of strategic negotiation such task-oriented situations may
generally involve, and how it may be described and analysed at
different levels of discourse.

3 METHODS OF ANALYSIS

Due to the exploratory nature of the study, the analytic approach
selected was eclectic. Various recently influential directions in
conversation research were drawn upon to provide an operational
framework within which the conversations were analysed as dynamic
and complex, socially constructed interactional events.

As an initial step in the analysis, the turns which introduced and
focused on the central imposition activities were identified. At this
local level of analysis, the turns in which the imposition was introduced,
taken up and made relevant in the conversations were examined in
detail. The analysis focused on the participants’ strategies of bringing
the imposition into the conversational context and their linguistic
choices in making the imposition accessible and acceptable to the
recipient (cf. Anderson & al. 1988). These include the ways in which
the topic of the imposition is taken up and its content and illocutionary
point conveyed, and the devices used by the speakers in their attempt
to make the imposition situationally appropriate (e.g. politeness
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§trategies). The linguistic and conversational phenomena examined
1{1clufie. the type of act or acts chosen to convey the imposition, the
!mguls.tlc realisation of the act and the means of modifyiné its
illocutionary force (e.g. strategies of mitigation/aggravation and levels
of directness).

_ The motivation for taking the local level of analysis as a starting
point was twofold. Firstly, it offered a possibility to carry out a detailed
hngul‘stlc analysis of both the learner's and native speakers’
contributions in a limited conversational context and to draw upon
smfllar aqalyses in other types of data (cf. e.g. Blum-Kulka & al. 1989).
Thls. prov'lded an opportunity to compare the findings to other research
ﬁndlpgs in the area. Secondly, the linguistic analysis was found to
provide a good starting point for examining the broader interactional
context and exploring the dimensions of the imposition across a
broader range of turns and conversational sequences.

The next stage of analysis extended the scope of investigation to
the sequential and interactional context in which the imposition was
embeddegl. At this stage, a detailed turn-by-turn analysis of the entire
conversation was carried out in order to find out (a) what it was in the
conversatlongl environment that gave rise to the imposition, (b) if and
how the activity was prepared and anticipated in the course of the prior
conversation, (c) how the imposition and its response were negotiated
and (c!) h9w the face-threatening aspects of the imposition affected the
organization and development of the conversation as a whole. The
analytic tools and concepts were mainly drawn from the tradition of
ethnom'ethodological conversation analysis (see e.g. Levinson 1983, ch.
6, Atkinson & Heritage 1984) and a comprehensive theory’ of

llygéi(;;ness and face-work (see e.g. Brown & Levinson 1987, Penman

4 FINDINGS

4.1 Local level analysis

The lqcal analysis of the turns focusing on the imposition provided
some interesting results, which highlighted the need to adopt an
Interactive perspective even at utterance-level analysis.
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In the analysis of strategies for making the imposition accessible
or recognizeable, it proved useful to examine the ways of opening the
imposition sequence. Interestingly, the strategies for taking up the
imposition and making it a relevant topic in the current conversational
context were found to follow four major trends: (a) NNS initiates the
imposition and makes it explicit in the conversation, (b) NNS initiates
the imposition but NS makes it explicit, (c) the imposition is taken up
and made explicit through a joint negotiation and (d) NNS does not
bring up the expected imposition, but the conversation focuses on the
interactive problem from NS’s point of view. This finding can be seen
to highlight the need to break away from the tendency to see
face-threatening actions as pre-planned and unilateral products of one
speaker, and, instead, study them within their actual interactive
contexts.

The following examples illustrate two different ways of
introducing an imposition. In the first one (Example 1), NNS
introduces the topic of a party which he is arranging and in a later turn
expresses a rather indirect invitation. In Example 2 the two speakers
express a joint proposal for cooperation in a situation which was
originally designed to elicit an offer of help from NNS. The situation
in the latter example is such that NS needs help with translating an
article and NNS is aware of this, having overheard a conversation
between NS and a third party.

Example 1

DI1(1) -P/+D

NNS: I see - see I 'm - I'm a student of Management Studies at the
* University of Brunei Darussalam

NS: ah yes?

NNS: o we have made the arrangement to ** have the informal party
* but *** but now we we we don’t have so er * a person that
can play guitar and * sing * (songs

NNS: Are you, do you have time?
Example 2
NNS: Well 'm new around here but I couldn’t help * hearing your
conversation, er something to do with, er,* Dusun? Is that
right? Am I right?

(s

NS: Well perhaps we could do two things. If I showed you the
article you could ** tell me if it is in Dusun

NNS: ah sure

NS: and then perhaps you could er * you could translate it

()
NNS: but if you, if you well if you show me the article
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NS: (well look...
NNS: maybe I could help)

NS: ..I'll bring the article to
i togethe. ©) you and we could perhaps go through

o The analysis of ways of making the imposition acceptable and
sntuatlon.al'ly appropriate in the conversational context revealed that
Fhe participants were generally highly aware of the face-threatenin
1mphca.t1013s of a particular action and employed a wide range of fa .
strategies in their management of the imposition activity g'I'he fa(c::
strategies were realised through a variety of means for mo;iifyin the
lllocutlon?ry force of the actions which served to express an imposigtion
Two_ main types of modification were identified: (a) internai
modification, which consisted of utterance-level means of modification
such. as the level of directness/indirectness and (b) externai
modlﬁcathn, covering the use of anticipatory or preparatory utterances
or turns prior to expressing the core’ of the imposition and subsequent

utterances with the function of qualifying or -
. ; repairing t ce-
entailed by the imposition®. = pairing the face-damage

Internal modification

The most common means of internal modification in both the native
and non-native speakers’ speech was conventional indirectness (see
Blum.-I'(ulka 1987). The following brief examples illustrate the tenden
to mitigate the force of an utterance through the use of varion?s,
indicators of conventional indirectness, such as modal auxiliaries. the
use of hedges (e.g. ‘maybe’) and *query preparatory’ questions’. ’

Example 3

Al(1) +P/+D

NNS: (...) * actually I'm trying to organi *
II:IHS\I:S gh really? (When?ry g ganise, er * some party.
: Yes) er * it’s just between the staff and er * i
to, if you’re not busy, to invite you. RS Chdimon KR

Example 4

Al(2) +P/+D

NNS: (... i
sﬁ f)el\('?{be you could come to the next party, along with your

2 £ s
The distinction between internal and external modification is based on discussions ways of

modifying illocutionary force by Holmes (1984) and Faerch and Kasper (1989).

* The term query preparato i
ry refers to utteran hi
for a speech act (cf. Searle 1975, Blum-Kulka 198;;? which

question or state a preparatory condition



Example 5

1) -P/+D ) )
ggl(s) I w{ould like to ask you whether you drive a car, the car with *
diplomatic plates

The levels of directness of the utterances focused on the
imposition were found to vary to a consi.derable extent. Some spez;kel:s
used highly indirect “off-record’ expressions to show awareness of the
face-threat embedded in the activity. This is the case in the follc')wmg
example, in which NNS’s task was to convey the illocutionary point of
getting NS to return a pair of earrings .whlch she hac_i borrowed from
NNS. In this example NNS’s highly indirect and evasive speech seems
to make the illocutionary point less rather than more transparent to

NS:
Example 6

-P/-D )

?‘IIISIIS) Ux/nm * there is one particular thing, er, I would like to ask
you about.

NS: Yea? ) )

NNS: Will you erm, this is regarding the ear-rings.

NS: (Ear-rings?

NNS: The the) ear-rings tl;at er... (4 sec.)

NS: uh? Which ear-rings? o .
NNS: 1’i‘he the ear-rings that ** er you wore at I think it was during
the movie that you * erm * that you borrowed from me.

NS: On Monday night?
NNS: I guess so, I...
NS: I%grrowed your ear-rings on (Monday?
NNS: Yes) (inaudible) earrings
NS: Oh.
NS B I d them to you?
:  Have I not returned them to you .
g?‘IS: Wzgl, I don’t know but, er, either you borrowed them or er I've
misplaced them somewhere.

In some other cases the speaker opted for an F:xtreme!y_ du:ect
approach and produced a face-threatening utterance with no mitigation
at all, using a ’bald-on-record’ strategy..For examp{e, tl.le non-native
participant might make a relatively serious complaint in very direct
terms, as did the NNS who complained about her problems at work bx
saying to her superior *You've been asking me to do too much wo,rk
and later in the same conversation ’Yea you’re my boss but you've
been working me too hard’. ) o

Contrary to expectation, the extensive varxat_lon of levels of
directness did not always correlate with the seriousness of the
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imposition: for instance the imposition in the example cited above is
intuitively relatively weighty, being a complaint addressed to one’s
employer, and could thus be expected to require a high degree of
indirectness. Possible explanations for such a wide and unpredictable
variation of strategies must be sought from a number of sources. In
some cases the use of extremely direct strategies seemed to be
explained by language problems and the level of proficiency of the
non-native speaker. In other cases, however, more likely sources of
explanation were found in the overall face-strategy opted for by the
speaker (e.g. strong orientation to protecting one’s own face) and the

dynamics of the situation (the strategy and level of directness adopted
by the co-interactant, NS).

External modification

The most common way of modifying the illocutionary force of a
particular imposition externally was the use of anticipatory or
preparatory utterances or turns which hinted to the recipient that an
imposition was about to be made and often also served to soften its
impact. Other means of external modification were also used: often an
explicit expression of an imposition was followed by some supportive
utterance or utterances which served to give reasons or explain the
imposition or to repair possible face-damage. Interestingly, however,
no evidence was found to support the recently popular claim that
non-native speakers tend to use an excessive number of words and
long utterances with a lot of external modification for expressing
particular actions (cf. Blum-Kulka & al. 1989). This would seem to be
at least partly explained by the type of data used: previous studies
supporting the claim have used non-interactive data (mainly written
discourse completion tests) whereas the present data is interactive, and
reflects the way that patterns of turn-taking enter into the management
of particular actions. In contrast with examples cited by Faerch &
Kasper (1989), the external modification in the present data did not
occur within lengthy turns produced by the non-native speakers, but
was a feature of an on-going interactive handling of the imposition
and often took the form of jointly constructed pre-sequences rather
than ’preparatory moves’.

The examples below illustrate the use of preparatory and
supportive turns and sequences as external modification.
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Example 7

S2(2) -P/-D :

NNS: I understand that, er, you have been trying to find er a a
teacher to teach you Malay.

NS: Yes yes that’s right, uum, I tried I tried to er get into the
University but they don’t have a a university course doing
Malay speaking language and, er, they actually have one class
but it’s at a time when I have a lecture so I can’t get there, so,
yea, I got to find er someone I can learn Malay from.

NNS: So, er, if you wish (inaud.), er, urm, I can do - I can teach you
Malay because I'm going to teach only er in the next er three
months, so, what do you think of this? (laugh)

Example 8

D1(2) -P/+D

NNS: Is lucky to meet you here because I think on Friday evening I
have an informal party. I invite my friends, er some of these
are UBD students, and others from my family, so I decide to
invite you to my party

NS: Oh that’s very nice (of you

NNS: so you) please do come

4.2 The sequential context

In the analysis of the interactional context in which the imposition was
embedded, certain regularities of organization were found to occur and
be inextricably linked to patterns of face-work. The overall organization
of the conversations seemed to follow a pattern, in which different
phases of the conversations, to a varying degree, display an awareness
of the central imposition activity and its face-threatening implications
and reflect implicit negotiation of the activity outside the sequence
where the actual imposition is made explicit. Recurring interactional
phenomena, which could be said to reflect the face-threat present in
the conversations, were identified in different sections of the

conversations.

Approaching the imposition: opening sequences

Many of the conversations opened with a section oriented to the
establishment of common ground and the creation or affirmation of a
relationship based on mutual cooperation and solidarity. Openings of
this type were found to occur in both symmetrical and asymmetrical
situations. They were generally organised around sequences oriented to
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the negotiation of the speakers’ identities and the establishment of
common ground. These sequences were found to display positive
politeness in a number of ways, e.g. through the types of greetings and
ad.dress.forms used, the use of ’safe’ topics, the speakers’ mutual
orientation to each other’s turns and displays of agreement, etc. The
example below illustrates an opening where expressions ’soliéarity
contribute to the establishment of a symmetrical low distance

relationship and an atmosphere of intimacy a
P cy and rapport b
participants. PP etween the

Example 9

S1(2) -P/-D
ﬁgS: gello Dee how are you
: ello Aini nice to see you again
NNS: er how’s your * studyin)é? &
NS: Qh * fine I suppose * a bit late for this and that but er * yea
NS Ivcl:1 been doing alright, how about you ?
: well mm is mm * it’s okay * cos er ** I think I’

assessment already d thiskssidonealloy
NS: you've finished everything
NNS: ye:s ** (assessment

NS: mm)
NNS: yes ; since the er exam is coming * so * mm ** are you free
now?

NS: just now yes I've got an hour or so * yea *
(have some coffee ! SRR ans
NNS: no lectures today?)
NS: sorry?
NNS: no lectures today?
II:IIIS\I:S not just now no no no
: mmm I see, have you had * er 1 ?
NS: have I had lunch?y youunc?
NNS: yes
NS: no just about to, (have you had ?
) to, yours?
NNS: I see) erm (inaud.) about to call (inaud.) to erm get the *
f:lrl?ie food together * er and then er we can continue * mm
ng
NS: fine, good idea ((inaud.)
NNS: thank you) ** so ** er * actually (inaudible) er *** do you still
remember last time er ** ehm ** that you ** mm ** when you
asked me to * lend you the forty dollars

_ The anzflysis of the opening sections also showed the special
importance which is placed on the initiator of the conversation in
interactional terms: the initiator generally adopted the role of primary
speaker at thfe early part of the talk, and in a sense dominated the
conversation in making major contributions to topic development. It
could even be §aid that the primary speaker was sometimes observat;ly
although implicitly, leading the conversation towards the topic of the:



imposition. The conversations analysed were initiated equally often by
the native and the non-native participant. The native or non-native
status of the initiator did not seem to have a significant effect on the
organization or content of the opening section.

Attending to the imposition: imposition sequence

The analysis of the sections of the conversations where the actual
imposition was negotiated showed, first of all, that no clear-cut
boundaries between ’opening talk’ and business-oriented ’imposition-
talk’ could be identified. The topics of the imposition were taken up
and prefaced in a subtle way, often with a gradual, or step-wise,
development of topics towards the main imposition. The dynamics of
the conversations were also found to differ in terms of the
opportunities they provide for taking up the imposition; impositions
were sometimes found to emerge in the process of interaction, rather
than occur as results of pre-planned and prepared action by one
speaker. This finding departs slightly from some studies in NS-NNS
interaction, which have suggested that particular actions can be
strategically planned right from the start of the interaction, and that
speakers deliberately steer the course of the conversation towards their
goals (cf. e.g. Tanaka 1988).

A second observation which arose from examining the
management of the imposition was that the complexity and social
difficulty of the situations was clearly reflected in the organization of
the sequences negotiating the imposition. None of the conversations
displayed a simple adjacency pair type organization consisting of the
imposition and its response (e.g. invitation - acceptance). Instead,
various types of negotiation sequence occurred in connection with the
turns focused on a particular imposition and its response.

The complexities of the situations were found to be reflected
in a number of recurring complexities in the sequential organization:
preparatory sequences and insertion sequences (cf. Jefferson 1972,
Schegloff 1972) functioned to negotiate pre-conditions for responses
to the impositions; extended off-record negotiation sequences
sometimes delayed and obscured the actual imposition to be managed;
sequences were re-opened after an apparent closing and renegotiated,;
and some sequences reflected the parallel and inter-dependent
negotiation of more than one imposition in the course of the
interaction. '

Example 10 (appendix 1) illustrates the complex and extended
negotiation which sometimes occurred in the management of an
imposition. It deals with a situation, where NNS works as assistant for
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NS in a laboratory, and has a complaint to make about the kind of
work she has been asked to do. At the same time NS is having some
problems, which she needs NNS’s help with. The conversation evolves
as a parallel negotiation of two impositions, NS’s request for yet
another favour and NNS’s gradually emerging complaint. Instead of
launching an unambiguous complaint sequence NNS initiates a lengthy
off-record’ negotiation where allusions to a complaint are made, but
not nothing explicit is said. The negotiation develops through a series
of face-supportive anticipatory turns and culminates with a sequence
where NNS and NS jointly express the problem, i.e. that NNS is
unhappy about the work she has been asked to do. Finally, the

participants seem to arrive at a mutually acceptable and face-supportive
outcome.

Closing down

Tl3e final section of the conversations, which was oriented towards
bringing the negotiation to a close, turned out to be the least
essential element in the overall organization: half of the conversations
were found to close with the completion of the imposition sequence
or with a minimal closing exchange. The tendency not to engage in
any ’closing talk’ was a feature of the asymmetrical situations in
particular.

In many conversations, however, extended closing sequences did
follow the negotiation of the imposition. They were generally oriented
towards making specific arrangements concerning the action or actions
negotiated, and thus served to re-confirm the outcome of the prior
negotiation. In some cases it was found that explicit attention was paid
to possible face-damage caused by the imposition, and some corrective
face-work was engaged in. In symmetrical situations with low distance
the face-work was based on positive politeness and the invocation of
intimacy after a problematic topic; in situations involving more
distance, the strategies were more deferential and based on negative
politeness.
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5 CONCLUSION

This paper has reported on a study concerned with a specific type of
face-to-face interaction: the focus of the study was on a number of
interactionally and socially demanding, non-routinized and potentially
face-threatening encounters between native and non-native speakers of
English. Interactions of this type require negotiation of complex and
multiple goals in the attempt to reach outcomes. In this sense they
place special demands on the interactive skills of both the participants.

The study addressed the following research question: how does
the interactionally demanding task constrain the conversations; i.e.
what kinds of strategies do the interactants use in managing the
imposition and coping with the face-threat, and how do they negotiate
the problem in the course of the conversation? The orientation of the
study was exploratory rather than hypothesis-centred: the approach
adopted for the description and analysis of the data departs from
major trends in recent studies of NS-NNS interaction in that the main
interest was on the participants’ joint and interactive management of
the situation rather than on the identification of specific learner-
strategies or comparison of native and non-native behaviour.

The findings of the study suggest that an imposition as a
potentially face-threatening conversational activity can be said to shape
the process of interaction: it not only affects the type of conversational
and linguistic action engaged in and the strategies employed by the
interactants in managing such action, but also enters into the
organization of action sequences and thus has significant sequential and
interactional dimensions. The findings also show that impositions are
largely managed interactively in a NS-NNS conversational setting.
Native and non-native speakers may cooperate in various ways, ranging
from the building up of intimacy in the opening section of the
conversation to the actual joint performance of a particular imposition.

In the management of an interactional problem, the face-
threatening aspects of a particular imposition are a central concern,
affecting the organization of conversations where such interactional
problems occur. The participants make use of a wide range of
strategies oriented to the protection and enhancement of each other’s
- and their own - face. The analysis suggests that the strategies of face-
work can and must be described in conjunction with the overall
organization of the conversation, and not only at the level of linguistic
mitigation devices used in isolated utterances.
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- In short, the findings of the study suggest that a shif

in the study of NS-NNS interactions isycal%egd for in ast leta;)tf fg:::
Important respects. To complement the popular contrastive approach,
there is a need for a research approach in which NS-NNS interactions:
are seen as dynamic, joint productions of the speakers and in which any
specific linguistic activities or phenomena studied are seen against this
background. Furthermore, increasing attention should be paid to the
context of the interactions, without ignoring the complexities involved.
It is important to recognize that context cannot be easily broken
down to selected and clear-cut external socio-cultural features which
conelqte with and hence explain particular usage, but is a complex and
dynamic concept partly created in the interactive process itself. Finally
the momentary, dynamic and emergent nature of NS-NNS as well as’
othe.r types of interaction must be adopted as an important
consideration in selecting and developing methods of analysis for the

study of conversational situations in which learners may find
themselves.
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APPENDIX 1

SITUATION A3(1) +P/+D

Malay Female

English (Australian) Female

I have something, could I speak for - to you for a while?

Yes, right, come in.

Okay, umm ** well I well erm (6 sec.) can I get straight to the point?
Yes, there’s something I want to talk to you about too, actually.

Umm * I heard from * one of the lecturers said er ** that tomorrow is
supposed to be my holiday and * then I heard that it’s * going to * erm *
it has been put off * and * can I know the circumstances?

Well, actually that's what I was going to be - speak to you about. I was
hoping that you would be able to help me out tomorrow. Erm, by coming
in tomorrow and perhaps having another day off during the week, any day
of your choice.

So, er (what will

Is there) a problem with that?

Yes, erm, but the first thing I want to do, you will be doing tomorrow?
What will I be doing tomorrow?

Er ** in this case I think to discuss what we will do tomorrow to see if erm
** gince it’s * er * whether it it has been necessary to put off to some other
date for *** so, erm, I'll be doing my normal work or?

Oh. Well I thought you’d be able to generally help me out tomorrow, just,
er ** er ** you know ** just be here. It’s your normal day’s work.

So, what, no other duties?

Well, I have, I have a bit of a problem actually * erm * things are, are just
getting on top of me at the moment. I just I just need your help that’s all.
You're very good umm in a task like that and I hope tomorrow you'll, you'll
be able to erm just do a few jobs for me. *** I really need a day off
tomorrow and it would really help me if you could come in. Is that, is that
a problem?

Yes, because I have made erm * a plan to be with my friend. We, er, we
plan to go somewhere and then er * I think its (inaud.) already this date,
and then, I promised my friends that I'll be sure to be with them tomorrow.
Could you get in touch with her? This is really important to me that, that
I have the day off tomorrow.

But isn’t it I mean we have arrange it er, quite a long time already

You couldn’t, you couldn’t change your plans for another day, er, any other
day of the week but I desperately need you in tomorrow. It’s really
important for me. ***

Actually, I was er * asking ** erm, if you can consider it like this. first er €
sec.) I don’t know, let me tell you the truth ** er, so * I think that er ** I
think that I need a holiday so that even if it’s only for a day er ** I've been
working very hard.

Yes, yes.

Yes.

And I appreciate the work you've done but its a...

Yes but sometimes er * 'm not, happy with the situation ** because erm *
but I think er * I hope that you, you won’t be very angry with what I have
to say.

No. Come on. Be honest.

It's just that erm ** well I know that I have to do a lot of work here.

NS:

NNS:

NS:

NI*fS:

NS:

NNS:

NS:
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NS:

NNS:
NNS:

NS:

NNS:

NS:
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NNS:
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Yea.
;rm, have to feed all the animals er ** and the many other things.

es.
But apart from that * er I'm asked to do some other works which, which
%vre not relevant to to I mean to why I come here...

es.
...to study.
Only you don’t like that?
er, not really. I like, I like, I like your two children but, but then * erm **
sometimes, erm, I don’t like being forced to do things er that I don’t - not,
not (part of
not part of your job). Okay (fair enough
I don’t)
Fair enough. Well let me be honest with you.
Okay.
If, if I * can impose upon you to to come in tomorrow ** perhaps all our
problems will be solved. I'm going for a job interview ** which is closer to
my family. If I get this job ** erm then perhaps * I'll be out of your hair *
and you won’t need to do these things. If I could just * ask you to come in
tomorrow as I say, it’s, it’s very very important to me. If I get this job ** our
problems are solved.
Even if my (inaud.) er, its very difficult for me to contact all my friends that
I have met here I have to * er ** have to tell them the news so they won’t
get disappointed and perhaps we can arrange for another day but erm the
trouble is that ** erm ** for I have to * erm to talk to them this afternoon.
So can I just leave work already, a few hours and try to find them?
This afternoon?
Yes.
Yes, that will be fine this afternoon. Please try hard to and try and help and
get to get into work tomorrow and then perhaps you know, I won’t have to
call on you again. If I get this job * I'm away.
I don’t know. I mean why you’re going to leave this place?
It would solve a lot of problems if I could get away. All my problems would
be solved. And perhaps yours too, you, you won’t have to work in the
garden or with the children anymore. -
But I love working in the garden and * looking after the children, I should,
I miss them so much.
Yea, if you could keep that that confidential though. I don’t want anyone
else to know. But, er, I'll have all sorts of problems if you can’t come in
tomorrow, because I'll have to miss the interview.
Okay, okay that will be fine.
Great. Thank you very much Aini.
Same to you.
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KIELITIETO JA VUOROVAIKUTUS
PUHETERAPIASSA JA KIELTENOPETUKSESSA!

Matti Leiwo
Viestintitieteiden laitos
Jyviskylin yliopisto

1 JOHDANTOA

Tarkastelen seuraavassa kielitaitoa koodin osaamisen ja vuorovaiku-
tuksen nikokulmasta. Vaikka puheterapian ja kielten opetuksen 14hto-
kohdat ovat hyvin erilaiset, niiden perusteista ja kaytdnnoistd 1oytyy
kielitaidon osalta my6s yhtymékohtia. Yleinen ldhtokohta molemmissa
on, ettd kielitaito on kieliopillis-pragmaattisen koodin osaamista ja ettd
niin terapiassa kuin opetuksessakin helpointa ja luonnollisinta on myds
kehittdd ja mitata sitd. Tarkastelussa ei kuitenkaan kannata tyytyd
konsensukseen arkikasitysten tasolla. Kun soveltavassa kielitieteessa
pyritddn synteettisiin ndkemyksiin kielitaidosta osana yleisid kykyja,
kannattaa my0s miettid systemaattisesti, mitd merkitsee kielen vuoro-
vaikutuksellisuus ja sosiaalisuus ja mitd seuraisi, jos puhe ja viestinti

! Témé tutkimus kuuluu osana Suomen Akatemian rahoitt tutkimushankk
"Communication and speech processing in aphasia”.
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kasitettiisiin ensisijaisesti toimintana ja vuorovaikutuksena (interaction)
ja toissijaisesti pragmaattisena ja lingvistisend tietona (knowledge)
koodista.

2 LOGOPEDIAN TIETEENPARADIGMASTA

Logopedia (speech pathology) on ddnen, puheen, kielen ja viestinnin
patologisten hiirididen tutkimusta ja niiden hoitamista eli puhetera-
piaa. Tarkastelun ldhtokohta on luonnontieteellinen ja lddketicteel-
linen: puhe, kieli ja viestintd ndhdéén biologisen kypsymisen tai kypsy-
mittomyyden, sentraalisten tai perifeeristen hermostollisten vaurioiden
ja puutteiden tai sosiaalisen deprivaation nakokulmasta.

Logopediassa yleistd tieteenparadigmaa kuvaa hyvin A. R.
Lurijan ajattelu. Afasiatutkimuksessa Lurija (esim. 1976) korosti, ettd
tietty oire ei riitd hiirion paikantamiseen eikd ymmaértdmiseen, koska
hiiriolld on sekd ensisijaisia ettd systemaattisia vaikutuksia (dynaa-
minen lokalisaatioteoria). Lurija néki mentaaliset toiminnat funktio-
naalina systeemind: vaikka toiminnan jokin osa vaurioitui pysyvésti,
erityisesti korkeampia toimintoja voidaan modifioida ja kompensoida
vaurioitumattomia toimintoja kehittdmalld. Primaarin aivovaurion ja
siihen liittyvien kielellisten oireiden perusteella Lurija erotti kuusi
afasian perustyyppid. Osa tyypeisti liittyy puheen vastaanottamisen ja
tuottamisen spesifeihin neurolingvistisiin prosesseihin, osa korkeamman
tason kognitiivisten toimintojen suunnitteluun ja synteesiin.

Koodikeskeinen ldhestymistapa kieleen ja afasiaan kulminoitui
Jakobsonin (1941) ajatuksessa kielenomaksumisen ja afasian universaalista
mutta jirjestykseltdin pédinvastaisesta kehityskulusta. Universaalin
kehityskulun ja universaalien kategorioiden 16ytyminen oli vahva tuki
kielen biologiselle tietomallille (esim. Lenneberg 1967). Se on ollut myds
kielitieteen suuria tavoitteita ja haasteita. Transformaatiokielioppi
universaaleineen aiheuttikin valtavan kiinnostuksen puhepatologioiden
lingvistisointiin puutteellisena kielioppina. Transformationalistit omak-
suivat myos kielenkehityksen osalta piagetlaisen ajattelun, jonka mukaan
kielen kehitys palautuu kognitiiviseen kypsymiseen ja kehitykseen. Téhén
he lisdsivit ajatuksen suhteellisen autonomisesta kielellisestd kypsymisesta
ja kehityksestd. Yhteistd malleille on korostaa kieltd yksilon kykyné ja
kielen ja kognition ldheistd yhteytta.
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Koodikeskeistd ldhestymistapaa Lurija kuitenkin tdydensi
Vygotskylta (1962, alk. 1934) omaksumillaan kisityksilld kielen ja ajattelun
sosiaalisesta alkuperasté sekd ihmislajin ettd yksilon kehityksessa. Kieli
opitaan vuorovaikutuksessa, ja sisdinen puhe perustuu opittuun ulkoiseen
puheeseen, joka kehityksen my6td muuttuu toimia ohjaavaksi ulkoiseksi
puheeksi ja vihitellen sisdiseksi puheeksi ja ajatteluksi. Nominatiivinen,
nimeéva, puhe ja predikatiivinen puhe ovat keskeisid prosesseja ulkoisessa
ja sisdisessd puheessa. Ne ovat funktionaalisti eriytyneitd, mutta niilld
on yhteinen sosiaalinen alkuperé. Sisdisen puheen tehtévd on muuntaa
subjektiivinen ajatus (sense) systemaattisiksi merkityksiksi (meanings)
ulkoisessa puheessa.

Lurijalainen afasiologia siirsikin vuorovaikutuksen ja kielen
sosiaalisen aspektin lajin ja yksilon historiaan ja kédytdnnossd keskittyi
yksilon neurolingvistisiin prosesseihin, tuotoksen yksikdihin ja niiden
suhteisiin. Afasioissa yksilon tietojen ja prosessien painottaminen
tuntuukin itsestdanselviltd. Kun yksilon keskushermosto vaurioituu, myds
hénen kielensé vaurioituu, mutta ympdristd pysyy ennallaan. Yksilolla
on siis kieliongelma, ja terapian tehtdvd on opettaa potilaalle kielen
muotoja ja sanastoa tai kieltd kompensoivia prosesseja ja esimerkiksi
nonverbaaleja merkkeji, tietenkin yleisen sopeutumista, viestintdhalukk-
uutta ja -rohkeutta painottavan terapian osana.

3 TIETOMALLISTA VUOROVAIKUTUSMALLIIN

Yksilon tietojen ja taitojen painottaminen tuntuu itsestddnselvéltd myos
vieraan kielen opettamisessa. Kun oppija osaa &didinkielensd, hénen
ongelmansa on vieraan koodin huono tuntemus, hén ei osaa vieraan
kielen sanoja, rakenteita ja kayttotapoja. Téstd seuraa, ettd hédnelle on
opetettava tavoitekielta.

Soveltava kielitiede onkin perustunut kielen rakenteen kuvauksiin,
kielioppimalleihin tai kielen yksikoihin nojaaviin diskurssimalleihin kuten
tieteenhaaran nimikin (applied linguistics) osoittaa. Kieltenopetuksessa
on ollut kielioppi-kddnnésmenetelmé, suora menetelmd ja oivallus-
menetelma kieliopillisen ajattelun mukaan ja vieraan kielen osaamisen
tutkimus on kehittynyt kieliopillisesta virheanalyysista. Mutta psyko- ja
sosiolingvistiikka ovat perustuneet laajemminkin lingvistisiin koodi-
malleihin. Tyypillinen esimerkki on Clark ja Clarkin (1977) kognitiivinen
psykolingvistiikka. Siind puheen tuottaminen kuvataan diskurssi-, lause-
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ja konstituenttisuunnitelmien avulla ja ynmaértdminen téllaisten yksi-
koiden 16ytimiseni ja tulkitsemisena. Esimerkiksi lauseiden hyodynté-
misen kuvauksen keskeisid pohdiskeluja ovat viitelauseiden koodaaminen
ja teema-reema -rakenteen merkitys koodaamisessa, vaihtoehto- ja kuka/
mika -kysymyksiin vastaamiskokeet jne.

Koodimalleissa - niin kielitieteessd, psykolingvistiikassa kuin
etenkin semiotiikassa - viestintd nahdddn viestintdketjuna ja kiel,
sanasto ja kieliopillinen rakenne, koodina, joka vilittdd ajatukset ja
sisdllot, asenteet ja emootiot lauseisiin koodattuina sanomina, jotka
kuulija purkaa, dekoodaa. Ymmartiminen on dekoodattu yhteinen tieto.

Kisitys kielitaidosta oppijan tietona koodista ja sen kdyttdmisena
elai edelleen kieltenopetuksessa (pragmatiikalla laajennettuna), selvimmin
ehkd kielitaidon testaamisessa. Bachman (1990) esimerkiksi jakaa
kielellisen kompetenssin organisatoriseen kompetenssiin, johon kuuluvat
kieliopillinen ja tekstuaalinen kompetenssi, ja pragmaattiseen kompetens-
siin, johon kuuluvat illokutionaarinen ja sosiolingvistinen kompetenssi,
tiivistden (mts. 99):

Organizational competence includes the knowledge employed in
creating or recognizing grammatically correct utterances, in
comprehending their propositional content, and in organizing them
to form oral or written texts. Pragmatic competence includes two types
of knowledge which ... are employed in the contextualized performance
and interpretation of socially appropriate illocutionary acts of discourse.
The competencies include the knowledge of language functions, of
sociolinguistic rules of appropriateness, and of cultural references and
figurative language.

Mallin 1dhtdkohta on siis kieliopillisesti korrektien lauseiden
tuottaminen ja niiden propositionaalisen merkityksen ja illokuutioiden
tulkinta. Myos pragmaattinen kyky késitetdén tiedoksi. Liséksi Bachman
olettaa strategisen kompetenssin, johon kuuluu kommunikatiivisen
tavoitteen asettaminen, viestin suunnittelu ja suunnitelman toteuttaminen,
ja joka suunnitteluvaiheessa hyodyntéa kielellistd kompetenssia (mts.
106):

..rather than considering strategic competence solely an aspect of
language competence, I consider it more as a general ability, which
enables the individual to make the most effective use of available
abilities in carrying out a given task, whether the task be related to
communicative language or to non-verbal tasks such as creating musical
composition, painting, or solving mathematical equations.

Téllaiseen laajennettuun koodimalliin siséltyy kuitenkin peri-
aatteellisia ongelmia. Laaja strateginen kompetenssi johtaa suppeaan
tietovarastomaiseen kielelliseen kompetenssiin ja sen eristimiseen omiin
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"laatikkoihinsa". Kisitys on myds psykolingvistisesti ongelmallinen: miké
erottaa strategisen kompetenssin dlykkyydestd ja miki on kielellisten,
musikaalisten ja matemaattisten kykyjen suhde. Korrelatiiviset tutkimukset
tuskin riittdvét ratkaisuksi ja kriittiseen asemaan joutuu korkeampien aivo-
toimintojen spesifiys ja biologinen perusta. Ongelmat on lykdtty tieto-
kartan valkoiselle alueelle, psykologiaan ja neurotieteisiin.

Puhepatologioista 16ytyy kieltamétta esimerkkeja hyvin spesifeis-
takin kielellisistd taidoista ja kieliopin komponenttien keskindisestd
riippumattomuudesta. Kielihiiriéissi kommunikatiiviset ja kieliopillis-
leksikaaliset taidot eivit usein korreloi (ks. esim. Silvast et al. 1990).
Adriesimerkkejid ovat dysfasiat, joissa puhe on morfosyntaktisesti
kehittynyttd mutta pragmaattisesti mieletontd. Afasiologiassa tunnetaan
myos aleksia ilman agrafiaa, eli potilas osaa kirjoittaa mutta ei lukea.
Edelleen potilas voi tuottaa lauseita laulamalla mutta ei puhumalla.
Modulaarisuusajattelun my6té kielenomaksumisen héiridissd on yleisem-
minkin koetettu osoittaa pragmaattisen, semanttisen ja kieliopillisen
komponentin dissosiaatioita, tehtévéspesifeja taitoja ja kykyspesifejd
periaatteita, so. etsitdén kielellisten taitojen suhdetta tiettyihin kogni-
tiivisiin tai sosiaalisiin taitoihin (ks. esim. Curtiss 1988). Puhepatologiat
ovat kuitenkin vaikeasti tulkittavia kognitiivisia hairi6itd, ja jo kielellisten
primaari- ja adaptaatio-oireiden erottaminen on nykytietdmykselld
mahdotonta.

Teoreettisesti ja kédytdnnollisesti tarkedmpi ongelma on, ettd
koodinosaamismalleissa koodin tuntemisen ja vuorovaikutustilanteissa
onnistumisen suhde ja4 miéarittelemittd. Keskustelututkimuksen myota
on kuitenkin ryhdytty painottamaan, ettd sanoman ymmaértdminen on
enemmén péittelyd kuin koodin purkamista. Asrimmilleen ovat paéttely-
ajatuksen vieneet Sperber ja Wilson (1986). Heiddn mukaansa kuulijan
tehtdvi on péitelld puhujan informatiivinen intentio, ja he korostavat,
ettd lingvistinen tieto ei riitd tuottamaan paittelyn perusteita (premises
for inference) toisin kuin lingvistisessd pragmatiikassa ajatellaan. Kuulija
kayttda primaaristi maailmantietoa pyrkiessddn 16ytiméén ilmaukselle
relevantin tulkinnan. Yhteinen tieto on psykologinen mahdottomuus, ja
keskustelijat ottavatkin riskejd, tekevit oletuksia ja arvaavat. Viestintd
on menestyksellistd, kun puhuja on tehnyt ilmeiseksi yhden tai joitakin
informatiivisia intentioitaan verbaalisti tai muulla tavalla, joka ei vilt-
tamittd edes perustu koodattuun viestintéén, ja kun intentio on tullut
kuulijalle ilmeiseksi hinen kognitiivisessa kontekstissaan.

Teoreettisesti ja kdytdnnollisesti hyodyllisempaé olisikin ehka
tarkastella kielenosaamista vuorovaikutuksena ja kuvata sitd prosessi-
ja strategiakeskeisesti, esimerkiksi interlanguage-strategioiden (ks. esim.
Bialystok 1990, hyvin samantapaisia strategioita on myds afasioissa, ks.
esim. Klippi 1989) avulla. Tillaiset strategiat voidaan tietysti ndhda myos
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kognitiivisena tietona. Faerch ja Kasper (1984) perustelivat interlanguage-
st‘r:.itegioiden kognitiivisuutta silld, ettd strategioita tarvitaan myos
kirjoitettaessa ja luettaessa, joten niissi ei voi olla kyse neuvottelusta
keskustelijoiden vililld. Perustelu ei kuitenkaan vakuuta. Esimerkiksi
Vygotskyn mukaan kielen kehitys kulkee reaktiivisesta puheesta, jossa
lapsi reagoi tilanteeseen ja kuulijaan, monologiseksi, jossa lapsi itse tekee
aloitteita eiké tarvitse kuulijan apua. Monologin viimeinen kehitysvaihe
on kirjoitus, jossa puhuja tai kirjoittaja itse kuvittelee kuulijan ja ennakoi
hénen reaktionsa. Niin kehityksen nikokulmasta jako vuorovaikutuk-
sel_liseen ja kognitiiviseen on ndennidinen. Myds Bialystok (1990)
painottaa, ettd interlanguage-strategiat palautuvat lapsen ongelman-
ratkaisu- ja viestintéstrategioihin.

Myos strategioiden kognitiivinen maéérittely on ongelmallista.
Strategioiden kiytté on funktionaalista eikd niitd ole helppo osoittaa
tilastollisesti, vaikka afasiologiassa on koetettu tilastollisin vertailuin
16ytdd agrammatismin kieliopillisia primaari- ja adaptaatio-oireita,
piirteitd, jotka vaihtelevat viestintéitehtévin antamien mahdollisuuksien
mukaan (esim. Kolk & Heeschen 1990). Vuorovaikutuksellinen mahdol-
lisuus on koettaa strategioiden médrittelyn sijasta tutkia yhteisymmar-
rykseen padtymisté diskurssissa, esimerkiksi merkitysneuvotteluja, niiden
rakenpetta ja niissd tilanteen mukaan kiytettyja strategisia keinoja,
_rnerkltysneuvotteluun ryhtymisen ehtoja ja strategisten keinojen riskeja
ja korjausten tuloksellisuutta (vieraan/toisen kielen kiytossa ks. esim.
Leiwo 1985, Kalin & Leiwo 1990, Suni 1992, viivistyneessi kielenkehi-
tyksessd esim. Leiwo 1991b).

4 KOMMUNIKATIIVISESTA PUHETERAPIASTA

Kielen osaamista ja omaksumista mitataan yleensi testein, joiden taustalla
on oletuksia normaalista osaamisesta, omaksumisesta tai oppimisesta.
Normatiivinen tieto johtaa kuitenkin helposti kielen pitdmiseen tietona
ja normatiiviseen, oikeiden muotojen tuottamiseen pyrkivéin terapiaan
(ks. esim. Timonen 1989). Kun oppijan edistymist4 mitataan standardi-
testein, niin helposti unohtuu, ettd standardikieli on normatiivinen ja
sgbjektiivinen abstraktio, joka nojaa voimakkaasti kirjoitettuun kieleen
eikd _ arvosta oppijan usein yksilollisida nonverbaalisia, sosiaalisia ja
retorisia taitoja ja selvidmiskeinoja. :
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On kuitenkin myds vuorovaikutuksellinen mahdollisuus. Puhe-
terapia voidaan perustaa potilaan viestintdén, jota voi - hieman
liioitellen - tutkia kuin vierasta kieltd, opiskella sen muotoja ja strate-
gioita, ja sitten aloittaa terapiaprosessi niiden pohjalta. Terapian tavoite
on, etti potilas selvidéd aina vaativammissa tilanteissa, joissa osaavan -
terapeutin tai jonkun muun - tuki vihenee. Puheterapian viitekehys on
onnistunut tai epionnistunut viestintdtapahtuma ja sen taustalla olevat
psykolingvistiset prosessit, vaikeuksien valttdmisstrategiat ja vaikeuksista
selvidmisstrategiat. Terapian tavoite on kehittad potilaan persoonallisia
verbaaleja ja nonverbaaleja selviimisstrategioita ja taitoja vuorovaikutuk-
sessa, ei opettaa sanoja tai rakenteita koodijarjestelmén tai kieliopin
systeemin nakokulmasta, testindkokulmasta puhumattakaan.

Kommunikatiivisessa puheterapiassa osaamista on onnistunut
vuorovaikutustapahtuma, ja onnistumisessa terveen tai terapeutin toimin-
nalla on yhti olennainen merkitys kuin potilaankin. Kommunikatiivisesti
hyviksyttéva ilmaus syntyy vuorovaikutustilanteessa, ja sen merkitys ja
hyviksyttavyys neuvotellaan keskustelijoiden vililld. Ei ole mit4dn
yleispatevad, kuulijasta riippumatonta kontekstia eikd yleispdtevad
kieliopillista tai pragmaattista tietoa tai hyvaksyttavyytta.

Kielenomaksumisessa interaktiivisuus on niin itsestddn selvdd,
ettei sité tule ajatelleeksikaan. Ajatellaan esimerkiksi keskustelua, jossa
lapsi tekee avauksen esittamalla topiikin (1), aikuisen kysymyksen 2)
avulla selventii sen viittaussuhteen (3) seka lopulta predikoi operaat-
torilla topiikin noneksistenssin (4), kun yhteisymmiirrys topiikista on
varmistettu (Hakulinen 1981):

|

Lapsi: 1 avva

Aiti: 2 mika vauva?

Lapsi: 3 aija 'Raijan’

(tauko)

Lapsi: 4 ei-hei "hei-hei, so. on mennyt pois”

Yhteisymmérryssyntyy esimerkissa neuvottelemalla. Viivéstyneesséd
ja poikkeavassa kielenkehityksessd tillainen neuvotteleminen koskee
grammaattista rakennettakin (ks. esim. Leiwo 1990: 127), ja edellytys
onnistuneelle korjaukselle on lapsen motiivi saada informaatio valitetyksi

ja aikuisen kiinnostus lapsen sanomasta, e1 ilmaisun muodosta ja muodon
ominaisuuksista:

(2) ‘

I. " (millainen se (kissa) on?)

A: pee muttaa (pro pdd+ssid on musta+ a)
I. mita?

A: pee ku om mutta
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3
I (riittikd (syntymaipdivilld kakkua kaikille?)
J: iittaa, arvaa keta kakkuu on
I: mitd?

J: arvaa kuinka monta kakkuu oli

- I.(orjausten morfosyntaktinen korrektius ja lapsen kyky korjata
11ma}1k51aan riippuu lapsen ilmaisutarpeesta, motivaatiosta, ja kuulijan
vaatimustasosta ja ymmértdmisestd (laajemmin ks. Leiwo 1991a).

Kommunikatiivisen terapian tulosten arviointiperuste ei olekaan
oikeat muodot tai menestyminen standardisoiduissa testeissd vaan
muutokset ldhtStasoon verrattuna, eivitkd vilttimittd muutokset
tuotoksessa, koodissa, vaan muutokset prosesseissa ja strategioissa
(lukemisongelmista ks. Leiwo 1990a) viestintétilanteessa. Puheterapiassa
ei ole arvostelua eikd piittokokeita, ja ndin on mahdollista rakentaa
y}(siléllisiii kommunikatiivisiin taitoihin tihtd4vid puheterapiaohjelmia
tiettyjen yleisten periaatteiden ja puheterapiaohjelmien perusteella
(esim. Leiwo, Pulli & Vainio 1987). Seuraavaan on koottu joitakin yleisia
k_9mmunikatiivisen terapian maksiimeja ja niiden perusteluja, jotka
lutt.yvﬁt potilaan puheen prosessointiin (i-iii) ja potilaan ja terapeutin
vilisiin viestintéstrategioihin (iv-v) (Leiwo 1990b):

(i) Anna potilaalle mahdollisuus tehdd Potilaan kommunikatiivinen motiivi on

aloitteita keskustelussa tirked edellytys tuloksekkaalle tera-
pi?ukeskustelulle ja usein terapian tavoi-
tekin.

(ii) Neuvottele potilaan merkitysintenti- On tirkeitd, ettd potilas oppii suun-

ot ja ilmausten merkitykset nittelemaan ilmauksensa, valitsemaan
ilmaisukeinot, vilittdmddn sanomansa
ja monitoroimaan vélittymista.

(iif) Hy6dynni tulkinnassa kaikki ver- Potilaan on opittava valittdmé&én sano-

baaliset ja nonverbaaliset keinot mansa verbaalisin ja nonverbaalisin
keinoin.

(iv) Ald kiiruhda ilmausten tulkinnassa. On vaikeampaa korjata osaavan tul-
kintavirheiti kuin tulkita potilaan mer-
kityksid.

(v) Ald korjaa kieliopillisia puutteita Potilas ei hyddy kieliopillisista korjauk-

ellei korjaamisesta ole sovittu. sista kun hén on keskittynyt merkitys-

ten vilittimiseen.

Maksiimeista on mahdollista laajentaa hierarkkinen systeemi.
Kommunikatiivisuus onkommunikatiivisten taitojen painottamista "vain"
kielellisten taitojen asemasta. Vuorovaikutuksen onnistuminen ei riipu
vain potilaasta. Yhteistyossd kuulijan kanssa esimerkiksi vaikeistakin
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sananloytamis- ja kieliopillisen rakenteen ongelmista kéirs.i\@it afa.atil.(ot
pystyvit erilaisten vuorovaikutusstrategioitten ja komper;somen keinojen
avulla vilittimasn intentionsa, esimerkiksi (Klippi & Silvast 1989: 134):

a2

. 1 sit me, ollaa KLEN-, tihk-tsessd pelaas (heittoele)
2 ai sd heitit

3 joo, LEHdin, tést niin (laaja heittoele)

4 MItd pelasitte, tota TENnistd )

5 j-joo, mut se on, e-, ette 00, ets len-KIStd, vaan,

6 SAno mitd mi-, \MIté se on

: 7 \e-ei tennisti vaan tota, sitd, onks se MAllan kans?
8 juj-joo

: 9 tota, \SULkapalloo

: 10 \pulka palloo, joo!

RSP AYAY:

Edelleen (Klippi 1989) afaatikkojen ryhméikeskusteluissq agram-
maattinen potilas J, jolla oli suuria kieliopillisia ja sanaléytéimisvaxkcu-kga
onnistui vilittimaan kertomuksen aktiivisesti kompensatorisia strategioita
ja yhteistyota kuulijoiden kanssa hyodyntden, kayttdmalla [?iirtéimiftéi,
kirjoittamista, eleitd ja ilmeitd sekd saditelemilld niilla toisten .ka.\y't-
taytymistd, vastaamalla kysymyksiin, torjumalla ja hyvéiksy.méillﬁ erllqlslq
puutteellisten ilmaustensa tulkinta- ja laajennusehdotuksia jne. (K}lpp
1991). Kysymys onnistuneen viestinnn valttdmattomistd (mu.tta'l ei riit-
tivista) edellytyksistd ndyttdd palautuvan persoonallisuustekijoihin kuten
viestintdrohkeuteen, huumorintajuun jne.

S VUOROVAIKUTUS KIELTEN OPETUKSESSA

Vuorovaikutuksen nikokulmasta oletukset stabiileista kompetensseista,
tieto- ja sddntdvarastoista, ovat periaatteessa kyseenalaisia y}csi.nker—
taistuksia myos kielten opetuksessa. Vaikka vieraan kielen oppimisessa
osaavan, synnynniisen puhujan tai opettajan rooli, viestinndn kommunika-
tiivisuus ja viestintéitaitojen painottaminen eivét ehkd ole yhtd dramaat-
tisia tekijoitd kuin puheterapiassa, osaavan rooli on keskeinen myos
kiytettdessd vierasta kieltd viestintétilanteessa.

Ajatuskokeena voisi pohtia, millaista olisi vieraan kielen opetus,
jos siinékin tavoitteena olisi onnistunut viestintd aina vaativamman kieltd
osaavan puhujan kanssa, ja viestinti tarkoittaisi todellisen informaation
valittamistd kiinnostuneelle kuulijalle. Téllainen opetus olisi ekologisesti
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validia ja oppimisen kannalta optionaalista, silld kuten Leontjev (1973)
korostaa, tehokkain keino kielen muodon oppimiseen on ohjata oppilas
kdyttdmiin muotoa tai analysoimaan muoto tilanteessa, jossa hin
kiinnostunut asiasta (juonesta), ja tekstikontekstissa, jossa juonen ymmiir-
tdminen riippuu juuri tavoitellun muodon ymmartamisesti tai kiyttimi-
sestd (vrt. esim. 2-3). Periaatteessa myos jokainen yritys kéyttdd vierasta
kieltd opettaa jotakin. Jotkut yritykset vain opettavat opetustavoitteiden
kannalta negatiivisia taitoja, esimerkiksi tehottomia tuottamisstrategioita,
vilttdmisstrategioita tai kommunikatiivisesti riskialttiita muotoja.
Kommunikatiivisuuden korostaminen ei tietenkién sulje pois
muunlaista opetusta. Niin puheterapiassa kuin kieltenopetuksessa on
opetettava ja harjoitettava erilaisia taitoja ja hankittava tietoja, tarvitaan
"prekommunikatiivisia” harjoituksia ja drillejd (ks. esim. Nunan 1987).
Jos kuitenkin otamme kommunikatiivisuuden vaatimuksen vakavasti,
joudumme myds kieltenopetuksessa valitsemaan normatiivisen ja
kommunikatiivisen opetuksen ja kielellisten ja nonverbaalisten keinojen
vililld samaan tapaan kuin puheterapiassakin. Voimme ajatella myos
vieraan kielen kehitystd reaktiivisen ja monologisen puheen jatkumolla,
jonka teoreettinen alkupiste on oppijan nimeévé ilmaus (tai osoit-
taminen), josta osaavan kanssa yhteistyossd rakennetaan informatiivinen
predikaatio ja teksti (vrt. esim. 1). Seuraavassa hieman kompleksisempi
esimerkki ruotsinkielisen koululaisen ja hinen harrastuksiaan ym.
kyselevén suomenkielisen aikuisen keskustelusta (Leiwo 1985):

()

NS: 1 minkilaisia juttuja se [isd] tekee sielld?
NNS: 2 se, se niinku,,, siljer

NS: 3 siljer?,,, myy

NNS: 4 ja,,, myy

NS: 5 myy ohjelmia?

NNS: 6 ei, myy noit raadiot ja teevee

NS: 7 aaa, semmone radiomyyji

Esimerkissd oppija (NNS) rakentaa informaatiota yhdessi
haastattelijan (NS) kanssa kidyttden hyvikseen koodinvaihtoa ja ydin-
sanastrategiaa, NS puolestaan kaént44 ja laajentaa NNS:n ilmauksia sek
tarkistaa ymmartdmisensd, kaavamaisesti:

NNS NS
kayttdd omakielistd sanaa (koodinvaih- -> kadntédd ja tarkistaa ymmartdmisen-
to) (2) sd (3)

tuottaa ydinsanan (4)
-> laajentaa ja tarkistaa ymmartimi-
sensi (5)
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Olennaista keskustelussa ovat merkitykset, muotovirheet NS
sivuuttaa tdysin. Edellytys koodinvaihdolle taas on NS:n kaksikielisyys.

Vastaavasti esimerkissd 4 potilas pyytd4 apua nimenetsintdan ja terapeutti
keksii lopulta oikean sanan, kaavamaisesti:

PQ3) -> T@4) -> P(5-6) -> T(7) ->
selittdd ja tulkitsee torjuu ja pyytéd lisé-
demonstroi kysyy sanaa informaatiota
vaihtoehto-
kysymykselld
P(8) -> TQ) -> P(10)
vastaa vastaa ja kuittaa ja
vaihtoehto- antaa sanan toistaa sanan
kysymykseen

Osaajan ja oppijan metalingvistisessd keskustelussa voidaan neuvo-
tella keskustelun ehdoista, esimerkiksi sopia kielitaitovaatimuksista.
Sopiminen on eksplisiittista tai implisiittistd: esimerkissa 4 afasiapotilas
pyytdd eksplisiittisesti apua nimenetsinndssd ja terapeutti hyvéiksyy
menettelyn, esimerkissd 5 sopiminen on implisiittista.

Esimerkki 5 kuvaa myos selvidmisstrategioiden edellytyksia.
Koodinvaihdon edellytys on, ettd osaava (NS) hallitsee oppijan (NNS)
kielti. Nainhin on vieraan kielen luokassa opettajan ja oppilaan valillg,
normatiivisessa kielenopetuksessa vain yleensa koodinvaihtoa ei hyvék-
syti. Kun esimerkissd NS tekee aitoja kysymyksid, koodinvaihto on
motivoitu, ja motiivi selvidmisstrategioihin on suurempi kuin keinotekoi-
sessa keskustelussa. Koodinvaihto sinénsi voi olla oppimisen kannalta
ei-tavoiteltava tulos, mutta se johtaa keskusteluun, jossa NNS toistaa
verbin vieraalla kielelld ja laajentaa sitd syntaktisesti (vrt. P:n toisto
esimerkissé 4), miké todennékoisesti johtaa myos oppimiseen (merkitys-
neuvottelujen ja oppimisen suhteesta ks. esim. Suni 1991).

Tutkimuksessamme (Kalin & Leiwo 1990) suomen- ja (kaksikielis-
ten) ruotsinkielisten turkulaisnuorten keskustelurooleista osoittautui, ettd
koodinvaihtoon ei keskusteluissa juuri turvauduttu, vaikka siihen olisi
ollut kaikki edellytykset, mieluummin kaytettiin luopumisstrategiaa.
Yhdeksi syyksi voi arvailla koulun normatiivista opetusta. Keino olisi
kuitenkin ollut kommunikatiivisesti hyddyllinen keskustelutilanteessa.
Esimerkkiin 5 sisaltyy myos neuvottelu oikeasta tulkinnasta: oppija kayttda
ydinsanastrategiaa, ja osaava hyvaksyy keinon laajentamalla ilmausta. Siind
my®s sovitaan implisiittisesti, ettd olennaista on merkitys, kieliopillinen
hyviksyttavyys ei ole tarkeata. Metalingvistinen keskustelu on upotettu
diskurssitopiikin kisittelyyn.
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6 TERAPIAN JA OPETUKSEN TULOSTEN
ARVIOINTI

Mit.ké.i sitten olisivat opetuksen tuloksena hankitun vuorovaikutuksen
arviointikriteereja? Seuraavassa kisittelen joitakin yleisid kriteereji
lihtokohtana koulukieliprojektissamme (Leiwo et al. 1987: 171-) esit-
tz"irr.léini luokka- ja ryhmékeskusteluroolien kuvaus, interlanguage-strate-
g_1.01den (Kalin & Leiwo 1990) tutkimuksessa esittdmamme kielitaidosta
riippumattoman ja kielitaidon mééraamén keskusteluroolin kuvaus seka
Slaughterin (1988) kaksikielisten kielellisen sujuvuuden mittari.

~ Vuorovaikutukseen tdht44vin terapian ja opetuksen tavoite ja
arvioinnin kohde on vuorovaikutus, osaavan ja oppijan keskustelu.
Keskusteluista arvioitavia positiivisia ominaisuuksia ovat esimerkiksi
seur-aavat diskurssitopiikin kisittelyyn, diskurssirooliin, vaikeuksien
selvittdmiseen ja keskusteluilmapiiriin liittyvét diskursiiviset piirteet:

OPPIJA (NNS)

Topiikin kisittely:

- avaa keskustelutopiikin kasittelyn/

sl:;l_lhtaa topiikkia/ reagoi toisen topiik-
in

- tuo keskusteluun uutta informaatiota

- tuottaa narratiivia omista kokemuk-

sista/ annetusta tehtdvista

- pitdd puheenvuoron (keeping the

floor) keskeytettdessd

Diskurssirooli:

- valitsee vapaasti diskurssiroolinsa
(avaa, tukee, kiistdd ja on eri mieltd,
metalingvistisid siirtoja jne.)

- vaihtaa rekisterid roolin/sisdllén
mukaan

Ongelmien kisittely:
- hy6dyntdé laajennusstrategioita

- inkorporoi puheeseensa kuulemiaan
ilmaisuyksikoita

- selvennyskysymyksid, ymmaértdmisen
tarkistuksia ongelmatilanteissa

- neuvottelee vidrinymmarrykset

- vaihtaa rekisterid neuvotteluissa ym.
(prosodiset vihjeet jne.)

-kadyttdytyy luontevastija jannittamatta

OSAAVA (NS)
- tukee topiikin késittelyd

- tuo keskusteluun uutta informaatiota
- toimii aktiivisena ja kiinnostuneena
kuulijana

- ei keskeytid oppijan puheenvuoroa

- j9u§t?,a diskurssirooleissa (avaa, tukee,
kiistdd, metalingvistid siirtoja jne.)

- tukee strategioiden kéyttod

- sovittaa puheensa vaikeustason oppi-
laan mukaan

- antaa ilmaisuyksik6n malleja oppijalle
ongelmatilanteissa

- selyenny_skysymyksiéi, ymmértimisen
tarkistuksia ongelmatilanteissa

- neuvottelee vadrinymmarrykset

- kayttaytyy luontevasti
- ei kuulustele




Vastaavasti negatiivisesti arvioitavat ominaisuudet keskustelussa

olisivat esimerkiksi seuraavanlaisia:

OPPLJA (NNS)

Topiikin kisittely: L

- ei avaa/vaihda/ keskustelutopiikkia,
eireagoi vaihtoon /ei tuo keskusteluun
uutta informaatiota

Diskurssiroolit: .

- formaalisia, muodollisia siirtoja

- vain reaktiivisia siirtoja (esim. vas-
tauksia)

OSAAVA (NS)

- avaa ja johtaa keskustelua, ei anna
tilaa oppijalle ) ) )
- dominoi informaation késittelyd

- formaalisia, muodollisia siirtoja
- yksipuolisesti avaussiirtoja (esim. kysy-
myksig, informatiiveja)

Ongelmien kisittely: L . .
- kdyttdd vilttimisstrategioita - ei sovita ilmausten vaikeustasoa oppi-
laan mukaan

- hyviaksyy vilttdmisstrategiat

- ei inkorporoi kuulemiaanilmaisuyksi- - ei anna ilmgispyks.lkblde._n malleja
koita (tarpeeksi selvisti, asiaan liittyen tjs.)
ongelmatilanteissa .
- luo jénnittyneen ilmapiirin
- kuulustelee

- ei yhteistyohalukkuutta

Vuorovaikutuksellisesti keskeisid arvioitavia seikkoja ovat keskus-
telun onnistumisen ja informaation vilittymiseen liittyvit .keskgstel_}l-
piirteet, toissijaisia kielelliset normit. Oppimisen e.ri vail}el§sa swz‘illoq
kisittelylle asetetaan erilaisia vaatimuksia. Alussa esnr_nc-:.r_lnksn osaava voi
avata ja johtaa keskustelua, samoin osaavan avun mdard ja ymmartamis-
taso voi vaihdella, esimerkiksi hin ymmartéa/eiymmarra koodxnyanhtoa,
suostuu,/ei suostu sosiaalisiin laajennusstrategioihin (afasi.aterapla}.s? ks.
Leiwo 1991b). Arvioinnin kielelliset normit maéréytyvéat né‘ilden.tekqmgen
mukaan, silli kuten Slaughter (1988: 96) esittdd, aikuisen ja oppijan
keskustelun "konteksti", esimerkiksi kuulustelu (examination), haastat{elu
tai keskustelu, vaikuttaa etenkin nuorimpien ja/tai vahiten osaavien
tuottaman keskustelun laatuun. Konteksti, jossa oppijaa r(.).hl_calst.az‘m
osallistumaan molemminpuolisesti hyviksytyn keskustelutqpukm "kasit:
telyyn ja jossa aikuinen rakentaa oppijan reaktioide.n pohjalta néyttad
olevan optimaalinen keskusteluaineiston tuottamisessa. Vastaavasti
kuulustelujaksoissa oppija tuotti puhetta niukemmin.

7 KESKUSTELUA

Kysymys tieto- ja vuorovaikutusmalleista puheterapiassa ja kielten-
opetuksessa ei ole joko/tai- vaan prioriteettikysymys. Vuorovaikutuksen
ensisijaisuudesta on kuitenkin merkittivid kdytinnon seuraamuksia:
terapia ja opetus ovat osaavan ja oppijan vuorovaikutusta. T4lldin myos
evaluoinnin on kohdistuttava tihin vuorovaikutukseen, miten se
muuttuu ja kehittyy ldht6tasoon ndhden. Nidin osaavan osuus tulee
mukaan evaluointiin, ja kielitaidon mittaaminen ei ole vain oppijan
mittaamista jonkun neutraaliksi ja objektiiviseksi oletetun dekonteks-
tuaalistetun mittarin avulla. Vuorovaikutuksen onnistuminen on myos
oikeudenmukaisempi ja teoreettisesti perustellumpi tapa mitata oppimista
ja osaamista kuin vain oppijan arviointi. Dekontekstualisoitu testi on
ddri- ja erikoistapaus kontekstista, jossa keskustelukumppani ei mitenk:zin
osallistu vuorovaikutukseen ja on kiinnostunut vain oppijan tuottamista
muodoista, ei merkityksisti.

Vuorovaikutusmallin valinta vaikuttaa myds opetuskiyténtoihin
ja opetukseen korostamalla opettajan vastuuta. Oppilas, d4ritapauksessa
olosuhteiden tai opetuksen uhri (arvioinnin "blaim the victim" -syndroo-
ma), ei ole ole yksin syyllinen huonoon tulokseen vaan vastuu asian
korjaamisesta kuuluu myds osaavalle, jonka on lihestyttévd oppijan
maailmaa.

Erilaiset opetus- ja arviointimenetelmit eivit ole vaihtoehtoisia.
Arviointi vaikuttaa opettamiseen ja eri menetelmit johtavat erilaiseen
oppimiseen: opittaessa opitaan seki tietoja (sanastoa, rakenteita, fraaseja,
interlanguage-strategioita jne.) ettd keinoja hankkia tietoa ja ratkaista
ongelmia (vrt. Olson 1977). Tietojen oppiminen vuorovaikutuksen ongel-
matilanteissa johtaa viistdmatti toisenlaiseen strategiseen ongelman-
ratkaisutaitoon kun tietojen opettaminen ja oppiminen kognitiviisena
ja lingvistisen tietona.

Kaytdnnossd vuorovaikutusmallien toteuttaminen opetuksessa,
opetuksen arvioinnissa ja tulosten testaamisessa (testaamisesta ks. esim.
Slaughter 1988) on vaikeampaa kuin tietomallien - vaikeuksia on helppo
keksid -, mutta vaikeudet eivit ole mikéén kriteeri periaatteen hylkéi-
miseksi.

Kielenoppijalla ja afaatikolla on usein sama ongelma: intention
vélittdmiseksi tarvittava ilmaus ei tule mieleen muistista, koska kielellisii
keinoja ei ole tai niiden mieleenpalauttaminen ei onnistu. Niin joudutaan
erilaisiin neuvotteluihin. Mutta puheterapialla ja kielenopetuksella on
myds eroja. Sama ongelma voi johtua eri syistd. Morfosyntaktisten ja
pragmaattisten taitojen epésuhdan taustalla dysfasiassa ja vieraan kielen
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osaamisessa voivat olla hyvin erilaiset syyt. Samoin kielenoppijan puut-
teellisesta kielitiedosta johtuva kyvyttomyys muodostaa lauseita, narratiivia
ja monologimaista puhetta on eri asia kuin esimerkiksi dynaamisen
afasian neurolingvististen prosessien héiriintymisesté johtuva kyvyttomyys
tuottaa predikaatiorakenteita, viedd keskustelua eteenpdin, tuo'ttaa narra-
tiivia tai monologista puhetta. Kieli ja viestinta eivat ole afaatikon ainoa
ongelma. Niin terapiassa ja opetuksessa tarvitaan myos crilaisia'kein‘OJa.

Koodimalleissa joudumme rajaamaan kielelliset tiedot ja taidot
yleisemmisti kognitiivisista ja sosiaalisista tiedoista ja taidoista, persoonal-
lisuustekijoistd puhumattakaan. Vuorovaikutuksen kuvauksessa taas
joudutaan myds kielen ulkopuolelle, persoonallisuuden, arvostusten ja
asenteiden alueelle. Vuorovaikutusmalleissa timi ei kuitenkaan ole
periaatteellinen ongelma: erilaisiin persoonallisuuksiin, asenteisiin ja
arvostuksiin on vuorovaikutustilanteissa sopeuduttava neuvottelemalla.

A
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Language and interaction in speech therapy and in
second language teaching

Matti Leiwo

Abstract

In this paper two models of language, as manifested in speech therapy
and second language teaching, are compared: the code-centered model
and the interaction-centered model. It is suggested that the
communicative skills of the learner can only be studied in relation to
the discourse roles of other interlocutors. The emphasis on interaction
will also require new evaluative criteria for speech therapy and language
teaching. In interaction the learner’s discourse role depends on what
kind of role the teacher assumes. Hence it is the interaction between
the one who knows the language and the one who does not that must
be evaluated, not only the skills of the learner. Positive evaluative criteria
for succesful learner interaction would include, the following: the
learner’s openings are supported by the teacher/therapist, variety in the
learner’s discourse roles is supported by flexible roles of the
teacher/therapist, the learner’s use of resource expansion strategies is
supported by the teacher/therapist,the teacher/therapist gives models
of. usage and the learner incorporates  them in his speech,
misunderstandings and the use of different registers are succesfully
negotiated by the learner and the teacher/therapist, and both participants
behave naturally and in a relaxed way. When the skills of the learner
develop the teacher/therapist can also assume a more demanding role.

Evaluative criteria, such as sketched above, emphasize the
teacher’s role in the process of the learner’s development. The criteria
should also direct the teacher to encourage the learner to assume a more
active role in the speech situations and to give the learner scope to
develop his/her skills.




74

FINLANCE. A Finnish Jounal of Applied Linguistics,
vol XI 1922, pp. 74 - 83. g )
© Language Centre for Finnish Universities, University of Jyvéskyld.

A CASE OF ABDUCTIVE RESEARCH IN A
BUSINESS SETTING

Paula Kalaja
University of Jyviskylad

1 INTRODUCTION

Abductive tesearch (as opposed to deductive or inductive research)
starts with a recognized problem in the real world, and experts frorp
various fields, including Linguistics, can be consulted to solve it
(Sajavaara 1980, Shuy 1987). In this paper I will report a case of
abductive research that I did for one particular service company, more
specifically, for an airline (for details, see Kalaja 1989). )

If service encounters! run smoothly, customers tend to interact
with service providers almost by rote, paying very little attention to the
encounters. On the other hand, if service encounters deviate from the
customers’ expectations, a conscious cognitive effort is required from
them, and this often makes them very critical of the service company
staff - of their competence as well as of their personality - but
importantly also of the company itself. This, in turn, can lead to lost
business, as has been pointed out by Booms & Nyquist (1981).

! For recent reviews of research on service encounters, see Aston 1988b and Kalaja 1989.
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2 DATA

One way the airline learns about these unfortunate incidents is by
providing their passengers with open-ended evaluation forms on each
flight. As the airline was keen on improving the quality of its services,
they gave me - a Linguist - access to their files of these forms, more
specifically those classified as letters of complaint.

The letters seemed to be of two types. The first type of
complaints were of a technical nature, that is, complaints about goods,
services or physical facilities of poor quality, such as "Breakfast would
have been acceptable if croissant had been heated ..." or "... Never as
squashed in the plane in my life. A terrible experience and I'm only 5°5".
A fellow traveler of 6’4" nearly perished." There was not much a Linguist
could do about these problems. The second type of complaints were
about service encounters experienced as problematic by passengers.
Compared with the first type of complaints, these were complaints
about interactions, and it seemed that as a Linguist I could provide the
airline with some insights as to what possibly went linguistically wrong,
or rather inapproapriately, in these negotiations - insights that could
well be incorporated into the training programs of the airline staff.

The analysis is based on a total of over 200 letters of complaint
of this latter kind.

3 ANALYSIS

In my analysis, I made use of Brown and Levinson’s (1987) ideas on
politeness, especially of their notion of a face-threatening act. Brown
and Levinson assume that participants in a conversation have face, and
this face consists of their two basic needs. First, the participants want
to be approved of (this is the positive side of face); secondly, they want
to be unimpeded in their actions (this is the negative side of face). And
basically, it is in their interest to maintain each other’s face.
However, some (speech) acts constitute threats to face, and
these acts are called face-threatening acts. A request, for example, is a
threat to the hearer’s negative face in that the hearer is expected to
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carry out the request made by the speaker, and so he is no longer free
in his actions. An apology, in contrast, is a threat to the speaker’s
positive face in that by making an apology the speaker admits that he
or she has caused damage to the hearer - stepped on the hearer’s toe
or whatever - and therefore cannot possibly be considered a person one
could like.

In my analysis, I applied also Aston’s (1988a) notions of
transactional and interactional speech. Aston’s data comes from
bookstores, and he claims that the sales assistant and the customer can
basically have two kinds of goals in service encounters, transactional or
interactional ones. In transactional speech, the goals are those of the
service provider and customer in their official roles, and these have to
do with an exchange of books for money. In interactional speech, the
goal of the participants is to establish or maintain a friendly
relationship.

As regards interactional speech, Aston (1988b) makes important
distinctions between solidary and supportive affect, and also between
their strong (or personal) and weak (or impersonal) forms. In his data,
personal solidary affect materialized as agreeing (on the weather, for
example), and personal supportive affect as telling stories or analogous
experiences. These were, however, fairly infrequent in his data.
Impersonal  solidary affect materialized as repetitions, that is, as
agreeing of sorts, and impersonal supportive affect as apologies.

3.1 Qualitative analysis

With these ideas in mind, I looked at the unsuccessful service
encounters first by negotiation process, and then by negotiation
outcome.

3.1.1 Negotiation processes

By type of negotiation process, the service encounters perceived as
unsuccessful by the passengers seemed to be of two main types: 1)
Negotiations of service and 2) Negotiations of repair.

In negotiations of service, the passengers expected their
transactional goals (that is, an exchange of goods and/or information,
possibly for money) and/or their interactional goals to be met.
Typically, a passenger had made a request expecting a representative of
the airline to comply with it. If he or she was unable to do so (for
whatever reason), the encounter could become face-threatening to the
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passenger. Or alternatively, a representative of the airline had made a
promise, and if he or she failed to keep it (for whatever reason), the
encounter could again turn into a face-threat. In other wé)rds
negotiations of service were only potentially face-threatening. ,

Negotiations of repair, in contrast, were face-threatening to the
passengers from the outset, typically following a partial or complete
breakdown in the airline’s service delivery system (a flight was delayed
or late, for example). In negotiations of repair, the passengers seemed
to expect compensation for the inconvenience caused to them
transactionally and/or interactionally.

3.1.2 Negotiation outcomes

By type of negotiation outcome, the encounters seemed to be of three
kinds: 1) unsuccessful transactionally, 2) unsuccessful interactionally,

and 3) unsuccessful not only transactionally but also interactionally.
These can be compiled into a 2 x 3 table:

TABLE 1. Service encounters perceived as unsuccessful by passengers

NEGOTIATION | UNSUCCESSFUL
PROCESSES NEGOTIATION OUTCOMES

Trans- Inter- Both ways
actionally actionally

Negotiations

of service

Negotiations

Or repair

. 'Let us c‘onsider.two examples. Example 1 illustrates negotiations
of service with mFeracponally unsuccessful outcomes. It was reported by
a Swedish speaking Finnish woman, a tourist class traveler:

Example 1

Den DATE flog jag till TOWN Y med AIRLINE FLIG

P HT # Kl
06.50. Flygvérdinnan hélsade oss vilkomna 0 '
finska vilket jag reagerade hért pa. eabondmen ol gt

Och frdn TOWN Y till TOWN X (samma dag) 13.55 med AIRLINE

FLIG P 2 :
svens]g.r # s& tackade oss flygvirdinnan forst pd finska, sedan pd
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Tidigare har svenska anvinds forst om man startar eller landar i

TOWN X och finska férst om man startar eller landar t.ex. i TOWN
Y. ‘

Jag tror sikert detta 4r ett missforstind som ni snabbt kan rétta till.
Med vinlig hélsning
SIGNATURE (8/88/73)

The passenger had taken a domestic flight‘ from TOWN X,
where the majority of the population speaks Swedish, to TOWN Y,
where the majority speaks Finnish, and back. She was unhappy
because on both flights flight attendants had Yvelcomed passengers
aboard first in Finnish and only then in qudlsh. She recalled the
reverse to have been the case in the past, that. 1s,'that passengers used
to be addressed first in Swedish and then in Finnish, when planes took
off or landed in TOWN X. In other words, the passenger and the
representatives of the airline could not agree on the order o£ 1the
languages to be used in service encounters and so the passenger felt 3
lack of solidary affect in its weaker form. In qther woyds‘, in hc;r. mldnl
the flight attendants had not bee;l successful in establishing a friendly

i ip with the passenger(s). ‘
relatlonél;g)mvglte 2 illu[s)tratesgneéotiations of repair with transactionally
and interactionally unsuccessful outcomes. It was recounted by an
Englishman, an economy class passenger:

- Example 2
Dear Mr. LAST NAME,

Whilst eating my flight luncheon T'was ﬁurprised to find a stow-away
passenger in the form of a very lively 2" worm.

i i i it for a strip of
Had it not been so lively, I would have mistaken i
reindeer meat and this letter would not have been necessary.

i nly one!) was
However, the offending creature (I hope ghe_re was 0
spotted. This, in itself, was quite a funny incident to recall but the
response from the cabin crew member was not.

i i large party of
In order not to offend fellow passengers, including a large pa
s::lh(()):)l children, I sat with the meal hardly eaten until I considered
it reasonable to draw the matter to the attention of the hostess.

i ' ? ir, i have come out
On doing so the only response was ’Sorry Sir, it must
ofnthe sa%ad!’ upon which my meal was taken away and not replaced.

In my opinion this was an explanation of from where the worm came
out and not really a sympathetic apology.
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Whilst I am sure that you will see the funny side of this incident, I
do hope that you appreciate that after a very busy week of business
this was not the way to round off a trip. I trust you find my
comments of value.

Yours sincerely,

SIGNATURE (5/87/8)

The passenger had been served a luncheon which turned out to
be of inferior quality. On the passenger’s initiative, a negotiation of
repair followed. The passenger had wanted to have his meal replaced.
As this had not been done, the negotiation failed transactionally.

The flight attendant had made an apology "Sorry Sir, it must
have come out of the salad!" However, this apology had not satisfied the
passenger, and so the negotiation did not fail just transactionally; it
failed also interactionally. To use Aston’s (1988a) terminology, the
passenger felt a lack of supportive affect on the part of the flight
attendant. In other words, he missed the restoration of a friendly
relationship with the flight attendant after a face-threatening act.

3.2 Quantitative analysis

On the whole, the complaints were more frequently about negotiations
of service than about negotiations of repair. The passengers were most
frequently concerned about the transactional failure of the
negotiations. Typically this meant that members of the airline staff had
been unable to comply with their requests, or that they had not kept
their promises for one reason or another. This was true of all the
passengers regardless of their nationality, gender, or year of travel
(1988 versus 1989).

Importantly, however, in almost half of all the encounters the
passengers claimed to be concerned about the interactional failure of
the negotiations, too. In most cases this meant that where the travelers
had expected an apology of one kind or another on the part of the
airline, none had been made, however. One explanation for this is that
an apology constitutes a threat to the speaker’s positive face, and so
especially if, say, a flight attendant was not personally responsible for
a breakdown in the airline’s service delivery system, he or she was

reluctant to make an apology as this would have meant admitting that
they had failed.
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The male passengers, especially, seemed to suffer from a lafck
of supportive affect, defined by Aston (198§a) as the resto.raﬁlor} o itz
friendly relationship after a face-t!lreatenmg act, especially fm 1
weaker form. One explanation for this may be that in the case of male
passengers, the face-threatening acts as a rule came from. sefﬁyul:le
providers of the opposite gender and/or of lower status, that is, flight

attendants, ticket agents, etc.

4 APPLICATION

The practical concern of this study was to provi(‘ie the al.rlme% vlv11t'h
suggestions as to how they could improve the percelqu quality of their
services - insights that could well be incorporated into the training
of their employees. o
progran'i"she analysis OI; tﬂe letters of co.mplair!t to the airline shov;'led
the importance of interactional speech in service encounters. In other
words, service encounters are not only settings for pegotlatmg.busgn.ess
transactions, they are equally settings fo.r establishing and mamtanm;g
friendly relations between service phrO\{ld.e:rst ar.ld_ cgustomers, and this
rly be given greater emphasis in training. .
should glsgpgse, fgor exga\mple, that a passenger is dc_n_ng dutyc-lfret;
shopping and asks a flight attendan.t for a specific , bra.rtxh . }?
perfume/cognac. If the flight attendant is unable to comply w11987e
request, she could do so bald on record (Brown and ,Levmson ),
that is, without any consideration to the passenger's fgce, aqd say
"We're sold out". Alternatively, she could resort to negative politeness
(Brown and Levinson 1987) and recommend oth.er brands, or make arl:
apology, or explain why she was unable to provide the passenger wit
the pro?: cftt;ture training, it seems important to make the employees
aware of the advantages and disadvantages of these different strategies
that they could use in service encounters that call for politeness,
deference, and tact on their part.
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S CONCLUSION

To sum up, this study started with everyday problems which passengers
had faced when traveling with a specific airline and which they had
reported in their letters of complaint to the company. Applying Brown
and Levinson’s ideas on politeness and Aston’s findings from service
-encounters I could provide the airline with some insights as to why it
was customers had been unhappy interacting with members of their
staff. The problematic service encounters were analyzed in terms of
their transactional and/or interactional failure.

Most of the earlier studies on service encounters by linguists
have been data-driven, using tape-recordings as data, and the primary
concern has been to describe the overall structure of this kind of texts
in terms of speech acts or the like units. This study differs from these
studies in a number of respects: in its approach and perspective, and
consequently also in its data base and focus of analysis.

The study had everyday problems in a business setting as its
starting point, and so it was a case of abductive research in which
linguistic knowledge was made use of in solving these problems?. The
study acknowledged the fact that it is one thing to describe service
encounters objectively, and another thing to analyze them subjectively,
that is, the way participants themselves experienced them, and so the
study was biased in that it only looked at service encounters from the
perspective of customers. This perspective had methodological
consequences. The study made use of subjective written accounts of
problematic service encounters as its data base®, and these turned out
useful in tracing and explaining trouble spots in interactions between
members of the airline staff and passengers.

As was pointed out, this study was biased in that it only
looked at problematic service encounters from the perspective of
customers, and could therefore be complemented with a study from the
perspective of service providers, but the collection of data might cause
problems®. (Furthermore, the analysis of subjective accounts could
have been complemented with tape-recordings of the very same events.

? For another case study of abductive research in a business setting, see Shuy 1988.

fFor a discussion of the strengths and limitations of different kinds of data used in research on
service encounters by linguists, see Kalaja 1991.

“The service providers could be interviewed, for example. This is what Nyquist & al. (1985), a

group of market researchers, did in their study of communication difficulties in three service
businesses.
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However, it is highly unlikely that the researcher would h;lilve been2 (2)13
the right place, at the right time to re'cord all the we:f over o
incidents!) On the other hand, the analysis of the letters o c0{ntp "
could be complemented with an analysis of thank-y-ou notes writ tenthg
the passengers to learn what it is that made them highly appreciate

services of the airline.
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DISKURSSIPARTIKKELIT SUORAN ESITYKSEN
YHTEYDESSA RANSKAN KIELESSA'

Piivi Sihvonen-Hautecoeur o
Suomen Akatemia / Jyviskylidn yhoqlsto
Romaanisten ja klassisten kielten laitos

"Vierasta puhetta' - suoraa esitystd ja sen“rinnal.(kaismuotoja. epésuo-
raa esitystd sekd sekaesitystd - kisittelevd tutl.q_mu's on ps:rmtelseitl
kohdistunut kirjoitettuun, useimmiten kauno.kl.rjallls.een. klelfaen (.s.
esim. Sternberg 1982; Combettes 1990). Huqm101tq voi k}.ntenl‘qn vlz:r.s'm
laajalti soveltaa myos ei-kirjoitetussa te.kStlSSil f:snntyv_l.m”l"amau siin.
Aiheen tekee mielenkiintoiseksi puhek'lenlessa" jo pelkgstaa.n se, ettd
suora esitys ndyttdd olevan yleisin tapa 51sally_ttaa ]qstakm tO}'s.estahvx.es-
tintatilanteesta lahtdisin olevaa kirjallista tai suullista tekstid puhujan
oman tekstin joukkoon (Léon 1988: 114 - 115). e hta
Suoran esityksen voisi sanoa olevan "puhetta puheessa” puhtaim-
millaan: siinihdn periaatteessa vieraat. sanat Epl.stetaan sellaisinaan.
Silloin kun alkuperiiseksi mielletty teksti on perdisin puheesta, suorassa

! Teksti perustuu osittain kahteen aikaisempaan artikke}iivrillil £1(9’I?2b jac) %a ;S;n;;;?n,;ishgﬁﬁfg;
j i kassa", jonka pidin 19. Kielitieteen paivilla (Tampere 5.-9.5.7772).
ﬁg:::ﬁlii?ﬂny;aﬁ:lzﬁikseeni Jdiskurssipartikkelicn esiintymisesta ranskankielisessd puheessa.
inovi j i uhetta puheessa,
2 Nimi sisin Volosinovilta (1990: 138), jonka mukaan vieras pube on puhetta pub
mullaT;x;%iaD;)ggsrT;hcua koskevaa puhetta. Teos on alunperin ilmestynyt veuajankle!;senah1_92d9.
Ranskankielinen kaannos puolestaan on vuodelta 1977: Bakhtine, M. Le marxisme et la philosophie du

langage. Paris: Les Editions de Minuit.
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esityksessd ikddn kuin limittyy ainakin kaksi puhunnosta. Voikin mietti,
milld tavoin tdssd kerrostuneessa kokonaisuudessa ilmenevit erilaiset
spontaanille puheelle ominaiset syntaktiset ja vuorovaikutukselliset
piirteet: epérdinti, korjaukset ja muut muutokset, kuulijan huomioon
ottaminen, jne. Tarkastelen seuraavassa yhté téllaista piirretté, nimittéin
diskurssipartikkelien kaytt64 suoran esityksen yhteydessd ranskan-
kielisessd puheessa.

Esittelen aluksi lyhyesti kolme tutkimusta, jotka kysymyk-
senasettelultaan vastaavat osittain omaani ja joihin jatkossa viittaan.
Kéyttdmini tutkimusaineiston esittelyn yhteydessa kisittelen sitd, miten
suora esitys -lausumat erotetaan ympérdivisti puhunnoksesta ja osoitan
jaksojen tunnistamiseen liittyvid ongelmia. Tdmin yleisen taustaosuuden
jalkeen siirryn tarkastelemaan diskurssipartikkeleita lainattuina esite-
tyissi puheenvuoroissa. Vaikka lihdenkin liikkeelle partikkelien
sijaintipaikasta ja pitdydyn ennen kaikkea deskriptiiviseen ldhes-
tymistapaan, pyrin muodostamaan myés joitakin huomioita siitd, miten
diskurssipartikkelien kayttd suorassa esityksessi vastaa niiden kiyttod
"tavallisessa” puheessa tai miten se siitd eroaa.

1 TAUSTAA

1.1 Maaritelmia

Madirittelen suoran esityksen téssd hyvin yksinkertaisesti: suoraa esitysté
ovat sellaiset puhunnoksen jaksot, joissa puhuja antaa ymmarta, ettd
hén toistaa jossakin toisessa puhetilanteessa tuotettua puhetta
kirjaimellisesti. En puutu téssi lainkaan siihen, missd méaérin sananmu-
kainen, "uskollinen" toisto on mahdollista tai siihen, onko olemassa
jotakin todellista "alkuperiiseksi" katsottavaa mallilausumaa.? Termille
“suora esitys" (SE) synonyymeina kéytin mm. nimityksid "lainaus", "SE-
lausuma”, "SE-puheenvuoro" ja "SE-puhunnos”. Ne kaikki viittaavat
sellaiseen yhtendiseen jaksoon, joka vastaa yhden lausujan tuottamaksi
esitettyd kokonaisuutta. "Teksti" puolestaan voi olla sekd puhetta etti

3 Kysymysté on kasitellyt hyvin perinpohjaisesti esim. Sternberg 1982, joka osoittaa, miten eri tavoin
puhuja tosiasiassa muokkaa suora esitys -jaksoja omassa puheessaan. Ks. myds Tannen 1986, ranskan
osalta esim. Combettes 1990 ja Léon 1988.

By T
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kirjoitettua tekstid; niinpa "kehysteksti" tai "taustateksti” on se puhun-

jonka osaksi suora esitys sijoittuu. . .

o Jon;.(uoraa esitystd tutkittaessa ]oud}ltaan vnttaa.m.aankkahte:ei{:l lgr;

puhetapahtumaan, kahteen eri viestintatilanteeseen, ]ox}la umgl: lakcn

j : vihint4an kaksi puheen tuottajaa, mutt 1

on omat osanottajansa: vahin D e pabuies, o
0 i ij Ilvyyden vuoksi kdytdn ja puhujista.

my6s eri kuulijat. Se i) . 2 ] e iian: T
imityksid. " ja" lainattuun puhujaan, .

mityksid. "Lausuja” viittaa inattu : I g
Zéitegﬁn lainatun jakson alkuperdisend ttlllottajdana, kun taas "puhuja

j i j tta’.

ilo, joka lainaa tuon lausujan puhetta’. ) . -

* henkD(i)sk]urssipartikkele:iksi (pragmaagtlslkm pa.rtlt].telelk;:, ‘o(:;(sa
kurssinmerkitsimiksi)® katson tdsséd sellaiset sanat ja kiteymat, j

: ¢ i 2 4 =0
. tayttavit seuraavat kriteerit: (a) ne voi jattdd pois lausumast

. aalinen
syntaktisen rakenteen karsimitt, (b) nuc_i;n 'fkugi;ill??ﬁlti?rea?;ﬁﬁn
i i ainaki sti heiken s :
kitys on kadonnut tai ainakin suure >N ; i
i'nu?ksityvaikuta suoranaisesti lausumattll prf)p?s1ttlogz;;tarlrlls::nlsglis;;l)t0(§1ﬁgn
4 suhteellisen lyhyitd (vrt. . .
(c) ne ovat yleensd su sen_Iyhyité ) ot
adri aj tain niitd lekseemejd, J
riteltynd joukko vastaa osit ist °
n}a(1987t)y kﬁ;ttﬁﬁ nimityst3 "keskustelun rakepteen merkit (mlil.rtgt glgugstas
adg. structuration de la conversation, MSC). Pogkkean MSC—lulo i ?sessa
kuitenkin analyysini tarkoitusperien vuoksi 'kahd.es;a o tc?plx:gnnek_
kohdassa: toisaalta jatdn pois varsinaisesta;( Paztllglt;glslgti%asi 4 )
iivi ik i ksi mainitsenkin (erityi ais, 't )
tiivit, vaikka ne vertailun vuo linits erity D, i
isa iséllytén sii llaisia interaktiivisia par
toisaalta taas siséllytdn siihen sellaisia int iiv ATy
tu vois ja si tu veu 4t mainitussa teoks
iteymit tu vois ja si tu veux, jotka jadv t mai <
l:;theglﬁn ulkopuolelle. En ole lukenut rri);(;s)kgan y(;?ﬁln;; a;:t}:,l?éﬁ n
iskurssipartikkeleihi Léon 1988: 111). Sen
diskurssipartikkeleihin (vrt. on 198 1). i :
esiin aingastaan silloin, kun niihin liittyy jokin partikkeli.

1.2 Kolme tutkimusta

Teoreettisilta 1dhtokohdiltaan vierafta puhet.ta kosl;le?;ittutllllet]é:rtigl:?;
ranskalaisessa kielitieteessi ovat viime vuosina p‘f)ai]n il
laajasti kahteen ldhteeseen, ]oﬁka tyyd_yn ti\,ssla i (19507
lyhyesti. Tarkein ndistd lienee jo mainittu Volo e
ity i siind esitetty kasite kielen monidanisyydestd. trama
:;i;yrﬁ:ﬁ:ekstissﬁ, olipa se sitten suullista tai kirjallista, ei kuulu

i i ielisissd
4 Vaikka mitaan tiysin vakiintunutta kaytantda ei olekaan, osox'te;taa\x;x :ait)aegz terI(; z1;(::'11)skank1
liil'ltei‘slsa;:\'l us:;in termeiild énonciateur, ’lausuja’ ja locuteur, *puhuja’. (Vr! m.u o ta iyt
s Suomenkielisten nimitysten osalta ks. esim. Hakulinen 1989: 116. Mitéan vakiin

ei niille sanoille ja fraaseille ole.
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ainoastaan meidin oma ddnemme, vaan siihen on suodattunut myos
muiden lausujien sanoja. Edelleen tutkimuksissa viitataan yleisesti
Ducrot’n enonsiaatioteoriaan (théorie de Iénonciation), jossa moniaani-
syyden kisite on myos keskeinen. Nimi lahteet ovat taustalla myos
kolmessa artikkelissa, joiden sisallon esitin téssi tiivistettynd ja joiden
yksityiskohtiin jatkossa viittaan.

Mochet (1986) kisittelee 20 haastattelussa esiintyvid suora esitys
-lausumia. Kirjoittajan kayttima termistd ja jaottelu eroaa jossakin
madrin yleisesti kaytetyistd. Hin erottaa suoran esityksen muodon
omaavissa lausumissa kaksi pddluokkaa: discours rapporté viittaa
ainoastaan lainauksiin, joiden voi olettaa olevan sananmukaisia
toisintoja alkuperiisesti tekstistd, kun taas discours interprété nimensi
mukaisesti kattaa lainaukset, joissa puhuja tulkitsee malliksi miellettyd
lausumaa ainakin muodon osalta, vaikka sislt6 vastaisikin alkuperdisti
(kuviteltuina esitetyt lausumat, ajatusten referointi). Mochet'n esittimi
tarkempi luokittelu osoittaa niiden ryhmien olevan osittain péaéllek-
kidiset ja hdn joutuukin toteamaan, ettei selvdd rajaa erityyppisten
lainausten vilille voi aina veti. -

Artikkelin pi4osan muodostavat tarkat puhujakohtaiset taulukot,

joissa Mochet erittelee lainaustyyppien lisiksi sen, miten SE merkitdin
puhunnokseen, seki sen, kuka on lausuja ja kuka vastaanottaja. Niiden
huomioiden perusteella kirjoittaja esittelee erillisissi taulukoissa eroja
jayhtalaisyyksia, joita esiintyy yksittdisten puhujien ja eri puhujaryhmien
(lapset, nuoret, aikuiset, eldkeldiset; naiset, michet) vililli. Hin
vertailee myds lainausten esiintymistd puheenaiheittain ja puhujien
ammattiin suhteutettuna. Valitettavasti kirjoittaja tyytyy ylimalkaisiin
kommentteihin niiden yhteenvetotaulukoiden osalta, vaikka juuri ne
ovat mielenkiintoisia. Lopuksi Mochet esittii olettamuksen, jonka
mukaan suuri SE-lausumien mairi osoittaisi haastateltavan luontevan
ja yhteistydhon pyrkivin asennoitumisen haastattelutilanteessa.
Lainausten puuttuminen puolestaan merkitsisi sité, etts puhuja pyrkii
noudattamaan odotuksia, joita puheelle tillaisessa tilanteessa
asetetaan: on yritettiva pysytella yleiselld tasolla.

Vincent ja Dubois (1991) kisittelevit esitelmissizn sekd
yleisemmin etti selvemmin suurelta osin samoja asioita kuin Mochet.
Vaikka molemmissa tutkimuksissa oleva esimerkkiaineisto onkin keratty
haastatteluista, eroavat korpukset toisistaan kahdessa suhteessa. Toisin
kuin Mochet, Vincent ja Dubois eivit ole ottaneet mukaan yksittaisia
puhunnoksia, vaan varsin lagja aineisto koostuu pelkdstidin SE-
muotoisista dialogeista (1097 puheenvuoroa, jotka jakautuvat 403

s Ks. tarkemmin Ducrot 1984, erityisesti luku VIII ja esim. Roulet et al. 1987, jossa selvitetiin
Volosinov/Bahtinin ja Ducrot'n teorioiden suhteita.



88

dialogiin). Dialogit on poimittu Kanadassa tehdyistd haastatteluista.
Kielelliset erot Ranskassa ja Kanadassa puhutun ranskan kielen vililla
heijastunevat jossakin mairin lainausten rakenteissa, onhan esimerkiksi
diskurssipartikkelien kéytossa todettu eroja (Vincent 1989: 597). Tésta
huolimatta tutkimus tarjoaa monien tarkkojen kvantitatiivisten
tietojensa ansiosta erinomaisen mahdollisuuden vertailuun.

Vincent ja Dubois kuvaavat SE-keskusteluja monipuolisesti ja
Kkattavasti mm. niiden merkintépojen, laajuuden ja lausujien osalta. He
luokittelevat suoran esityksen eri tyypit yksinkertaisemmin kuin Mochet:
he erottavat vain toistetut menneeseen puhuntatilanteeseen perustuvat
Jausumat (77 % aineistosta) hypoteettisista lausumista. Dialogit ovat
yleensd hyvin lyhyité, vain kaksi tai kolme puheenvuoroa (82 %), ja
niissa esiintyy kahden lausujan vuoroja. Kolmen lausujan puheenvuo-
roista koostuvat keskustelut ovat hyvin harvinaisia (1,5 %). Puhuja
esitta itsensd repliikkien alkuperdisend lausujana valtaosassa (86 %)
keskusteluja. Luku on korkeampi kuin Mochet'n aineistossa keski-
midrin. (Ks. myds Macaulay 1987: 20.) Vincent ja Dubois eivit
keskustele siité, olisiko maara mahdollisesti pienempi jossakin muussa
kuin haastatteluaineistossa. Néin voisi olettaa tapahtuvan, jos puhujia
tai haastateltavia pyydetdén kertomaan esim. jonkin kirjan tai elokuvan
tapahtumat.

Viimeinen artikkeli (Léon 1988), jonka tdssa otan esille, eroaa
tavoitteiltaan selvisti edelld mainituista. Léon mainitsee kylld osittain
samoja seikkoja kuin Mochet seki Vincent ja Dubois (mm. johtoilmauk-
set), mutta héinen tavoitteenaan ei ole niinkian tarkastella, luetteloida
ja laskea lainausten ulkoisia piirteitd niiden itsensd vuoksi kuin
luonnehtia suoraa esitystd kieliopillisena muotona ja osoittaa, miten
tuo muoto ja "vastuu” puhunnasta suhteutuvat toisiinsa. Tutkimus-
aineisto kisittad sekd lyhyitd kertomuksia ettd kolme pitkdd keskus-
telunomaista haastattelua.

I4on esittelee aluksi "vieraan puheen” kolme lajia sellaisina
kuin Authier (1978)° madrittelee ne syntaktisin perustein. Suorassa
esityksessd puhuja esittda "vieraalle" puhujalle, lausujalle, kuuluvan
puhuntatoiminnan, jossa kuuluu vain lausujan &dni. Epdsuorassa
esityksessd on kysymys puhujan omasta puhunnasta eikd lausujalla ole
osuutta puhunnoksen muotoon. Sekaesityksessd, jolla ei ole muodollisia
kieliopillisia tunnusmerkkeja, sekoittuvat puhujan ja lausujan &ani.
Léon osoittaa timin jilkeen esimerkkejd analysoiden, ettd kysymys

7 Léon kayttia nimitysta prise en charge énonciative, jonka epardiden kaannan tédssd termilla
"vastuu".

# Authier, J. 1978. Les formes du discours rapporté. Remarques syntaxiques et sémantiques partir
des traitements proposés. DRLAV 17: 1 - 83.

e e p— A ———

"d4nestd" ja samall .

aanestd” Ja mlaka _Vvastuusta on huomattavan monimutkainen. SE

Paliastamat 3{@ upu;lsu? leksikaalisia ja my&s syntaktisia piirteita :iotke;
A uhujan &dnen vaikutu i jak

pal h s on olennain j

akenteessa. (Ks. myés Combettes 1990 ja Sternberg 1992(;n S

2 TUTKIMUSAINEISTO

2.1 Kaytetty aineisto

Tutki _ al i ;

tavils(slztlnsluz:)l::lg;oe Sl;ss}x(tta}z: .295 sellalst:a l.ausumaa, jotka ovat tunnistet-

asttns 1(eSky tsel si. Ne on poimittu eri tyyppisié puhetilanteita

Sassiaey t, ) usteluja, .ker_tomuksm) edustavista ranskankielisist
sta.” Valtaosa aineistosta (225 lausumaa) edustaa yhdse::

lausujan yksittiisis, i isi

14, irrallisia puheenvuoroja. Lo

uole il oroja. ut 70

;I:ine' staan rr!uodostavat useimmiten lyhyiti vuororl)ce k la.usu.m_a 2
istossa oli yhteens 24 kpl: skusteluja, joita

2 puheenvuoroa 14 kpl
3 puheenvuoroa S kpl
4 puheenvuoroa 4 kpl

Poik o e 5
oikkeuksena on yksi dialogi, Jossa on yhteensd 11 puheenvuoroa

Dialogi ¥ o
ha ]fil:nk é)szll:ﬁ:ef‘cl)slgu:;uta, ]1et'tﬁ puhuja toistaa mahdollisesti pit
in sellaisen osuuden, jol Anen
— vain , jolla on
om 1;( glt:g:slinoll((s.f.:nsa“m@llop .l.(annalta. Yleensi jvuoropuhaerlrloxz':lu}:;lc;1 .
kysymys-vast:us linteast toisiinsa liittyvastd repliikista esimerkizzj
s astas -vieruspari. (Ks Vincent & Dubois,1991) Sek%;
skusteluihin sijoittuvat SE-lausumat koostuvat p.."aiéiasial

lisesti yhdesti tai kahde
o sta lauseesta, joskin ainei pocase
pitkid puheenvuoroja (ks. esimerkit zll) jI:la(liIZe)l;t OsEeRImyCs arakin

—
Kaytetyt litteroinnit ov. disi anis assi
I t perdisin Jyvaskylan yliopi i
. at p n Jyvéskylan yliopiston R j i i
pﬁxissén[gl:lg;i::éeilii?t korpuksesta (esimerkit koodatlll)l JK.L) (;:“’loisl;l‘:i?a” T kl‘l‘kltiemn hiwhksmen
i ltteroinneista (Université de Provence, Aix- J— O bt g
eitos toisaala (i, 1ke 1), , Aix-en-Provence). Olen kayttanyt padosin
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: 2 . . . . Olenkin ryhmittinyt ainej &
2.2 Suora es1_t)’s jaksojen tunnistaminen jOhtoilmgls el ?Tilggglféég-lf;lsumat sen mukaan, liittyyké niihin
Esiintymit on poimittu litterointien pohjalta. Jaksojen tunnistaminen TAULUKKO 1.
perustuu muodollisiin piirteisiin, ennen kaikkea lainausta edeltavaan L. Viestintéd ilmaiseva
johtoilmaukseen ja deiktisiin muutoksiin (pronominit, verbien aika- f johtoilmaus
muodot, jne.). Vaikka ainakin suoran esityksen alun kiistaton paikan- - Viestintéiverbi
taminen yleensd onnistuukin ndin menetellen”, eivit muodolliset dire 226
vihjeet o!e yhtd hyédyl}is.iéi lainauks;n lopun funnis.tamisessa: lopp}x 4 . viestinténo:;nﬁl::jl 17
ikasn kuin sulautuu vaivihkaa puhujan tekstiin (Vincent & Dubois ; s YHTEENSA 5
1991, Mochet 1986: 126). [ 2. Ei viestinti ilmaisevaa 24

Syntaktisten piirteiden ohella my6s prosodiassa tapahtuvien ) oiplimansa "
e . 3 P " - muu kuin viestintiverbi

muutosten on katsottu olevan tédrkeitd SE-jaksojen tunnistamisessa. - i verbilauseketta 18
Niinpi toistaessaan toisessa tilanteessa lausuttuja sanoja puhuja pyrkisi YHTEENSA 3?,
jdljittelemazn niiden lausujaa myds esim. intonaation osalta ainakin | Johtoilmauksik
osittain. Sellaisessa vuorokeskustelussa, jossa mitdédn johtoilmausta ei | . -Ohtollmauksiksi olen téssi ka ; .
ole, muutokset puhujan #dnessd riittdvit erottamaan eri lausujien ! Jotka kasittavit jonkin kielellists onut vain ne verbilausekkeet,

(kirjallista tai suullista) viestinti

{bnas . "
aisevan lekseemin. Eksplisiittinen johtolauseke liittyy noin 83 %:iin

vuorot toisistaan pitkéssikin keskustelussa. (Tannen 1986: 319; Léon

1988: 110). Tamin olettamuksen perusteella kuuntelin nauhoitukset " (24_8/ 295). suora esitys -jaksoista’. Lausekkeet

episelvissd tapauksissa. Jouduin kuitenkin toteamaan, ettd prosodiakaan ,YkSmk?r'talsla:' verbind on kiytinnéllisesti katsoe oVt o akenteeltz}an
ei kaikissa tapauksissa mahdollista SE-jakson kiistatonta rajoittamista. *anoa, ja subjekti ilmaisee lausujan. Joissakin harl aina (n. 91 %) dire,
Joissakin tutkimuksissa onkin todettu prosodisten merkkien olevan | siséltda johtoilmaus viestinti il Tvoissa tapauksissa (5)

MRISSE DI T -k : ; maisevan nominin (esim. j]
huomattavan usein heikosti, jos lainkaan havaittavia (ks. esim. Fonagy =2 12P0 ). Ainoastaan 47 tapauksessa (n. 16 % k s ot

1986: 258 - 259 ja Vincent & Dubois 1991). Intonaatio saattaa pdin- €l mitadn selvisti kielellist4 viestint4z ilmaisevaa lelz °k9£1a£smaarastﬁ)

vastoin hiivyttdd syntaktisia rajoja (Léon 1988: 113). ::gtytsuta Vzllit(’iméisti edeltdvistd tekstiosuudesta slfliirir;?i kgd);sﬁ:'r o

‘\ toiminltla :e r?)il:e(::si;akm ryhma’xa: toisaalta SE-lausumaa voip elzielltsi;;

toisaalta mitizin et ;.ﬁl_t.imim, odpttag}’) késittava verbilauseke (18/47)

. ' (29/47).2 vasti luonnehdittavissa olevaa verbilauseketta ei ole

2.3 Johtoilmaukset | g ei ole

Kuten todettiin, suoran esityksen alku on useimmiten helppo tunnistaa. J
Raja kehystekstin ja lainauksen vililld on ainakin ndenndisesti selvd
silloin, kun SE-jaksoa edeltdd selvd johtoilmaisu, lauseke, jonka
tehtiavini on ilmoittaa siirtymisestd toisen viestintitilanteen lainaa- .
miseen. Taysin systemaattisesti johtoilmausta ei kuitenkaan kéytetd.

n T
N lilullcmhm eivit slsalfy SE-vuoron sisilli toistuvat johtoilmaisut (11 kpl)

10 Ei kuitenkaan aina. Poikkeuksellisen vaikea on tulkinta alla olevan kaltaisissa tapauksissa. 393 /557r,; S7§-keskustelmhm Vincent (1989) 299/334, siis n. 89 oy
Esimerkissa ei ole johtoilmausta, aikamuoto ei muutu (preesens), lausuja ja puhuja ovat yksi ja sama » 0. 70 %. 2 . ©
henkild ja paikanadverbia 12 voidaan kayttad myds partikkelina: elle peut plus se consacrer au au
théatre mais 12 quand jarrive 12 je suis pressée il faut que je parte 2 huit heures est-ce que je peux
faire ma scene tout de suite et cetera c’est un peu JKIAB:S07.

ja Vincent ja Dubois (1991)

13 2
Olen aikaisemmin 1992b) k. Os toimi
eyt Du(b ) katsonut mybs toimintaverbin kisittavit lausekkeet johtoilmaisuiksi

e 0is 1 o :
mista jatkumolle, is 1991.) Samassa yhteydessa ehdotin erilaisten merkintéitapojen sijoitta-
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2.4 Vuoronalkuinen aines suora esitys -pubheen-
vuoroissa

Keskustelussa jokainen osallistuja on vuorollaan puhujan roolissa ja
palaa sitten taas vuorostaan kuulijaksi. Puhujavaihdosten sditelyyn
liittyen vuorojen alussa esiintyy usein esimerkiksi huomionkohdistimia

kseemejd, jotka toimivat vuoron varaajina puhujan vield

tai sellaisia le
suunnitellessa vuoronsa sisdltod ja muotoilua. Muuta tyypillistd
jotka sitovat vuorot

vuoronalkuista ainesta ovat jotkin konnektiivit,
toisiinsa, tai sellaiset lekseemit, jotka antavat vihjeen joko alkavan

vuoron sisallosté tai puhujan asennoitumisesta esimerkiksi edeltévddn
vuoroon tai puhetilanteeseen. (Ks. esim. Hakulinen 1989: 129 - 138).
Jos suora esitys ndhdddn puheena, voidaan ajatella, ettd SE-lausumis-
sakin olisi vastaavanlaisia aloittimia. Tarkastelenkin nyt tallaista
ainesta suoran esityksen alussa.

Vaikka jatkossa tarkastelenkin tarkemmin ainoastaan diskurssi-
partikkeleiksi katsottavia aloittimia, olen alustavaa vertailua varten
jakanut vuoronalkuisen aineksen kolmeen paaryhméan: diskurssipartik-
kelit (DP), konnektiivit ja muut aloittimet. Viimeksi mainittuun
sijoittuvat puhuttelusanat, huudahdukset, jne.. Vincent (1989) i tee
vastaavaa erottelua, vaan sijoittaa kaikki nima yhteen nimikkeen
ruoronalkuiset partikkelit" (particules d’attaque de réplique) alle™.
Ryhmien esiintymistiheys toisiinsa ja johtoilmaukseen verrattuna nakyy

seuraavasta (TAULUKKO 2):

TAULUKKO 2. Vuoronalkuinen aines suorassa esityksessd

Johtoilmaus Ei johtoilmausta

DP 47 4
konnektiivi 28 3
muu aloitin 25 7
Yhteensd 100/24 17/49

Periaatteessa johtoilmaus yksin riittia osoittamaan siirtymén
suoraan esitykseen. Vincent (1989: 599) toteaakin, ettd SE-lausuma
merkitiin useimmiten vain yhdelld tai korkeintaan kahdella
"partikkelilla"; jos vain yksi merkitsin on kéytossd, on s€ yleisimmin
johtoilmaus. Taulukon ensimmaiisestd sarakkeesta selvidd, ettd

1 Vincent kayttaa termia particule, *partikkel?’, hyvin laajasti jonkinlaisena yleisnimikkeena. Han
sijoittaa esim. johtoilmaukset (marqueurs didentification du locuteur) yhdeksi partikkeliluokaksi.

johtoilma isiksi : %
{ausumist:k;(esklslislﬁim on vuoronalkuista ainesta noin 40 % prosentiss
pOikkeukséllista Teftamen SE-jakson merkinti ei siis ole mitenkz’iéi?l
johtoilmausta ei.oleo\l:fil?iltal tttaas niissd tapauksissa, joissa mitn
o g ) olettaa erilaisten aloittimien toimi
esityksen s - aloittimien toimiva
vihgisi Su‘;éimzftl:kmal (Esim. Léon 1988: 111) Kiyttﬁmﬁnina?:girsig
puuttuessa on al ?t tifanne on juuri pédinvastainen: johtoilmauksen
(17/49 = .35 % esiintymista), Beimortiien wen orear, vihemman
4 el e mistd). Esimerkkien pi H4r4 .
ku1tenkg- sl)(/yta pidéttéytya yleistyksistd pleten imdarntuoksi o
i . o . 2
alkuisestaSalilgzilé)arttlkkeht muodostavat noin 44 % kaikesta vuoron
sloitiinien vz'ililléiese iao?f;g;iggenvqoroilslsa. Konnektiivien ja muider;
. n miéréllista i
suurin csa on erilaisia huudahduksia: ah SSE egos. h’[uxsta aloittimista
arsin mi iintoi o Arin :
R yhdistellﬁmlesl:ﬁkf"'ltmsm on se, ettd eri aloitinluokkia ei juuri-
kasautamia kuin bon ?I:Sz;?s éPUhekula:lessii suhteellisen tavanomaisia
e, coute Francois, joi ii :
artibel 415 _ccoule F s, joissa esiin i-
Smaisevaltni rr{ae konnektiivin lisaksi vield huomion lgx)r,m(ﬁi:ﬁlrsstl
aineistossa orl)e raf:iv;eé——u-@i;‘:ma J?;__P;ly*‘lll}ttell;lsanana kéytetty erisnimilse?
. . o Oytyvét i 4 ’
l(::)srllcll:risu.)artlkkell + muu aloitin, 2 kply(hdglitel}:lgagtrggovat oy
muutzr;lils‘;la :~ muu aloitin, 4 kpl (esim. mai_s_ma_gh_éiiqu) E. -.Z)Z
partikkeli apauksissa huudahdus edeltsd konnektiivia tai Fmin
elia (esim. oh eh mais) via tai diskurssi-
Suo i 5 v .
dessaan Su;latissl;;S;;yk"SE;S;tyu?kronalkumen Alnes Off sy kokangiu.
selit S . xevyt" (ks. myds Vincent 1989: Smi
lisimtz?ae: ';1‘131113;( o ols(lt;am silld, etta SE-jakso on esiigitﬁsv?)r.na};?imf
nd, koherenttina kokonai : o
kehyspuhu = Okonaisuutena, jotta i
puhslluf)n i nnok's§sya. ngalla korostuu illuusio aikaJisemms'e oL
oksen kirjaimellisesta toistamisesta T Hnic

!5 Vastaavasti i dyttaisi
englannissa néyttiisi oh olevan yleinen lainausten alussa (Macaulay 1987 28)
y : 28).
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3 DISKURSSIP{}RTIKKELIT SUORASSA
ESITYKSESSA

i sa
3.1 Diskurssipartikkelit suora esitys -vuoron alus

3.1.1 Esiintymit

tyypillisimmisté vuoronalkuisista leksee-
Puheenvuorojen suunnittelemattomuus,

p

R .. i
sityksessakin, esiintyyhdn niitd yhteensd 5% tSlisa s
gel?;aavassa nikyy, mitd partikkeleita aineisto :

Diskurssipartikkelit ovat yksi
meistd arkikeskusteluissa.

bon 22
11
ben
bon ben ’81
voil :
e 1 lin osalta
i . . ® . o
Di tl'burltio vastaa kolmen ensimmaisen partikkelin
istri

o Se

i - 4sti yleisimmin kayte-tty on bon. ‘
e puh?tta(.ls)slzﬁn goikkeuksellisestl ledxstyn.eena
s e kuten partikkelinomaiseen

melko hyvin? .
esiintyy tavallisest1y )
johonylZin toiseen vastaavaan ainekseen,

17
kiteymiin tu comprends (2).

‘ it " mmencer la
(1) année suivante on sest dit " bon on veut pas reco

i i inuer " - et on
méme chose mais on a envie de conti LB 538

" machin il 8’y prend
(2) ces gens parlent - bon tu comprends sy prend

J £ as
comme un con " euh c’est c’est p

it, j iintyvit SE- n sisall toistetun
ivi kana ne diskurssipartikkelit, jotka esiintyvat SE-vuoro

16 | yvuissa eivat ole mukana
johtoilmauksen jalkeen. o
Y Hahmottamisen helpottag?:lenl:xc
itys - ien rajojen osoittamisekst. i : st =
%si;zsinll?s‘iasl?s?&c:n jogsé‘ak'm tapauksissa hieman ykilql‘(ert?l e aearivin Tittro ;
j aytekoodien innissa.

SE-jakson osalta. Nayte

jonki i eja suora -
olen esimerkeissd kiyttﬁnyttjonp; ‘;erlrﬁz:?;va;?a::;m Jedelli.)
i i i amm . . 0
e sttanut litterointia, en kuitenkaan varsinaisen
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Myos partikkelia ben kiytetdsin melko usein SE-vuoron aloit-
timena. Sekin esiintyy useimmiten yksin (3), mutta joskus siihen voi
liitty jokin toinen partikkeli 4):

(3) un jour que les pierres tombaient il m’a dit " ben le mur je le
ferai réparer parce qu'il est 2 moij et je dois de le faire réparer
pour soutenir la terre 13-haut" - parce que le morceau de

- Magon 47: 14

(4) il a commencé 3 m’expliquer " ben voila il va falloir que tu
travailles seul pour le moment parce que moi je j’ai rien 2 faire
il faut juste que [...] " JKL16A: 465

Partikkelikiteyméi bon ben on aineistossa vain vdhan harvinai-

sempi (ks. Andrews 1988: 216). Esimerkissi se esiintyy vastauspuheen-
vuoron aloittimena:

(5)  jai pas eu vraiment le choix on m’a dit est-ce que vous voulez

faire ¢a jai dit " bon ben j'essaie quoi JKIAA: 638
JOHTOILMAUS SUORA ESITYS )

on m’a dit est-ce que vous voulez faire ¢a? .
jai dit

bon ben jessaie

Niiden spontaanissa puheessa tavallisten aloitinpartikkelien
ohella aineistossa esiintyy hieman yllittien voil3, jonka Giacomi ja
Vion (1987: 217) rinnastavat partikkeleihin todeten sen voivan toimia
yksinkin merkkini siirtymisestd lainaukseen. Kisittadkseni voild ei
kuitenkaan ole yhti kiistattomasti diskurssipartikkeli kuin muut mainitut

aloittimet. Edelld voila on yhdistetty partikkeliin ben, seuraavassa
esimerkissi se esiintyy yksin:

(6)  je les ai portés [-] en leur disant " yoili maintenant il faut faire
quelque chose - parce que ils vont tous y passer alors les vétres
[..]

Ca sort 58: 15

Vield on syytd mainita vertailun vuoks; yksi huomattava aloitin,
vaikka sekiin ei ole puhdas diskurssipartikkeli: konnektiivi mais. Se
hallitsee téysin vuoronalkuisten konnektiivien ryhmas, silli sen lisaksi
esiintyvit vain alors ja e, kumpikin yhden kerran. Saattaakin olla, ettd
mais on siirtymissi diskurssipartikkeliksi. Tihin néyttaisivit viittaavan
erot sen funktioissa vuoronsisiisessi ja -alkuisessa kaytossa. (Ks. Cadiot

et al. 1979.) Seuraavassa SE-dialogissa mais aloittaa kaikki nelja
puheenvuoroa:




96

(7) jai dit " mais dites donc quelle mentalité vous avez peur " [...]
les personnes me disaient " mais pas du tout on n’est pas la
pour espionner "
je disais " mais ¢a ressemble aux fenétres des provinces de
France ol les vieilles dames ou et méme les plus jeunes
regardent derri¢re le carreau [...] "
et on me dit " mais pas du tout c’est une protection ¢a n’est pas
de I'espionnage [...] " JKL2A: 324

Vuorokeskustelussa ensimméinen lausuja ihmettelee paheksu-
vaan sdvyyn hollantilaisten tapaa seurata kadun tapahtumia pienist
katupeileistd. Syytetyt kiistdvit olettamuksen siitd, ettd tarkoituksena
olisi pelkéstd uteliaisuudesta vakoilla kadulla liikkuvia naapureita.
Ensimmadinen mais vihjaa alkavan vuoron sisilt4vén jotakin negatiivista,
muut sitd, ettd vuorossa ei yhdytd edellisen lausujan esittdm&in
kantaan.

3.1.2 Diskurssipartikkelit suora esitys -keskusteluissa

Aineistoni dialogit eivdt kokonaisuudessaan néytd olennaisesti eroavan

yksittdisistd puhunnoksista koostuvista SE-jaksoista diskurssipartik-
keleiden osalta. Keskustelujen 70 puheenvuorosta 52:ta edeltdd
johtoilmaus; ndistd 22:ssa esiintyy liséksi aloittimena joko partikkeli tai
konnektiivi mais (ks. esimerkki (7)). Vincent (1989: 599) toteaa
kuitenkin, ettd vuoronalkuisten diskurssipartikkelien maiard lisddntyy
suora esitys -keskustelujen toisen ja sitd seuraavien repliikkien kohdalla
samalla kun lausujan henkil6llisyyden ilmaisevien johtolauseiden méara
vihenee. Aloitinpartikkelit toimivat tdlldin puhujan vaihtumisen
merkkind ja korostavat samalla sité, ettd keskustelun puheenvuorot
ovat sidoksissa nimenomaan toisiinsa eivdtkd niinkddn kertovaan
kehystekstiin. Tutkituissa SE-keskusteluissa kuitenkin vain 16 puheen-
vuoroa oli alun perin tdysin ilman edeltdvid verbilauseketta ja ndistd
ainoastaan yksi alkoi diskurssipartikkelilla:

(8) une vieille dame [...] qui lui dit le soir méme " ¢a ne vous géne
pas si mes fils euh euh dinent avec nous " -- " ben bien str que
non et cetera - ’ennui JKL2A: 471

Lausuja 1:  ¢a ne vous géne pas si mes fils euh euh dinent
avec nous ?
Lausuja 2:  ben bien siir que non ...

Ben niyttiisi tdssd olevan sille tyypillisessd vuoronalkuisessa
kéytossd. Se aloittaa yleensd vuoron, jonka sisdllossd ei ole mitddn
odottamatonta (Andrews 1988: 204). Esimerkissd Lausuja 2 on vie-
railulla Lausuja 1:n luona, joka kysyy, voivatko hidnen poikansa olla
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lasnd paivilliselli. Kysym -
. selld. ymys saattaa olla yllattdva, mutta vi i
tietenkddn voi vastata siihen kieltavasti. e

3.1.3 Lausujan vai puhujan partikkelit?

Ole.n edel{a l-(iis.itellyt vuoronalkuisia diskurssipartikkeleita (samoin kuin
muita aloittimia) niin kuin ne itsestisn selvésti sijoittuisivat osaksi
lamattuz! pghunnosta ja olisi siis miellettava alun perin lausujan
puheeksi. Te.i.méi vastaa kdsitystd, joka Vincentin (1989: 597 - 5198)
muk.aqn sopii useimpiin, joskaan ej kaikkiin, vuoronalkuisiin partik-
Felelhgn. Vagttéiméin perusteluksi Vincent esitt4dd mm. prosodiset tekijit
Japartikkeleita koskevat aikaisemmat tutkimuksensa. Toisaalta Andrejws
(1_989: 208) toteaa, ettd diskurssipartikkelia bon ei tulisi nihdi osana
lamatptg, ja Mochet (1986: 126) mainitsee, ettd esim. partikkelin bon
ben sijoittuminen ei ole selvi. Tulkinta ei kaikissa tapauksissa olekaan

yksiselitteinen. Tarkastelkaamme seuraavaa n 4, j i
; aan i
kaksi kertaa. aytettd, jossa bon esiintyy

9 - 3 . ;
) Jre me suis dit bon euh - bon je le vois une fois donc je vais le
evoir 5
JKL3A: 683

Esimerkki antaa periaattee i
; ssa
tulkintaan: p mahdollisuuden kolmeen

PUHUJA LAUSUJA

a) e - . ;
(a) je me suis dit bon euh - bon Je le vois une fois donc
Je vais le revoir

®) je me suis dit bon
euh - bon je le vois une fois donc jevais le
revoir

(b) je me suis dit bon euh - bon je le vois une fois donc je vais le
revoir

(a) Jos molemmat partikkeli d nii aliin jasva i
guh. ja tauko katsotaan II()uuluviksit sSe]:l?(-alec;lr((j)ir:l vasli]ilsn ﬁﬁ:ﬁ'ta{lgeeml
kuvxt_eltava. sellainen epitodennikdinen tulkinta ,ettﬁ puhu'il hal a
’?Zgi;x:lnollliestti osoittaa lausujan epirsineen puixeenvuoronjsa alu;lsaaﬁl

» uskottavampi mahdollisuus (b) olisi olettaa, etti i ja
gzgl.(o merkltse\{at pl}hujan, eivit lausujan, epirdintia. Pul:fnja)ll Iellel:ggltlaijsail

-jak§on .partllgkehlla bon, joutuisi miettimaan hetken lainauks
muqtoﬂu? ja aloittaisi tdman jilkeen lainauksen uudelleen toistamaﬁn
partikkelin. Tihin viittaisi tauon sijoittuminen rajaksi partikkelier::



98

viliin. Sellainenkaan tulkinta (c) ei ole pois suljettu, jossa bon euh -
olisi selvédsti puhujan oman puhunnoksen jisentimiseen liittyvissi
kaytossd osoittamassa siirtymad rakenneyksikostd toiseen.
Seuraavassa otteessa puhuja luettelee vastauksia, joita hinen
tuntemansa nuoret olivat saaneet kysyessdan ihmisiltd ndiden uskonnol-

lista vakaumusta. Johtoilmaisua il y a eu toutes les réponses seuraa
partikkelikiteyma si tu veux:

(10) ily a eu toutes les réponses si tu veux euh je crois pas en Dieu
parce que la science répond 2 toutes les questions " il y a eu je
Crois pas... JKL7A: 50

Esimerkki eroaa edellisestd olennaisesti, silld kysymyksessd on
partikkeli, johon kuuluu toisen persoonan subjektipronomini tu. Suoran
esityksen yhteydessd téllaisten ’mind’, ’sind’ tai ’te’ pronominin
sisdltdvien partikkelien kdytt6d rajoittaa se, ettd niiden tulkitaan
viittaavaan ensisijaisesti kdynnissd olevaan puhujan ja kuulijan
interaktioon (vrt. Macaulay 1987: 28). Tassikin si_tu veux kuuluu
kehyskertomukseen, mitd korostaa vield sen ja SE:n alun viliss oleva
yneemi euh.

Kolmas ote on hieman toisenlainen. Siini alkuperiiseksi esitetty
lausuma ei olekaan suullinen, vaan osa kirjettd. Puhuja, jo elikkeelld
oleva nainen, kertoo, minkélaisen kutsun hén aikoo kirjoittaa nuorille,
joilla on tapana kokoontua keskustelemaan hinen kanssaan mitd
erilaisimmista aiheista:

(11) je pense leur envoyer un petit mot & chacun avant leur disant
bon ben on reprend nos petits diners - si tu es d’accord tu viens
tel jour [...] JKL7A: 236

Diskurssipartikkelit eivét normaalisti kuulu kirjoitettuun kieleen.
Vaikka esimerkissd kyseessd on kirjallinen viesti, mielletii{in se suorana
esityksend niin puheenomaiseksi, ettd se voidaan aloittaa partikkeli-
aineksella’™. Mutta onko todennikdistd, ettd bon ben kuuluisi lausujal-
le, kirjoitettuun tekstiin?

Néamai esimerkit riittdnevédt osoittamaan, miten ongelmallista on
ratkaista olisiko diskurssipartikkelit sijoitettava puhujan vai lausujan
puhunnokseen. Lisdksi on muistettava, ettd partikkeleilla on. toisaalta
vuoronsisiisid, toisaalta vuoronalkuisia funktioita. Y114 tarkastelluissa
partikkelien esiintymissa yhdistyvitkin nima kaksi puolta. Aivan kuin
missd tahansa puhunnoksessa, ne ovat puhujan keino jisentii omaa

'® Kyseessi ei ole aineiston ainut tapaus, vaan vastaava kontaminaatio saa toisia muotoja joissakin
muissa SE-jaksoissa, joissa alkuperiisend lihteena on kirjoitettu teksti.
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puhettaan ja osoittaa siirtymi uuteen yksikk66n, jonka SE-jakso
muodostaa. Ne pehmentévit tuota siirtymaa. Sijoittamalla diskurssi-
partikkelin nimenomaan sellaisen uuden jakson alkuun, joka edustaa
"puhetta puheessa” (esimerkit (9) ja (10)), puhuja luo lisdksi illuusion
SE-puhunnoksen aitoudesta. Joitakin harvoja poikkeuksia lukuun
ottamatta diskurssipartikkelit ovat timin ndkemyksen mukaisesti
puhtaasti puhujalle kuuluvaa ainesta, vaikka ne syntaktisesti ndyttii-
il;/;'i;ki;] sijoittuvan lausujan puhunnokseen. (Vrt. Sihvonen-Hautecoeur
c.

3.2 Diskurssipartikkelit suora esitys -lausuman
sisalla

}’uheenvuoron sisélla diskurssipartikkelien funktiot voi yksinkertaistaen
jakaa kolmeen pédryhmaén. Niiden ensimmainen tehtiivd on osoittaa
siirtymid (ks. ylld). Toiseksi ne voivat toimia tdyteaineksena, puheen-
vuoron varaajina puhujan epérdidessi tai tarvitessa aikaa muotoilla
vuoronsa. Kolmas ryhmi kisittdd selvemmin interaktiiviseksi luokitel-
tavan k.éiyt('in: puhuja varmistautuu ajoittain siité, ett yhteisymmarrys
héine_n itsensd ja kuulijan vililld sailyy seka puheenaiheen ettd puhuja-
kuulija -roolien jakautumisen suhteen. Toteutuvatko samat funktiot
suorassa esityksessd?

3.2.1 Esiintymit
Normaalissa puheessa vuoronsisiiset diskurssipartikkelit ovat pikem-

mml'(m séé}ntﬁ l.cuin poikkeus. Niin ei ollut tutkimusaineistossa, missi
partikkeleita esiintyi ainoastaan 12 SE-puheenvuorossa:

bon 5
quoi 3
tu vois 2
hein 2

AJZnoastaan yhden kerran esiintyvit ben, si tu veux ja enfin. Yhdistel-
missd partikkelit esiintyvit kahdesti: si tu veux - tu vois ja et puis bon.

_ Selitysta tahan vahdiseen esiintymien mazradn voitaneen etsid
tayglllsen lausuman tai puheenvuoron ja SE-vuoron eroista. Ensim-
mdinen vaikuttava tekiji on se, ettd SE-vuorot ovat yleensi suhteellisen
]yl}yltéi. Kun ne venyvit useiden lauseiden mittaisiksi, puhuja usein
toistaa johtoilmaisun, joka katkaisee lainauksen jdsentden sitd, ja
osoittaa samalla, ettd hin ei ole palannut kehystekstiin (Vincen’t &
Dubois 1991). Puhunnoksen rakenteen osoittamisessa ei partikkelien
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kiyttd ole siis tarpeen. Seuraava esimerkki, jossa SE-vuoron e;ri osat
jdsentyvit toisiinsa bon partikkelin vilitykselld, on kuitenkin poikkeuk-
sena tihin periaatteelliseen tilanteeseen:

(12) ¢a a commencé a me plaire - parce que je m’éta.ls’ dit euh: " bon
actuellement c’est C’est pas possible de pa.rler qu'une langup --
bon déja dans I'enseignement c’est difficile - - en linguistique
Cest un peu ridicule de connaitre qu'une langue: - bon il faut
consulter plein de revues: il y a plein d’étrangers qui passent au
GARS bon - c’est un peu ridicule euh - vous parlez quoi euh:
le frangais " pff - - Salamanca 14: 15

Puhuja, nuori kielitieteilijé, kertoo pﬁﬁtﬁksestéiﬁ.n oppia vieraita
kielis esittden itsensd lausujaksi SE-jaksossa. Hén aloittaa toteamalla
kielitaidon vilttimattdmaksi ja esitt4d sitten perusteluja !t.éisityk.selleel}.
Pitkin lainauksen sisiltimit eri perustelut jasentyvit toisiinsa diskurssi-
partikkelilla bon. Tdmén havainnollistamiseksi plen siser}téinyt seuraa-
vassa argumentit siten, ettd uusi sisennysaste osoittaa kyseisen argumen-
tin tukevan edelliselld sisennysasteella olevaa:

- nykyisin on pakko osata useita kielid o o
silld - bon opetusalalla kielitaito on tarpeen, kielitieteessa vield
eneman . 0 o Saee e
silli - bon alalla joutuu lukemaan v1eras_k1e1151a lehtla. )
- lausujan tutkimusryhmassa kéy paljon ulkomaalaisia
niinpd - bon on noloa vastata osaavansa vain ranskaa
kavijoiden kysyessé kielitaidosta™.

Vastaavasti seuraavassa otteessa Luzzatin (198§: ?8) “léihinnéi
faattiseksi luokittelema partikkeli quoi katk:(llsee ) pltkahkor.l SE-
puhunnoksen. Puhuja kertoo siind, milld sanoilla hdn on aloittanut
tarinan toisessa viestintétilanteessa:

(13) javais eu I'idée de donner - de raconter la fin - d’abord et de
dire " voila comment il a fini - maintenant que vous savez ¢a on
va pouvoir rigoler - avec euh ce qui arrive a Krishna toutes les
bergeres qu'il courtise et tout ce qui lui arrive quoi maintenant
on peut rire - maintenant qu’on sait comment ¢a va finir " - et
dans la salle JKL15A: 265

Puhunnosta rytmittdvin funktion lisdksi quoi voi toimia myds
merkkini jonkin osan parafraasisesta uudelleen muotoilusta (ks. Roulet

¥ Viimeinen perustelu sisaltaa SE-dialogin, jossa lausujina ovat edelld mainitut ulkomaalaiset ja
lausuja itse: )
Ulkomaalaiset: vous parlez quoi?
Lausuja: le frangais
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et al. 1987: 102 - 103). Néaytteessd (13) timai ndyttdisi toteutuvan
seuraavasti: ce qui arrive 3 Krishna toistuu ensin tismillisemmissi
muodossa toutes les bergeres qu’il courtise ja sitten vield alkuperdisesta
hieman muunnetussa muodossa tout ce qui luj arrive. Diskurssipartikke-
li quoi osoittaa parafraaseista koostuvan lausekesarjan lopun.

Toinenkin syy diskurssipartikkelien vihdiseen madriin SE-
puhunnoksissa juontuu lausumien Iyhyydesti. Kun SE-lausumat
koostuvat yleensi vain yhdest tai kahdesta lauseesta, ei niiden sisalli
tarvita muotoiluaikaa. On myds otettava huomioon, etti koska lainaus
esitetddn kuuluvaksi alun perin jollekin toiselle lausujalle, ei sanavalin-
tojen tai muotoilun voi enéi katsoa kuuluvan sen toistoon. Puhujan on
rakennettava oma kehystekstind toimiva puhunnoksensa niin, ettd
"vieraalle puhujalle” kuuluva jakso vaikuttaa koherentilta, valmiilta
kokonaisuudelta®. Kaikenlainen tiyteaines (partikkelit, yneemit,
toistot) on tdmin wvuoksi suhteellisen vihiistd SE-jaksojen sisilld
silloinkin kun puhunnos on pitkihkd. Lahinni kysymykseen tulevat
yneemit, eivit varsinaiset partikkelit.

Myoskidn korjaukset eivit edellisen perusteella sovi suoraan
esitykseen, mika merkitsee, ettei niihin tyypillisesti liittyvid diskurssipar-
tikkeleita esiinny SE-jaksoissa. Niinpd esimerkiksi puheessa varsin
monikayttdinen partikkeli enfin, jonka funktioista yksi on korjauksen
merkitseminen (ks. Sihvonen-Hautecoeur 1992a; vrt. Andrews 1989),
puuttuu ldhes tdysin. Poikkeuksena on seuraava esimerkki, jossa
adjektiivi ridicule korvataan adjektiivilla curieux:

(14) jamais tu diras " ah vous &tes ridicules les les francais enfin pas
ridicules mais enfin c’est curieux les frangais parce que vous
faites comme ci en Finlande on fait comme ca" JKL9A: 653

3.2.2 Partikkelien sijoittuminen

Esimerkkien (12 - 13) ja (14) vertailu saa miettimiin samaa kysymysti
kuin vuoronalkuisia diskurssipartikkeleita tarkasteltaessa: sijoittuvatko
partikkelit lausujan vai puhujan tekstiin? Kahdessa ensimmaisessi
otteessa bon ja quoi niyttivit sulautuvan tdysin SE-puhunnokseen,
mutta viimeisessd esimerkissd (14) tilanne on toinen. Siini enfin jii
esityksen ulkopuolelle, puhujan tekstiin. Voidakseen tehdi korjauksen
SE-jaksoon puhuja joutuu palaamaan kehystekstiin, toisin sanoen
nostamaan viliaikaisesti oman &44nensa ohi lausujan &éinen. Korjates-
saan SE-puhunnoksen muotoa puhuja tosiasiassa korjaa omaa

”’Ellei Puhujan tarkoituksena sitten ole osoittaa esimerkiksi, etté lausujaksi esitetylld henkilolla
on vaikeuksia muotoilla omaa puhettaan.
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puhetoimintaansa®. Kun tarvittava muutos on tehty, siirtyy puhuja
jdlleen taka-alalle..

Kiteyminomainen yhdistelma mais enfin on oiva esimerkki SE-
ja kehyspuhunnoksen rajojen hdmartymisesté (ks. Léon 1988). Vaikka
intuitiivisesti vaikuttaakin siltd, ettd partikkeli toimii merkkind tuon
ikdan kuin sulkuihin sijoittuvan korjauksen paittymisestd, on vaikea

_ pasttai, olisiko se katsottava vield osaksi puhujan sanoja vai sijoit-

tuvaksi jo lausujan puhunnokseen. Jaksotus voi olla joko (a) tai (b):

PUHUJA LAUSUJA

(a) jamais tu diras
enfin pas ridicules
mais enfin Cest curieux les francais parce que

VOus...

ah vous étes ridicules les frangais

ah vous étes ridicules les frangais

(b) jamais tu diras
mais enfin c’est curieux les...

enfin pas ridicules

Jalkimmaisessi tapauksessa on koko ensimmainen SE-osuus (ah
vous &tes ridicules les francais) katsottava pyyhityksi pois. Konnektiivi-
partikkeliyhdistelm esiintyisi téssa tulkinnassa aloittimena (jamais tu
diras "mais enfin cest curieux...) ja siithen liittyisi kédrsiméattdmén
himmaistelevd intonaatio.

Vastaava paluu kehystekstiin syntyy esimerkissi (15), jossa SE-
jakson keskelld on partikkeli hein ja tauko:

(15) d’année en année on disait " ben non on reste parce que on va
partir hein - on reste rue du parc " et on
(Kuulija: oui) 4A: 161

Ylld esimerkin (10) yhteydessd todettiin jo, ettd interaktion
sadtelyyn liittyvdt partikkelit tulkitaan normaalisti osaksi puhujan ja
kuulijan vilistd viestintdtilannetta. Juuri niin kuulijakin tulkitsee
partikkelin hein, johon hén reagoi lyhyelld palautteella oui puhujan
pienen tauon aikana.

SE-vuoron sisidiset diskurssipartikkelit voi esimerkkien perus-
teella jakaa kahteen ryhmién: toisaalta ne esiintymit, joissa partikkeli
sijoittuu  saksi pitkdd SE-puhunnosta ja toisaalta ne, joissa se toimii
merkkini siirtymista lainauksen ja kehystekstin vélilld. Silloin kun SE-
puhunnos on katkennut esimerkiksi korjauksen tai puhujan jonkin

2 Tuntuisi kaukaa haetulta olettaa, ettd puhuja toistaisi jopa lausujan tekemit virheet ja niiden
korjaukset. Uskollisen toiston illuusiollakin on rajansa.
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hu.omautuksen vuoksi, diskurssipartikkeli osoittaa paluun suoraan
esitykseen (Léon 1988: 111).

3.3 Diskurssipartikkelit suora esitys -vuoron lopussa

Puheenvuorojen lopussa diskurssipartikkelit osoittavat ennen kaikkea
ettd puhuja on saanut sanottua sen, miti halusi, ja ettd hin on valmis
luovuttamaan vuoron kuulijalle. Niiden funktio on siis olennaiselta
qgaltaan keskustelun, ei niinkd4n puheenvuoron sisdiseen, jasentelyyn
liittyva. Tyypillisid vuoronloppuisesti kiytettéivii partikkeleita ovat quoi,
mutta samassa asemassa esiintyvit myos si tu veux, tu vois ja erityisesti
kysyvalld intonaatiolla lausuttu hein, jotka kaikki antavat kuulijalle
n".nahdollisuuden reagoida joko pelkilld palautteella tai myos pyr-
11(:;2;“15 siirtyméén puhujarooliin (vrt. André-Larochebouvy 1984: 142 -

. Aineistossa esiintyy suora esitys -jaksojen lopussa, kehystekstin
rajalla, yhteensd 34 diskurssipartikkelia:

bon 18
quoi 6
hein 2
si tu veux 2

Yhfien'kerrap esiintyy jokainen seuraavista partikkeleista ja partik-
kehyhdlstelmlstﬁ: bon ben, tu vois, voyez, enfin, enfin tu vois, hein -
quoi.

Vail'(ka edelld mainitut vuoronloppuiset partikkelit olivatkin
mukana,. eivat ne olleet enemmistond. "Yleispartikkeli® bon, joka
normaalissa puheessa sijoittuu ldhinna marginaalisesti puheenvuoron
loppuun, on tavallisin. Esimerkissi (16) sitd edeltdd syntaktiselta
rakenteeltaan tiydellinen lauseke (j’écris pour durer), kun taas (17):ssa

edeltdva IE{I.JSC (on veut) jai keskenerdiseksi puhujan siirtyessa takaisin
kehystekstiin:

(16) je me,rappelle un mauvais écrivain qui disait " j'écris pour durer
bon c’était une formule JKL17B: 469

(17) des gens qui pleuraient qui qui immédiatement ont dit - " oui -
on veut faire partie de I’association - on veut - bon - ils ont - été
motives Ca sort 15: 6

' Partikkel_i he.in (18) ja kiteyma tu vois (19) toimivat seuraavassa
aivan vastagv.as_t'l kuin SE-puhunnoksen sisilli: ne ovat osa puhujan ja
kuulijan vilista vuorovaikutustilannetta, eivit lainaukseen kuuluvia.
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Titd korostaa kuulijan tuottama minimipalaute mm, joka molemgnssa
niytteissd liittyy partikkelin esiintymiseen. My0Os si_tu veux esiintyy
aineistossa samassa asemassa.

is " toi t i i le ou ou autre
8) tu te dis " toi t'as pas le droit de faire la gueul
ol chose tu es 12 pour trois ou quatre mois et tu as intérét 4 bosser

et tot hein - quoi moi c’est

(Kuulija: mm) JKL16B: 114

(19) je l'ai rappelé 12 hier [...] po;rf lui dire " ne m’oubliez pas - fu
is c’est assez désagreable a faire
s (Kuulija: oui mm) JKL3A: 496

Konklusiivisen guoi-partikkelin sijoitt}lminen ei ole a?xar: ).'ht::«?
selvisti todettavissa. Esimerkissd (20) lau§u1a ].(eskustelee.laaka.ru?a
kanssa hoitotoimenpiteistd. Diskurssipartikkeli on lausujan "pltkz.l.l}
puheenvuoron lopussa, juuri ennen seuraavaan vuoroon liittyvad

johtoilmausta:

j’ai di " g ie- it I’étendue
2 ’ai dit-euh " on prend larthroscop}e euh [.:.] on vplt" !
0 {iels dégits et puis on sera fixé quoi - alors il me dit " OK rn‘als

avant de passer [...] JKLI16A: 46

ntuisi luonnolliselta ndhdi quoi selvemmin 0sana suoraa esi-

tysté kl'fl‘:I esimerkeissd (16) - (19) tarkastellut partikkelit. Taha;(n
viittaavat tauko ja konnektiivi alors, jotka korostavat katkosta lainauk-

ja kehystekstin vélilla. ]
e kl?/[iZtittﬁessii diskurssipartikkelien kéyttod SE-Jaks.on lopus.s.a, on
syytd katsoa my0s, mitd muita lekseemeji vastaavassa palk'flssa esm}(ty‘)_'.
Lainauksen jilkeinen kehystekstijakso alkaakin usein jollakin konne tii-
villa. Tutkimusaineistossa yleisimpié ovat et ja alors, harve.l.nmlr.}
esiintyvdt puolestaan mais, parce que, m ja puis. E(!elleen nﬁyttaaf
siltd, ettd esimerkin (20) kaltainen yll.d{s..telmg on poﬂ;keukss: meflr(l.
siirtymd puhunnostasolta toiselle merkxt:aan vain joko dxskurssxpa{tln -
kelilla tai konnektiivilla. Ndin suora esitys -!akson logpu saa selvin
muodollisen merkitsimen. Se on rinnastettawssz}' fun{moltaar} johtoil-
maukseen, vaikka sen kiytto ei o;ekaan yhtd sdinnénmukaista. (Ks.

6s Sihvonen-Hautecoeur 1992c. o
e Slzl;‘r;(;lyysin perusteella voikin togiet.a, ettz}“disk}_lr.smpartll.(kehet}
rooli on "vuoronloppuisessa” asemassakin ]91(0 §aa('iella {nterz.aktlo.tal tai
jAsentdd kehysdiskurssia. Vain poikkeuksellisesti voi partikkelin mieltaa
osaksi lausujan puhunnosta.
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4 LOPUKSI

Tarkoitukseni tissd artikkelissa oli kolmitahoinen. Taustaksi omalle
tutkimukselleni halusin ensinnikin mainita useissa ranskalaisissa
tutkimuksissa kédytetyn keskeisen viitekehyksen ja esitelld esimerkin-
omaisesti hieman tarkemmin kolmea artikkelia.

Toinen kisitteleméni kysymys koski suora esitys -jaksojen
tunnistamista ja erottumista puhunnoksesta, johon ne sijoittuvat.
Naytta silts, etta syntaktiset rajat lainauksen ja kertovan kehystekstin
vililld eivdt ole niin selvdt kuin yleensd oletetaan. Prosodiset vih-
jeetkddn eivit aina riita osoittamaan, missi suora esitys alkaa ja missd
se loppuu.

Artikkelin viimeisessd, yksityiskohtaisimmassa osuudessa ana-
lysoin  diskurssipartikkelien esiintymid suora esitys -puhunnosten
yhteydessa. Lahtokohtana ollutta partikkelien deskriptiivisti tarkastelua
sijoittumispaikan mukaan (mit4 partikkeleita esiintyy lainauksen alussa,
mitd keskelld ja mit4 lopussa) laajensin miettimilld, kenen puheeseen,
lausujan vai puhujan, partikkelit oikeastaan kuuluvat. Kaikissa asemissa
yleisimmin esiintyi bon, jota voisikin luonnehtia jonkinlaiseksi "perus-
partikkeliksi". Sen sijaan funktioltaan selvisti interaktiivisia partikkeleita
(esimerkiksi tu vois) oli aineistossa suhteellisen vihan. Tutkittuja
lekseemeji oli eniten suora esitys -jaksojen alussa, missd ne toimivat
ikddn kuin aloittimina, mutta samalla jasentdvit puhujan tekstia.
Vuorojen sisilld partikkelit olivat harvinaisia. Ne osoittivat yleensi SE-
jaksossa tapahtuvan katkoksen merkiten viliaikaista paluuta kehysteks-
tiin. Puheenvuorojen lopussa diskurssipartikkelien kiyttd on rinnastet-
tavissa konnektiivien kaytt66n: ne sijoittuvat SE-puhunnoksen ulkopuo-
lelle ja toimivat merkkini paluusta kehyspuhunnokseen.

Kaiken kaikkiaan siis esimerkkiaineiston valossa diskurssi-
partikkelien funktio nayttaisi liittyvén ennen kaikkea puhujan oman
tekstin rakenteen jésentelyyn: kaikissa kolmessa esiintymisasemassaan
ne osoittavat siirtymid kehystekstin yksikdsté toiseen. Vain poikkeuksel-
lisesti niiden voi katsoa toimivan kiintesni osana suoraa esitysti.
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Discourse markers in direct speech in spoken French

Paivi Sihvonen-Hautecoeur

Abstract

Discourse markers in direct speech sequencies (quotations) in spoken
French analysed. Two discourse levels are established: the quotation
attributed to a reported speaker and the background discourse imputed
to the reporting speaker. Some observations are made concerning the
limits between these levels. An analysis based on positional critera
shows that discourse markers typically occur between an introductory
phrase and the beginning of a quotation where they appear to be part
of the quoted speech, but also contribute to the structuring of the
reporting speaker’s turn. In the few cases where markers are placed in
quotation internal position, they usually indicate a temporary
interruption of the quoted sequence. Placed at the end of a direct
speech segment, they mark a transition to the background discourse,
and their role is similar to that of connectors linking together discourse
units. The most frequently used item is bon while others markers, more
clearly interactive in their form and function (e.g. tu vois), seldom
occur. This descriptive analysis indicates that discourse markers are
primarily belong to the reporting speaker’s discourse rather than the
direct speech segment.
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READING AND INTERPRETATION OF WRI

TTE
TEXTS AS A LINGUISTIC, COGNITIVE AND :
SOCIAL PROCESS OF NEGOTIATION

Sirpa Leppinen
University of Jyviskyld
Department of English

1 INTRODUCTION

t1)&5 pofmted out by. l?rmyn and Yule (1983: 70) in discourse analysis the
basis for fhe 1den't1flcatlon and analysis of what a spoken or written text
is abo'ut , or of. 1ts contents or topic(s)’, is very seldom made explicit
The criteria for judging the topic(s) of a text are taken for granted anci
regafdec! as a pretheoretical given. In Brown and Yule’s view (i983'
Z‘:)r);n tic:lpxt(;1 (éould lbe.des;:r(ijbed as the most frequently used unexplained'
. analysis of discourse". Even though : i ’
indeed refer to something that we intuitively fgeelt?seoﬁnt?wt?ep“i:nntll?z
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indeed refer to something that we intuitively feel is out there, in the
text, its inexpliciteness can seriously vye.aken our analysis. The reasqﬁ
for this is that our criteria, inexpll_cn as they may be, can sti

powerfully affect and even predeternpne what we as analysts can lg1€t
out of texts. In particular, if our criteria are such.that they as§un11e th at
the meaning of a text is somehow embedded in tht? text itse f.t 1ey
prevent us from analysing language use as truly social and variab ei
which, paradoxically, is generally acknowledged as one of the centra

ims in di rse analysis. o

| . m'l(‘illl?:o:rtgzle wil){ argue for the specification of the criteria fpr
determining the topic/ contents/meaning of a text. To r‘nake thlS. pou(llt
various psychological models of text compreh.ensxon will b.e rlev1§:we. .
paying special attention to their partl_cular chonqes of apalytlca criteria,
and compared to literary models of interpretation whlqh often appear
to rely on very similar criteria. On thc; basis of th1§ review the notions
of text and meaning will also be examined. The article will also sugges}
that solely psychological models perpap.s narrow down. the scope o
discourse analytic study of texts, and it will question thel.r r.elev?n'ce to
discourse analysis, as opposed to broader, .psychosoc1olmgu1st1c or
social-interactive models of text comprehen51pn. ’I:he relevanc? of a
social-interactive model to discourse an'fllysis will be 1llustrate’d with the
case of professional literary interpretations on Shakespeare’s drama.

2 PSYCHOLOGICAL AND LITERARY MODELS
OF READING AND INTERPRETATION:®

i i Is with different
In both psychology and literary studies mode .
hermeneutli)cal orientations abound. In psychology d.xffere_nt modfels
have traditionally followed each other more or less dialectically, with

5 . : . less
2 ing research the focus of interest is reading, which usually refers to the more or
autonf:ti;e?)fmugnconscious ability and activity of phonetic, lexical and selyilln_nc dccod;gg axvlv%g;
inferencing by readers. Literary studies, in turn, are generally concerned mi ul:tefrpreta }onzs) eh
usually means the understanding of the language, theme(s) and non-obvious -el;l(‘:tho n}e‘augmg ) o
text. Nevertheless, reading and interprelalti(ou have soalln;elhmg ?tggﬂ;n?;&t:(; s :;t:limi: a:equire
by readers to make sense ot: a text. Moreover, also non- gy e
i i rts from their readers. In this respect the borderline een
ﬁ:::g:z:x‘i:o: ?;Onot a clear one. It is most probably impossible to decide whcr; rclz;dmg ‘sit(.)p:e::;
interpretation begins. These two activities could thus be taken to shade into each other and in

in the totality of the reading/interpretive activity.
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the newer model replacing the previous one, and becoming the
dominant one for some time (which has been referred to by Grabe
(1988: 66) as the bandwagon effect of reading research!). In literary
studies, in turn, different models have existed simultaneously, in a state
of mutual, and often fertile, critique. At a first glance very similar
orientations within the two disciplines can be located. On the basis of
the categorisation suggested in reading research, these models could be
divided into three categories, into the Text-based, Reader-based, and
Interactive models.

It is important to remember, however, that in most cases the
different approaches to be reviewed below represent only one
particular stage in their developers’ thinking. As a consequence, the
review should be regarded as an illustration of various fairly typical
orientations towards reading/interpretation, and not as detailed
analyses of the particular models and of their development.

2.1 Text-based models

There are both literary and psychological text-based models which insist
that the text is the repository of meaning. The text is the full vessel,
and the reader the empty one, into which the text in a way pours its
contents. The text is thus a highly active force in determining what its
meaning is, and the reader a passive receiver of the textual stimulus.
In psychological reading research the LaBerge and Samuels
model (1974) is an example of a text-oriented model. Like other (no
doubt behavioristically-oriented) Information Transfer models (eg.
Gough 1972, Carver 1990), their model took for granted the text’s
supremacy. For them the text was the embodiment of authorial
meaning, which the reader, provided s/he was capable of successfully
processing the text, could acquire. Typically, this assumption was more
taken for granted than explicitly formulated by the advocates of the
Information Transfer view. An exception to this is Ronald P. Carver
(1990: 5) who defines reading comprehension as "understanding the
complete thoughts of the author as they are encapsulated in the
successive sentences of written texts”. A similar premiss seems to
underlie also LaBerge’s and Samuels’s work: they write, for example, of
the "journey taken by words from their written form on the page to the
eventual activation of their meaning" (LaBerge & Samuels 1974: 293).
Words thus contain their meaning, and activate, in the form of visual-
graphemic stimuli, the comprehension process. The reader, in turn, is
the receiver of the physical stimuli, and the operator of the
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psychological computer which decodes the stimuli and unravels its
mformaltrllo%gf:rr;z%ﬁdies New Criticism, which was influential from
the 1940’s to the 1960’s, could alsq be regarded as all) ) tei(_t-:a;elg
approach. The New Critics saw the literary text as an o Je(;: 1; on
autonomous whole, which did not need to be exph.cate y 2 y
"extrinsic" methods, such as biography, psychology, or hlst506ry (Iseeve.g.
Wimsatt & Beardsley 1954; and Wellek & Warren 1(91 { ntemr):
Saussurean terms the literary text was ta-ken to_have an l1 lea ;ytso m
a langue - or a structure of determfnatlon.whlch was C au}rlle: Dot
as itself even though it was brought into being qnly throllllgk 21 vlv idual
readings - through the individual parole of reading (Welle
16 1§l:’)‘(z'understand the text, all that was needed was thed"close;
reading” of the text itself. This meant, fo.r instance, that rea}t1 irtsh;)
literature had to be taught the correct re'admg tec}mmquqs sot at Thi)s,
would be able to unlock the meaning.beheved to lie w1th1r} a tec)l( r e
position also meant a categoricalfdeml{)tl of thei;e;:eer;ir;f:t;:) nre?see; ye >
i ing as criteria for literary : oL
%’:/Jit::;:til&ng:;dﬁey 1954: 10 for their famous "Affective Fallacy" and

o ional Fallacy"). ) )
Intennl%?iihael R?gfgterre (e.g. 1981), who is a representative of a more

recent structuralist trend in literary studies, similarly favc_)uxls1 ‘the te()l(t.
In his view the literary text is strikingly self-suffi.aenltl;. 11111 1sa:icr)‘rg f;
i ity is 1 construct in which me

"the representation of reality is' a verba 'hich me:

achievel:)d by reference from words to words, no.t to things (Riffaterre

1981: 107). In other words, the literary text lS“ fllln(}i:‘rfl}e?ta ey,ys &%r;
ential, as i ide itself at all. In Riffaterr

referential, as it does not refer outside i

interpretation does not require any krlllowltl:ldge o(f1 nolims v:)sf"ttgzu]%l;&;:;

i i i t the reader kn

the conventions of society, provided tha .

in which they are encoded” (Riffaterre 1981: }13.) Wh'flt this means fpr

reading is that the text is a closed textual universe Wth'h prescfrlbes its

own interpretation, leaving no room for the reader to improvise.

2.2 Reader-based models

iscipli i f the text has in theory
In both disciplines the idea of the supremacy o :
arllso been qugstioned and challenged. Again, it appears‘that in botp oj
them very similar approaches emerged; approaches which emphasize
the role of the reader.
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In reading research Kenneth Goodman’s (see e.g. 1967, 1968)
psycholinguistic model of reading seems, at the first glance at least, to
underline the centrality of the reader in the reading process. In a
reaction against the earlier Information Transfer views, Goodman
insisted that in reading the driving force is the reader’s mind at work
with the text. He also suggested that the reader’s background
knowledge, linguistic, conceptual and experiential, is an important force
channelling and constraining reading. On the basis of his/her
background knowledge the reader predicts and hypothesizes what is
likely to follow in a text. Consequently, the reader depends less on the
actual text. (Goodman 1967: 39). Goodman (1975: 7) also seems to
acknowledge the fact that there may be variation in reading, owing to
the potentially different sociolinguistic backgrounds of readers.

Nevertheless, Goodman’s reader-orientation is only apparent.
The reason for this is that he, in the same way as the earlier
Information Transfer modellers, was still of the opinion that the
ultimate goal of reading is the comprehension of the author’s meaning,
For example, he wrote that in written language "a message has been
encoded by the writer in graphic symbols spatially distributed on the
page”, and that "the reader attempts to reconstruct a message from the
writer" (Goodman 1968: 15). Thus, in the same vein as the text-based
models of reading, meaning seems to be a reification, a quality of the
text, which the reader, provided s/he is sufficiently developed
linguistically, experientially and conceptually, is able to reconstruct.

In literary studies various reader response and reception
theories have also been put forward. For example, in the USA.
Norman Holland (e.g. 1975) and David Bleich (e.g. 1978) in their own
respective theories argued that reading is a fundamentally subjective
activity. In Bleich’s Subjective Criticism (1978: 111), in particular, it was
claimed that the literary text is an empty stimulus which can only be
"seen” by readers as black marks on paper. The text does not contain
any meanings or information which would ensure that readers’
perceptions could be the same - these are only subjective societal
choices "widely accepted as permanent categories of objective
knowledge about literature" (Bleich 1978: 265). In other words, the text
functions only as a perceptual trigger. More important than the text are
then the reader’s subjective experiences, assumptions and expectations,
which powerfully direct the interpretive process; so powerfully, in fact,

that the reader’s reconstruction of the text may be completely
idiosyncratic and unconventional. In stark contrast to the Text-Based
approach, and to Goodman’s apparently Reader-Based model, Bleich’s

approach thus insists that the text is the empty vessel, and the reader
the full one.
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2.3 Interactive models

Broadly parallel interactively oriented models aso seem to exist in both
frameworks. These models take the process of reading to be one of
interaction between a text and a reader: the text is taken to contribute
something, and the reader other things.

In David Rumelhart’s (1977: 573 - 4) psychological model, for
instance, the central tenets are that the text is not only the input, or
stimulus, for the reader’s processing, but that it also contains
information which influences and constrains the reader’s perception
and interpretation. The reader’s role is as important as that of the
text, for it is the reader who, by making use of linguistic, semantic and
pragmatic information, computes the text in highly complex cycles of
parallel processing. However, in the same way as LaBerge & Samues
and Goodman, Rumelhart also considers the text as the criterium
according to which meaning is determined. More specifically, in
Rumelhart’s view reading is successful when it "ends with a definite
idea about the author’s intended message" (Rumelhart 1977: 573).

Also Walther Kintsch’s and Teun van Dijk’s (1978)
comprehension and production model of written language is interactive
in nature. In this view comprehehension is controlled by both the
reader’s goals, or schema, and by the the text and its structure. The
schema determines which micro-propositions (i.e. semantic structures
of a text on the local level of the discourse) are relevant in terms of
determining the gist of the text (or what the text is about). Kintsch
and van Dijk also note that the semantic macrostructure (the gist) of
the text may consist of information which is not present in the original
text base, and which thus must be the result of inferencing.
Consequently, their model takes into account that readers’ schemata
may in fact direct reading to different end-products. There may then be
variation in the ways people comprehend or interpret one and the
same text. At the same time Kintsch and van Dijk also argue that if a
text has a conventional structure (like, for example, stories or research
reports have) they necessarily suggest the relevance of particular well-
defined schemata, which of course means that there will be uniformity

in the ways these kind of texts are read. (Kintsch & van Dijk 1978:

373). .
Interestingly, Kintsch and van Dijk no longer take authorial
intention to be the ultimate goal and norm of reading. Instead, they
see comprehension as controlled and shaped by text types, and by
reader goals. In this respect their model represents a new opening in
psychological models of reading. A similar premiss has also been
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adopted by other recent (schema-theoretically oriented) models of
reading. For example, the reading/writing model suggested by David
Pearso’n and Robert Tierney (1984) suggests that, depending on the
feaders g?als, .knowledge and prior experience, s/he constructs, or
composes” an intepretation of the text, which may or may not b’e in
accordanc? wx-th what the author intended. In these two approaches
text meaning is no longer embedded in the text, but something which
truly emerges out of the reader’s interaction with the text.
In lltergry studies the model suggested by Wolfgang Iser (e
1978), ) whp Is a representative of the German school gf
Rezepponsésthetik, is similarly based on the idea that readin is
essentlally' an interactive process between the reader and the lite%a
text. In. th1§ view, 'the text has a dual function: it has its structures (?E
fietermm:atlop which instruct and guide the reader’s activities, and its
mdetermmagnes, or blanks, which the reader must "fill" th’rou h a
process of‘ "ideation". The blanks are also the force which trig €rs
mterpr.etatlf).n: in Iser’s view (1978: 166) "the very lacl%g of
gscertalpablhty and defined intention [...] brings about the text-reader
Interaction”. The reader’s goal in this is that s/he strives to construct
meanm%ful z;r;(d coherent interpretation of the text. )
L ser, like Kintsch and van Dijk, and P i
insists th:«:lt thqre is no one authorijty in rea?iziilrlsg(,mbi?il;lz;lf rtr}llzy’tél;;i:
meann’1g is basically the end-product of the textual constraint and the
reade‘r § Interpretive operations. The criteria for deciding textual
meaning are thus simultaneously textual and experiential, objective
and s.ubjc.ecnve, static and changeable. In short for thes;: scholars
meaning is no longer a given, but a dynamic even’t.
e 'I(‘ihc above c!ass§ﬁcation of. the different orientations follows
e stan a{d categorisation according to which reading research has
conceptuahsqd the development of their discipline. It is by no means
a complete picture of the ways in which reading and interpretation can

2.4 Stanley Fish’s Community-based model

For example, there is no room in this categorisati

u;?qentla! model which claims that interpretgatio?t;;ma f:;m;:ﬁ;}l,
la_kalr. 'I:hlS model has been developed by Stanley Fish (1980). Fish
ike Bleich, argues that there are no objectively existent texts - there,
are only our perceptions and interpretations of texts (Fish 1980: 165)
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Texts, as well as the rest of "reality”, including ourselves, are basically
what we, under a certain particular perceptive paradigm, perceive as
such. Texts cannot function as interpretive norms because there is
strictly nothing in them.

Nevertheless, Fish’s annihilation of the textual power does not
amount to interpretive anarchy. Unlike Bleich, who gave individual
~ readers a great deal of freedom to make meanings whatever way they
wanted, Fish minimizes the amount of choice readers actually have.
He does this by introducing the notion of an interpretive community as
an authority which predetermines the ways in which a particular text
can be interpreted. By an interpretive community Fish refers to "a
bundle of strategies or norms of interpretation that we hold in
common and which regulate the way we think and perceive” (1980:
322). Instead of a textual norm Fish thus suggests an equally
compelling, socially constructivist norm, the communal consensus. By
the notion of interpretive community Fish also manages to explain
both the diversity and uniformity of readers’ responses: quite simply,
they are products of different interpretive assumptions.

The Fishian criteria for deciding textual meaning, then, are the
norms, strategies and assumptions of a particular interpretive
community; the author’s intention, the reader’s subjective responses, or
the text do not have any power at all to affect interpretation.

2.5 E.D. Hirsch’s Author-based model

Another literary approach which cannnot be fitted into the reading
research framework is the intentionalist model of interpretation
suggested by E.D Hirsch (e.g. 1967). Hirsch’s main argument (1976: 8)
is that the supreme norm in reading and interpretation must be the
authorial intention. For example, Hirsch, in addition to acknowleging
the fact that readers tend to create their own idiosyncratic, or
historically typical meanings, also states that the author’s intention
exists and that this authorial intention represents the universal and
stable- meaning of the text. Importantly, the author’s meaning cannot
directly be discovered in the text - in contrast to what the text-based
models claimed - , but it must be reconstructed by readers through
careful gathering of literary, historical and biographical data (1967:
173). Recently, this kind of intentionalist and normative models have
been subjected to a great deal of criticism. It has been argued, for
example, that authorial intention is not a straightforward concept, but,
like Eagleton (1983: 69) puts it, it is "a complex text which can be
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ii:lz/z;t;d,l:gﬁ?:lllatsddand yalriously interpreted just like any other text.”
» and social constructivist terms, Eagleton .
 al : 3 thus argues
that the author’s intention does not have an objective existence gbut

] > S t

2.6 Some observati . .
models lons on psychological and literary

On the basis of this revi i
; ew certain observations can be mad
%Zil;:)l’())g;cna; l:ll)o‘jels (excepting Kintsch & van Dijk; and Pearz'orrfh 8?
€ more recent, literary non-text-b : i
ot e s ry non-text-based models differ
n the ways in which the i
1 ' y conceptualise the tex
lr;isvrélélf,ththe scope of {cadm.g. A more fundamental differencg
. el models: is their choice of a philosophical basis
. (:;stth)g Eggrggfsfegent v1§w of meaning. The psychological models
. ed emphasis on the reader in Reader-b i
: -bas
:ﬁ;e;?ﬁi: glltode;s,dstlll (tjend to take for granted that meaning ?sdwz;:::
ended, and that this authorial ing i i
the text. In other words, the criteri o ek SFIERE s e
; , the criteria for deciding wh i i
the author’s text-imman i S thetoxt I concs
_ ent meaning. As far as th i
this position implies th i j stont cotie, wnice
at the text is an objecti i i i
powettully combe reading jectively existent entity, which
uch mI:r c:ecer;)tl htergry models, in contrast, the status of the text is
muk Seriouspl)ro ematized. In theory, the myth of the objective text has
of e Criﬁii;];es;l(:im?td lll)y riader-response critics since the withering
A nd it has been suggested instead th i
: at the tex
;nﬁ(l)lres f:lél;e1 a:1 el))(penence, or phenomenon. However, in practice thterl:
il ts dP ¢ some kind of struggle or equivocation going, on in
prOblgyms uh 1els1 about the onthology and epistemology of texts. The
someonev: e(tj er or not the text can in fact be argued to exist b'efore
e /imea s it, a}nd, copsequ_ently, whether or not it constrains the
— th ff:rp.retatlon of‘ltself is still debated. Some scholars - Bleich
e 13 or instance - Insist that there are no texts, but only our
e ;l))l E1:ons or I?terpretatxons of texts; others - Iser a,nd Hirsc}); for
- seem to assume th i ist i ’
reading, at texts do indeed exist independently of
i e;A;t) otigfs izntlih;itm}?e tl?:re is equivocation; Stanley Fish for
: ! 1 S nO answer to the questi
! . . ion wh
terpretive act is an Interpretation of. Neverthci:less, he e:éuts}fl:i
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i atabtony ey, (P 1976/1980; 475). The fact that the
i ly satisfactory way (Fis : . .
?e:tn ;:esrtiﬁlz problem tl;y literary scholars also §hows in thq wa%'ntl;a:v ;n
actual analyses of texts, the text as an authority on meanmgn ; readez
creeps back into the picture. .Ehz::lbeth F.reur'x'd, ha re;:.e Fobr 4
response critic, says the same thing: in her view "[t] eotr)e 1cal. "
which aspire to monism are systematlcall.y subverted by a mgut ng
practical duality". In her view, there may in fact be no escage :al of
this bind. As a consequence, Freund suggests that rea.derg and a );n s
of texts would fare better if they acqepted that readl?g is notd a lga ne
of mastery - the text over read<;r (1)2 I)lce versa - but a "patient dialog
i ion." (Freund 1987: 2 ; )
. mter;?e%:llgl[;, a( related observation on the text-based psycholpglcia;
and the non-text-based literary models is that they treat meaning n
quite a different way. For the psycll.lologflcal :)ri,(}g;lisvglfea)gml\gd :zitir:lsg 0
ification, an objective quality of an : t.
?feiiéfé?ﬁﬁgré and deJ:terminacll)le authori.al intention whlchhthet:hreat\g:tr
can, in his/her careful archeology of reading, extract from the the text.

This meaning is thus universal, stable and public. Theoretically,

according to these models there shf)uld . b? no vanatl.(:r:n ulsr:
comprehension or interpretation. If there is variation, hovif::ﬂ'nal;,l slsumcd
be explainable by the reader’s poor mastery of reading. It is e
then that a good reading ability and techniques are a prerequ
ion. o '

et conl?())rre:l:clzasnt literary models, in turn, meaning, like the text,t 1§n2
much more complex notion. Rather than arguing that altext1 cor;tﬁlr -
meaning, these models picture the text and meaning as plura t,hceu .
and historical. Instead of insisting on the meaning c_;f a te::jt, yinate
insist on the meanings of a text.‘Tc?xtual meaning is n.otl eterm
and determinable, but dynamic, vapablc and experl.entla . i o

Thirdly, psychological and lx.terary models picture tbe. scolpeso)
reading differently. The psychological modpls (perhapsko v1;l)u:e yin )
do not take into account the fact that reading always takes pla - in 2
social context and under an umbrella of partl?ula.r solglo-c;u e
assumptions. In other words, in _thesc models reafimg is tal Tn a(():u uem
primarily cognitive activity, which take“s plaqe /in a social v cuy é
between a text which is believed to "contain" its meaning ond @
solipsistic and "uncontaminated" reader. Even“the mque1 rgcent 1’1eo
text-based model by Kintsch anq van Dqk,‘ yvhlcf in o rrsx
acknowledges the possibility of variation as de.nvn!g ;qm rea as
divergent background schemqta, still sees reading in this way -
primarily the business of a solitary reader.

—— s —— e
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This is not the case with the recent literary models. In these
models reading and interpretation is usually regarded as (also) a social
activity. An extreme example of this is Fish’s model which says that
reading and interpretation of literary texts is completely determined by
the essentially social conventions, norms and strategies of reading, that
literary texts are in fact socially constructed. Other, less totalitarian
and more relativistic versions of the Fishian position also exist: it
seems that recent reader responce criticism more or less generally
acknowledges the fact that reading is socially constrained (see also
next section). The volume of social constraint varies, though, according
to the analysts’ ideological position, from complete determination to
the emphasis of the individual reader’s power to create idiosyncratic
readings as basis for new knowledge about literature (e.g. Bleich).

Finally, the different conceptualisation of the text, meaning and

reading in the text-based psychological models and in the recent
reader-focussed literary models reflects a more fundamental difference
between them: the difference in their philosophical basis. As also
Bloome and Greene (1984 412) have pointed out, psychological
reading research has tended to rely on the positivistic philosophy of
science. This means that the meaning of a text is taken to be an
objective quality of the objective text, a given which is not affected
by anything text-external, or by any strategies of reading and
interpretation we may subject it to. The reliance in text analysis on a
positivistic model of text comprehension would thus imply that the
criteria on the basis of which we decide what the text in question is
about are text-immanent. In this view, we know what the topic of the
text is if and when we identify the writer’s original intention. The main
problem with such a model is, however, that it assumes that the text
and the meaning of a text can be taken to exist independently of our
experiences of them, and that they can therefore be "discovered”, and
anatomized in an objective and universally replicable way.

It may be, however, that this is slowly changing, as the example
of the schema-theoretical models demonstrated. These models are
perhaps no longer strictly positivistic, but they have attempted to
conceptualise reading as involving a kind of negotiation between the
reader and the text. In this respect they resemble the recent literary
models, which are based on a distinctly more phenomenological
philosophy. They suggest that the text and its meaning are
fundamentally experiental, variable, dialectical, emergent and
negotiable.

Consequently, on the basis of these observations it could be
argued that in order to be theoretically capable of analysing what a text

is about, discourse analysts when relying on the findings of (explicitly
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or implicitly text-based) psychological rezllditng trrlese;\rrict:g;,ss}ilgrelgﬁgi
i als to the

not to assume that meaning equ : v

f)z:lrl;ﬁfll‘he writer’s intention - as the reader’s assqutlon (;g ;t}:)er tz:(;i;sl
municati ing - t represents one

nicating something - no doub' . act
?r?f‘l?;::ces tex% comprehension and interpretation, but it ;s cr:l)tt u:;i
there is. In the analysis of this residuum - .tkge complex soc1arlu;lo e
and linguistic processes of reading - an explicit and.phenome disgo cally
based model of text comprehension would, I believe, serve

analysts better.

| 3 READING AND INTERPRETATION OF

WRITTEN TEXTS AS PSYCHOLINGUISTIC
AND SOCIOLINGUISTIC PROCESS

The view of reading as a complex and multi-face;ted socio—cgltlt'lral Ttll?;
linguistic process is naturally no new im{)elptlxlog. pIrt; x;i(;?olrlln%:éent
i it is an establishe !
ading research, for example, i N
;e)cioliﬁguistic research it has also b;en suggested (sel:g e.%.séiz;rrs;te
Burke and Woodward 1982) that reading resear‘ch shlc;ut ) }Ill;)t s t;; o
iolinguisti holinguistic dimensions, bu :
the sociolinguistic and psyc . ] that aftempss
i the interpersonal con 1
1d be made to incorporate 1 4
?rt:t(;:personal one. In this view reading would then.be aa n?g;ltzl
psycholinguistic process which involves a lalln%}xagc;,l ‘Is)etlt;:t%;een e
i ationshi
ing, and the use of strategies. The re
zztr:i[[;g),nents is, furthermore, taken to }llne onet \;vh:trgn;hgy lc';lirrlgggﬁz
i ituatio ifies the mental s
situation and culture) modi !
:ﬁgl:egz—lc(ler to select certain schemata. The schemata,gg; .tligg,)affect the
use of processing strategie§ (se}t: e.gl.) H?lrs;:cztn 31y 1offe;ed b.y —_—
One such suggestion has bee nt] "
Nystrand in his social-interactive m‘())dellloft wrl(tlmagnglis?g.m’lgllte (1111;9(1 ;
ted by Nystran 1).
has later been further elabora 0 A L (o2,
i fluenced by both psycholog
odel seems to have been. in 1 _psycholo
;I;}:csii:gl research and by sociolinguistics, by Bzzlklllgélgs g(());lolllxlrtxf;l;:::lclglyy
ri i i i . Nystran : 70). 2
oriented ideas, in particular (s.ee,.e.g . c  NETeSHRE Ys
i tation have also been p
i approaches with a similar orien .
lflt:vrj:ryd gvll)lich shows, again, how reading re§earc}1ers ?nd htiraflg
szholars’ are grappling with the same basic questions in tl:lell' searc
valid criteria for text comprehension and/or interpretation.

9 e —
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3.1 Social-interactive approaches to reading and
interpretation

Even though Nystrand’s model is a model of writing, it is applicable to
reading, too. The reason for this is that in Nystrand’s view (1991: 25)
a social-interactive model of writing assumes that both in writing and
reading meaning(s) is/are not considered as located in texts, but as
something emerging between writers and readers, in what Nystrand and
Wiemelt (1991: 28), following Bakhtin (see for example Bakhtin and
Medvedev 1985: 152), refer to as the "dialogic event of meaning".,
More specifically, Nystrand and Wiemelt argue (1991: 29) that
"..meaning unfolds at the interface of highly synchronized writer-
reader cognition" where the text is understood when what is in the text
strikes a balance between what needs to be said and what may be
assumed. In other words, reading is constrained by the reciprocity
between the writer and the reader, by which Nystrand and Wiemelt
mean that readers are obliged to interpret the text in terms of what
they can decipher of the writer’s own purpose. Also, reading is
constrained by the reader’s own purposes, time and place (by the
"context of use") of reading, as well as by cultural conventions for
interpreting word meaning, syntax and genre. Thus, for Nystrand, text
meaning is a hybrid which reflects "the negotiated interests and
purposes of both writer and reader”. Finally, the role of the text in all
this, it appears, is that it mediates the respective, but (ideally)
overlapping purposes of the writer and the reader. (Nystrand &
Wiemelt 1991: 31 - 39).

Reading is thus both social - as taking place in the reader’s
context of use, - and interactive where writers and readers interact, or
negotiate the meaning of a text. In this task they are constrained by
the social principle of reciprocity, according to which "we writ[e] on
the premisses of the reader [and read] on the premisses of the writer"
(Rommetveit as quoted by Nystrand & Wiemelt 1991: 36).

In literary studies several approaches exist which have suggested
the importance of the social and interactive nature of reading and
interpretation. For example, Louise Rosenblatt’s transactional criticism
(see e.g. 1981) could be taken as such. Rosenblatt holds that meaning
derives from the confluence of the text and the reader in a particular
time and setting. The reader, building on his/her previous experiences
and assumptions of the world, provides meaning and creates a "poem",
a new experience. In doing this s/he is stimulated, guided and
constrained by the text. (Rosenblatt 1981: 11 - 12). This view is
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3.2 A social-interactive approach to the analysis of
literary critical discourse on Shakespeare

A particularly salient example of the relevance of a psychosocio-
linguistic or social-interactive approach to the analysis of written texts
is the case of canonical literary texts and their reception in different
historical contexts. For some time now I have been interested in the
analysis of the linguistic strategies with which literary critics have
reinterpreted, or recontextualised Shakespeare’s work. In order to be
able to identify, analyse and compare the different strategies used by
the critics I need a complex and multi-levelled theoretical framework.
Shakespeare’s texts have been interpreted and reinterpreted
time after time, from different ideological perspectives. To mention
only a few, the drama texts have been interpreted from a humanist,
Christian, existentialist, marxist, Freudian, Jungian, feminist, and New
Historicist /cultural materialist perspective. These kinds of alternations
in interpretive habits cannot clearly be explained by any model which
assumes that the text contains its meaning, and that this meaning is
the same in all times and places, in spite of the fact that it has
sometimes been argued that all meanings and interpretations are
encoded in the complex textual labyrinths of Shakespeare’s texts. The
question what a text is about cannot be given a once-for-all and
universal answer. The text can be about quite different things, in
different contexts, under different socio-cultural, historical and
ideological constellations. For the same reason, it is no more
approriate to claim that the multiple interpretations of the text are in
fact what the author himself intended. The author’s intention is always
a speculative interpretation, a (more or less educated) guess.

Nor can I rely on a model which focusses on the invidual
reader only. This position, in turn, challenges the claims, voiced by
certain  psychologically oriented critics, that reading Shakespeare
equals to reading oneself. The history of the reception of Shakespeare’s
work clearly demonstrates that the critics responses are not only
idiosyncratic inferences and subjective  interpretations, but also
products of their own time, and of the paradigms or episteme of
literary criticism (cf. Kuhn 1962; Foucault 1972). The critical essays
clearly reflect and are in dialogue with heir historical contexts. This
meant also that a solely cognitive Interactive model was not relevant
for my purposes.

And conversely, I cannot accept a model which claims that the
reinterpretations of the critical essays were completely determined by -
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their socio-cultural and historical contexts, or to use Fish’s term, by
their writers’ respective interpretive communities. Read:::rs of htera.ture
can in fact read against the grain, construct unconventional meanings,
or resist established reading conventions. . ) )
Instead, what I need is a view which sees llterar'y intepretation
as a complex cognitive and social process of negotiation betws:en
various forces of gravity: between the text, read?r, and setting. .Flrst,
according to this view the text functions as the stxmu!us Wh.lCh trlggerls
the activity of reading/interpretation, apd asa constralnt.w!llch controls
and channels by its particular genre, llngulst.lc and stylistic forms and
structures the ways in which the text can bt? interpreted. Furt!lermm:e,
the text is also a mediator: it mediates to its readers something of its
author’s intentions, purposes, goals and premisses. Secopdly, in t!ns
view the reader is seen as a partly idiosyncratic anfi potentially creative
constructor of meaning, and partly as a soc!ally, cultura}ly and
ideologically (and textually) conditioned agent. Thirdly, the setting - thﬁ
real physical context, the time, place, and purposes .of readllng z:js. we:t
as more general socio-cultural norms and assumptions - also 1r§c ]
reading. Finally, in different contexts of rt?admg, or in different reading
events, these components can be negotiated differently 50 that one
component may be given more power than the others. For 1nstal;1l?el,1 13
a pedagogical context of reading it may happen- that the establis 1e
conventions and strategies of reading/ mterpreta?on wl}'olly gete.rmm?
the meaning of a text. In another context, a "strong” or remstarlllt
reader may construct (a) mearfﬁnhg(s) wh}ch dlffi'l' from or challenge the
ional interpretation of the text in question.
convem\l;&)’ith this, padmittedly complex, model, the phenomepon of
plural interpretations of the one and the same text can be exam}ne%lzlxs
simultaneously textual, social and cultl.xr.al, personal and public. . c:
particular strategies of the different critics could be analysed agau;}s
the socio-cultural parameters of their dqy, or of the parameters O}f) t e
particular reading event, in a dialogue with them, and with th¢ author’s
text. In this view literary interpretation thus was not the search for
what the author meant, but a process of neg.otlatlorf where th§ reader
negotiates the different sources and constraints on interpretation.
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4 CONCLUSION

To recap, this article has dealt with the problem of determining the
criteria on the basis of which we decide what a particular text is about.
It was argued that in the analysis of what a particular text means an
approach which assumes that meaning is text-immanent is not
consistent with the overall aim of discourse analysis to analyse
language use as social and variable. On the basis of a review of certain
psychological and literary models of reading and interpretation it was
argued that a phenomenological orientation - such as suggested in
recent literary and sociolinguistic approaches - is more relevant for
discourse analysis than a positivist one, which in turn has been
characteristic for most psychological models of reading. Moreover, it
was pointed out that a phenomenological orientatation would enable
analysts to see the text as both an objective and subjective entity;
meaning as textually-constrained as well as plural, cultural and
historical; and reading and interpretation of written texts as a
negotiation process where different sources of influence - the author’s
text, the reader, the setting, and the socio-cultural conditions of
reading - all affect what the text means.

In terms of discourse analytic research there are two further
points which seem relevant. The first point is that, no matter what our
criteria are for determining what a text is about’, an awareness of the
basis of our analysis of what a text means can be a step towards better
disciplinary health, for making our analytical criteria explicit, and thus
sharing them with other researchers, means also that our analysis can
be better tested and assessed by others. Our criteria should be explicit
and theoretically based, and not implicit and pretheoretical.

Secondly, discourse analytic research - which can boast of an
impressive tradition of interdisciplinarity - could also profit from the
findings and problematizations suggested in the work of literary
scholars and stylisticians. In particular, in the analysis of the social and
cultural variation of language use stylistics and discourse analysis have
a great deal of common ground. The manipulation of style is not a
characteristic of literary writers only, but writers of other kinds of texts

* In the analysis of language use different models could very well be seen as also different kinds
of tools which are useful either with particular types of texts or with particular features of texts, A
similar point is made also by Barnett in her review of psychological models of reading in relation to
second language reading research. She (1989: 11) points out that different models, even though they
may be limited and partial, can in fact give us different insights into the process of reading.
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- journalistic, media and advertising texts, for example - may qqually
well use different styles in order to create certain effects. Literary
scholars have to a certain extent already discovered the fruitfulness of
this kind of interdisciplinarity, as the recent developments in discourse
stylistics (see e.g. Carter & Simpson 1989), literary linguistics (l?urant
& Fabb 1987), literary semantics (see e.g. the Journal of Literary
. Semantics) and literary pragmatics (see e.g. Sell 1990) demonstrate.
Linguists, in contrast, have been slower in their moves. Never.the:less,
there are signs of a growing interest among them, too, in the insights
of stylistics and a new awareness that a more interdisciplinary
framework would open up interesting new avenues for research on
texts, literary and non-literary.
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NAKOKULMIA PUHEEN JA KIRJOITUKSEN
VERTAILUUN

Minna-Riitta Luukka
Korkeakoulujen kielikeskus

1 JOHDANTOA

Suurin osa perinteisestd kielitieteellisestd tutkimuksesta on késitellyt
joko abstrahoitua kielimuotoa, irrallisia lauseita tai sanoja ja etupééssé
kirjoitettua kieltd. Vihitellen kiinnostus aitoja diskursseja ja puhuttua
kieltd kohtaan on lisdantynyt. Puheen tutkimisen avulla on mahdollista
loytaa kielisysteemistd uusia piirteitd, jotka eivit tulisi lainkaan esiin,
jos tutkittaisiin vain kirjoitettuja teksteja. o

Puhuttua ja kirjoitettua kielimuotoa on tutkittu erillisina ilmioi-
ni, mutta toisaalta on korostettu niiden vilistd ldheistd yhteytta.
Kirjoitetun ja puhutun kielen suhteita selvitettdessd on kiinnitetty
huomiota mm. seuraaviin seikkoihin: 1) Kirjoitettu ja puhuttu kieli
diskurssityyppeiné ja systeemeind (Halliday 1986, 1987; Tannen 1982,
1985), niiden leksikaaliset, kieliopilliset ja pragmaattiset erot (Horowitz
1987; Chafe 1985, 1986). 2) Kirjoitetun ja puhutun kielen tuottaminen
(Chafe & Danielewicz 1987). 3) Puhujan, kirjoittajan, kuulijan ja
lukijan rooli vilittdjind (Duranti & Brenneis 1986; Nystrand 1982,
1987; Chafe 1982, 1986). 4) Kuunteleminen ja lukeminen samanlaisina
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prosesseina  (Danks & End 1987; Townsend et al. 1987; Samuels
1987).

Suomen kielen puhutun ja kirjoitetun kielimuodon eroja on
tutkittu etupidssdé muotojen #inteellisten ominaisuuksien kannalta
(esim. Mielikdinen 1980) ja sanaston ja lauserakenteiden kannalta
(esim. Saukkonen 1970, 1972; Vuorinen 1981). Puhutulle suomen
kielelle on pidetty ominaisena viljyyttd. Puhekielessi on tahatonta
toistoa, vahvistus-, viittaus- ja tiytesanoja ja muita merkitykseltiin
véhiisid ilmauksia enemmin kuin Kkirjoitetussa kielessd, enemmin
adverbeja, pronomineja ja konjunktioita, vihemman tiiviitd upotuksia
ja lauseenvastikkeita. Taminkaltainen puhutulle ja kirjoitetulle kiclelle
tyypillisten piirteiden listaus ei kuitenkaan ole hedelmillistd, ellei oteta
huomioon piirteiden yhteisid nimittijid ja erojen mahdollisia syiti ja
ellei varmisteta sité, ettd aineistot ovat vertailukelpoisia.

Téssd artikkelissani pohdiskelen puheen ja kirjoituksen vertailun
edellytyksid ja niitd syitd, jotka mahdollisesti johtavat muotojen eroihin.
Esimerkkiaineistona kiytdn viiden konferenssiesitelméin puhuttua ja
kirjoitettua versiota, joita olen analysoinut metadiskurssikisitteen avulla
(ks. Luukka 1992). Tissd artikkelissa en kuitenkaan esittele koko
analyysia, vaan poimin siiti otteita. Rajoitan pohdiskeluni puhuttujen
ja kirjoitettujen monologien vertailuun, en siis kisittele keskustelujen ja
kirjoitettujen tekstien vertailun ongelmia.

2 VERTAILEVIEN TUTKIMUSTEN ONGELMIA

Kielen ja viestinnén tutkimukseen yleisemminkin vaikuttava tekiji on
se, ettd kieli on kontekstisidonnaista. Puhumiseen ja kirjoittamiseen ja
sitd  kautta diskursseihin vaikuttavat monet tekijat: kuka, kenelle,
missd, milloin, mitd ja miksi viestii. Ndiden kaikkien taustamuuttujien
vaikutus tekstin lopulliseen ilmiasuun on yhti suuri, ellei suurempikin,
kuin kdytetyn kanavan (puhe vs. kirjoitus). Kielti ja tekstejd ei ole
mielekastd tarkastella kontekstista irrallaan. Voidaan jopa pohdiskella
sité, onko edes mahdollista vertailla satunnaisesti valittuja puhuttuja ja
kirjoitettuja tekstindytteitd ja sen avulla tehda yleistyksii ja paatelmia
puhutusta ja kirjoitetusta kielimuodosta.

Vaikka hyviksyisimmekin ajatuksen kahdesta erillisestd kieli-
muodosta, ei niiden suhdetta voida pitid4 dikotomisena, vaan ennem-
minkin jatkumona, jonka toisessa pddssd ovat tyypillisimmit puhutun
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kielen piirteet ja toisessa pédssd tyypillisimmit kirjoitetun kielen
piirteet. Tekstit tai diskurssit sijoittuvat tille jatkumolle. Usein onkin
kyse tietoisesta valinnasta, jonka puhuja tai kirjoittaja tekee tuot-
taessaan tekstid. Kirjoittaja voi kéyttda tekstissdén puheelle tyypillisid
piirteitd; puhuja taas kirjoitetuille teksteille tyypillisid piirteits tarpeen
mukaan. Tannenin (1982) mukaan voidaankin puhua oraalisista ja
kirjallisista strategioista ennemmin kuin kahdesta eri kielimuodosta.

Suurin osa kirjoitetun ja puhutun kielen eroja kuvaavista
malleista on rakennettu jatkumon #aripdiden, keskustelujen ja eksposi-
toristen Kirjoitettujen tekstien, analysoinnin pohjalta. Tilld tavalla on
tietysti saatu selvid eroja esille. Mutta mikili halutaan saada selville
kéytetyn kanavan vaikutus tekstin piirteisiin, olisi vertailtavien tekstien
kontekstuaalisten tekijoiden vastattava mahdollisimman tarkasti toi-
siaan. Esimerkiksi kahvipoytdkeskusteluissa tirkeintd ei niinkd4n ole
se, mitd sanotaan, vaan se etti kommunikoidaan. T#ssd suhteessa
samanlaisia kirjoitettuja teksteja saattavat olla henkilokohtaiset kirjeet
tai tervehdyskortit. Kirjoitettujen tekstien Hiripdidssd, esimerkiksi
lakiteksteissi, keskeisintii ovat nimenomaan sisillot, muulla vuorovaiku-
tuksella ei ole suurtakaan merkitystd. Puhutuista teksteists téissd suh-
teessa samankaltaisia ovat esimerkiksi radiouutiset.

Olen tutkimukseni (Luukka 1992) aineiston valinnassa yrittéinyt
varmistaa mahdollisimman pitkille tekstien vertailukelpoisuuden.
Aineisto koostuu viidestd suullisesta kielitieteellisestd esitelmisté ja
niiden kirjoitetuista versioista. Tekstien tuottajat ovat samat, tekstien
aihe ja tavoite on sama ja jopa kohderyhmi on suurelta osaltaan sama.
Ilmaisutapojen erojen selityksid voi siis etsii nimenomaan tekstien
tuottamistavasta, puhumisesta ja kirjoittamisesta. Aineistoni suulliset
tekstit ovat ennalta valmisteltuja, mutta eivit luettuja teksteji. Suunnit-
telusta huolimatta lopullinen kielellistys tapahtui vasta esitystilanteessa.
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3 EROJEN TAUSTOJA

3.1 Kiytettivissa oleva aika

On esitetty, ettd puhuttu - kirjoitettu jatkumo voitaisiin korvata myds
suunnittelematon - suunniteltu -jatkumolla (ks. esim. Ochs 1979).
Kirjoitetut tekstit ovat yleensd pidemmalle suunniteltuja kuin puhutut
tekstit, mutta poikkeuksiakin on. Esimerkiksi kirjeet tai sdhkopostin
viestit ovat varsin suunnittelemattomia, sen sijaan esitelmét tai luennot
ovat ennalta suunniteltuja.

Suunnittelua on itse asiassa kahta eri tyyppié: tekstin kokonais-
rakennetta koskevaa suunnittelua ja tekstin ilmaisuja, sanontatapoja
koskevaa suunnittelua. Ensimméisen tyypin suunnittelun méaird ei
vélttdmdttd erottele puhuttuja ja kirjoitettuja tekstejd, pintatason
suunnittelun madrd sen sijaan erottelee ne paremmin. Yhtd hyvin
voitaisiinkin  siis nimetd puhumisen ja kirjoittamisen peruseroksi
tekstin tuottamiseen kdytettévissd oleva aika, ts. puhumisen nopeus ja
kirjoittamisen hitaus.

Suuri osa puheen tuottamista kuvaavista malleista on sarja-
maisia malleja, joissa tuottamisen on katsottu etenevén tasolta toiselle
siten, ettd puhuja kdy ensin l4pi yhden vaiheen, siirtyy sitten toiseen
vaiheeseen (ks. esim. Clark & Clark 1977). Malli on puhtaasti teoreet-
tinen ja mekaanisen sarjamainen ja sen realistisuutta on epdilty.
Viimeaikaisissa puheen tuottamisteorioissa (esim. van Dijk & Kintsch
1983, Stemberg 1985, Levelt 1989) on lihdetty siitd ajatuksesta, ettd
puheen tuottaminen ei ole sarjamaista, vaan eri vaiheet ovat paral-
leelisia. Perusidea suunnittelun vaiheisuudesta on kuitenkin malleissa
edelleen mukana. (Tuottamismallien kritiikkid ks. Dufva 1992)

Tuottamisprosesseina, ideoiden kielellistimisend puhuminen ja
kirjoittaminen on samanlaista toimintaa. Vaikka tuottamisen taustalla
olevat menettelytavat eivit yleensd ole tietoisia, varsinkaan spon-
taanissa puheessa, meilld on kuitenkin intuitiivinen kisitys siit, ettd
haluttaessa tekstid ja puhetta voidaan suunnitella ja jasentdi ennalta.
Pintatasolla se on suhteellisen automaattista ja huomaamatonta, mutta
ideatasolla, tekstin kokonaisrakenteen tasolla se muuttuu selvemmiksi
ja tietoisemmaksi. Puhutuissa teksteissd ilmaustapojen muotoilun
vaiheet ovat nékyvissd, kirjoitetuista teksteistd ne on yleensi poistettu.
Puhumista voitaisiinkin verrata kuulakirkikynilli kirjoitettuun tekstiin,
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jossa epdrdintejd, vidrid aloituksia, sanojen ja rakenteiden muutoksia
ei voi piilottaa nakyméttomiin.

Ennakkovalmistelun osalta aineistoni puhutut tekstit vastaavat
ns. julkisia puheita. Konferenssiesitelmien ja artikkeleiden valmistelu-
vaiheet nivoutuvat yhteen silli tavalla, ettd suullinen versio on usein
samalla kirjoitetun tekstin raakaversio. Toisilla esitelmin pit4jilld on
tapana valmistella teksti mahdollisimman pitkille jo puhetilannetta
varten, toiset jopa kirjoittavat sen valmiiksi ja tekevit vain pienid
muutoksia julkaistavaa versiota varten. Toiset taas suunnittelevat vain
summittaisen rakenteen ja valmistavat kalvot ennen puhetilannetta ja
kirjottavat artikkelin vasta myohemmin.

Aineistoni viidestd esitelmaitsijastad kaksi oli kirjoittanut esitel-
ménpitoa varten pohjatekstin, mutta kumpikaan heisti ei lukenut
tekstid. Itse asiassa he kéyttivit tekstid vain tukisanaliuskana. Kolme
esitelmoitsijid oli suunnitellut vain esitelmin kokonaisrakenteen
ennalta. Kaikki puhujat pitivdt suunnitelmistaan melko tiukasti kiinni
myos kirjoittaessaan artikkelia. Asioiden kisittelyjirjestys siilyi periaat-
teessa samana, vaikka asioiden kisittelyd syvennettiinkin, taustatietoja,
kirjallisuusviitteitd ja esimerkkeja lisittiin.

Puhutuissa teksteissd ennakkosuunnittelu tuli esiin ilmauksissa,
joissa puhuja esittelee esitelménsi kokonaisrakenteen, ehki helpottaak-
seen esityksensd seuraamista.

Esimerkki 1:

tota méi aion puhua 66 ldhinni. ensin hiukan késitteestd tydmuisti,
vain sen verran etti te tiedétte mitd min4 silli tarkoitan. sitten tota
puhua timmosistd ihan kolmesta, kokeellisesta tehtdvisti jota mi
oon kéyttény. ja sitten 66 muutamista sovellusideoista ja nim3 kaikki
liittyy ala-asteen englannin oppimiseen suomalaisessa, koulussa.

Saman esitelmén kirjoitetussa versiossa ei ollut vastaavanlaista
esittelyd lainkaan. Kaiken kaikkiaankin puhutut tekstit olivat tekstuaali-
selta rakenteeltaan eksplisiittisempid kuin kirjoitetut tekstit. Kielellisiz
rakennesignaaleja ja siirtymid oli puhutuissa teksteissi enemmiin;
kirjoittajilla taas on kéaytettdvissddn typografisia keinoja esimerkiksi
kappalejaot ja otsikot.

Vaikka puhe olisikin valmisteltu ennalta, tapahtuu lopullinen
suunnittelu vasta puhetilanteessa. Puheen suunnittelu ja tuottaminen
samanaikaisesti jattdd jalkensd tekstiin. Selvimmilld4n suunnittelu voi
tulla esiin ns. prosessipuheen kautta, jossa puhuja kielellistd4 suunnitte-
luprossessiaan, esimerkiksi ilmaisun muotoilua tai sananhakua. ’

Esimerkki 2:
Puhuttu versio

tdd pohdiskelu on silld tavalla vield
alullaan ja, tdi, visio sen takia aika
hdmird, méd voisin kuvitella tietysti
jonkinlaista, timmésen. suomen
kielen oppijoiden. dhm, dhm. miten
md sanosin, timmostd mentaalista
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Kirjoitettu versio

Pohdiskeluni on vasta alullaan.
Visioni oppijan kannalta ideaalisesta
suomen morfologian kuvausmallista
on vield hdmard. Voisin jopa kuvitella
skeemamallin epidmaéériisten ldiskien
peittdmai verkkoa.

kuvagx ettd on télldnen verkko, joka,
jo- joka osittain vihitellen sitten
muuttuu semmosiks skeemoiksi

Tekstin tuottaminen on jatkuvaa ilmaisutapojen valintaa. Puhu-
jalla on ratkaisevasti vihemmain aikaa harkita sanavalintojaan kuin
kirjoittajalla. Kirjoittaja voi niin halutessaan palata takaisin ja muuttaa
kéyttdméaansa ilmaisutapaa. Sen sijaan kovin monet korjailut ja uudel-
leen muotoilut saattavat tehdd puheesta episujuvaa ja vaikeasti seurat-
tavaa, varsinkin jos puhuja ja puheenaihe ovat vieraita.

Hallidayn mukaan (1987) lipsut, korjailut ja epardinnit eivit ole
niinkd4n spontaanin puheen ominaisuuksia vaan ennemminkin yhté
astetta tietoisemman puheen, esimerkiksi luennoimisen ominaisuuksia.
Kun puhuminen tulee tietoiseksi ja oman suorituksen monitorointi
lisddntyy, niin ndma ilmiét lisddntyvit samalla. Monitoroinnin maari ei
kuitenkaan liene yksiselitteisesti lipsahtelun ja epésujuvuuden selittiji.
Epérdinnin méardén vaikuttavat monet puhujaan, puhuteltavaan,
tilanteeseen ja puheenaiheeseen liittyvat tekijit. Aineistoni puhujat
olivat varsin sujuvasanaisia, eikii uudelleenmuotoiluja, lipsuja ja epi-
rointejd esiintynyt paljonkaan. Epardintitaukoja ja tdytesanoja niistd

tietysti 16ytyi, kuten mist4 tahansa spontaanista puheesta.

Esimerkki 3:
Puhuttu versio:

vasta silloin kun pystytdin kuulemaan
vieraasta kielestd oikeita asioita,
oikealla tavalla, eli sen syntyperdisen
tavalla, niin silloin kielenoppijalla on
mahdollisuuksia, 66 edellytykset tuot-
taa itsekin oikein muutoinkin kuin
satunnaisesti. &dintidmis, vaikeudet
ovat hyvin usein havaitsemisvaikeuk-
sia vaikka tietysti, ei voi taas toisaalta
ajatella ettd, 66 pelkistd havaitsemi-
sen oppimisesta ¢d, seuraisi automaat-
tisesti tuottamisen 66, oppiminen, siis
oikean tuottamisen oppiminen

Kirjoitettu versio:

Vasta pystyessédin kuulemaan vieraas-
ta kielestd oikeita asioita ja oikealla
tavalla kielenoppijalla voi olla edelly-
tykset oppia itse tuottamaan oikein -
muutoinkin kuin satunnaisesti. Ain-
timisvaikeudet  ovat hyvin usein
havaitsemisvaikeuksia, vaikka pelkkd
havaitsemisen oppiminen ei luonnol-
lisestikaan johda  automaattisesti
oikeaan tuottamiseen.
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Puhumiselle on -ominaista my6s tiedostamattomuus. Hallidayn
(1987) mukaan puhuminen on toimintana samankaltaista kuin tans-
siminen tai juokseminen - se on automaattista toimintaa, eikd sen
osatoimintoja yleensd tiedosteta. Puhuja tietdd tietysti puhuvansa ja
kuulija tietid puhujan puhuvan, mutta pddhuomio kiinnittyy yleensd
puheen sisdltoon eikd muotoihin. Puhujatkaan eivét valttdmittd muista
sanatarkasti tuottamiaan muotoja ja rakenteita. Esimerkkinid téstd
sisdllon ensisijaisuudesta on se, ettd aineistoni puhutuissa teksteissa
esiintyneet korjaukset ja tismennykset liittyivit nimenomaan merkitys-
vivahteisiin, esimerkiksi viitteen varmuusasteen lieventdmiseen tai
vahventamiseen kuten seuraavassa esimerkissd. Kirjoitettuun versioon
on valittu nimenomaan korjattu, varma versio.

Esimerkki 4:

Puhuttu versio: Kirjoitettu versio:

Kaikki suomen kielen &dnteelliset
ominaisuudet, samoin kuin osa puut-
timmoisid potentiaalisia vaikeuksia tuvistakin, ovat potentiaalisia vaikeuk-
jonkun tietyn &idinkielen ldhtdkoh- sia jonkin tietyn didinkielen 1&hto-
dista kohdista.

kaikki suomen kielen #inteelliset
ominaisuudet saattavat olla. ovat siis

Puhujat saattavat olla tietoisia siitd, ettd sanavalinnat eivét
vilttdmittd ole loppuun asti harkittuja ja téstd syystd kayttdvit enem-
mén epdrdinti-ilmiditd ("hedgeja"), nimenomaan epamééraistyksid, kuin
kirjoituksissa ("se on tavallaan, voidaan ehké kutsua sitd.."). Toisaalta
esitelmi saattaa olla vield artikkelin kirjoittamisen esivaihetta ja siksi
asiatkaan eivit vilttdmatta ole loppuun asti pohdittuja. Puhuja voi vield
puhuen testata ja hahmottaa ajatuksiaan.

Seuraavassa esimerkissi puhuja/kirjoittaja selvittdd regressio-
analyysin avulla kolmen eri tehtévin selitysvoimaa. Puhutussa versiossa
esitemditsijd pohdiskelee varsin epéroivilld tavalla tulokseen vaikuttavia
syitd. Kirjoitetussa versiossa tdmé pohdinta on jétetty kokonaan pois.
Puhutun version epérdivyys tulee ilmi mm. varmuusasteen lieventimien
ja epdrdintitaukojen kautta.

Esimerkki 5:
Puhuttu versio:

elikkd alotettas siitd ettdi kuinka
paljon jdljentdmistehtidvd yksinddn
selittdd. 66. se oli tdssd kolkytviis
prosenttia siihen lisdttynd toisto,
nelkytseittemdn prosenttia ja sitten
rakenteet taas viiskytkolme prosenttia.

syy miksi tdmd, jiljentdmistehtivi
tdssd, tai siis toisto lisdd tdhidn niin
paljon, tdtd selitys, 60 voimaa sillon
kun se tuossa ei tehny sitd, johtuu kai
lGhinna siitd estd. ettd tota tdssd. 60,
osajoukossa mi-mi-mis-milld tehtiin
kaikki ndmad tehtédvit nii, toi jiljenti-
mistehtdvd oli heikompi selittdja.
yleensd: 06. mikd, mind luulisin ettd
saattaa olla timmoénen artefakta,
johtuu ldhinnd siitd ettd, ettd tota
timmoénen jiljentdmistehtivd kun
tehdddn, joukkokokeena niin siihen
liittyy kaikennidkostd hassikkad,
muunmuassa osa oppilaista ei jaksa
keskittyd siihen kovinkaan hyvin

no mité tastd taulukosta kaiken kaik-
kiaan vois pditelld on ettd tid raken-
netehtdvd ndyttdis mittaavan jotakin
muuta kun nidi kaks, muuta tehtidvii
ja ettd toisaalta, tdssd ndyttidis siltd
ettd ndméd kaks mittaa hyvin paljon
samaa asiaa
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Kirjoitettu versio:

Kun ensimmdiseksi selittidviksi muut-
tujaksi valittiin paras selittdjd, lausu-
mien tarkkuus toistamistehtdvissd,
tdmidn muuttujan selitysosuus arvo-
sanassa esiintyvistd vaihtelusta oli
44%. Kun malliin lisittiin jiljentéimis-
tehtdvd, selitysosuus kasvoi vain
3%:11a nousten siis 47%:iin. Syntaktis-
semanttisen tehtdvin lisddminen
kasvatti  selitysosuuden edelleen
53%:iin.

Tédmén perusteella voidaan todeta,
ettd toistamis- ja jdljentdmistehtivd
tuntuivat selittdvin jokseenkin saman
osan variaatiosta, kun taas syntaktis-
semanttisella tehtavilld on lisdksi
jonkin verran itsendisté selitysvoimaa.

Kaiken kaikkiaan tekstin suunnittelu samanaikaisesti ns. viimeis-
telyn kanssa johtaa siihen, ettd puhuttujen tekstien rakenteet ovat
loyhempid, tekstiin tulee mukaan sivupolkuja, jotka kirjoitetusta

versiosta karsiutuvat.

Esimerkki 6:
Puhuttu versio:

tdssd seuraavassa esimerkissd, tuo on
tuo imperfekti jossa on si, aika
monessa suomen verbiryhmissi on
imperfektissé si, on lensi, pesi vastasi
tarvitsi, ainakin niissi verbityypeissi,
ja vaikka se si-aines sindnsi ei,
kaikissa ndissd verbeissi ole
imperfektin tunnusta se kokonaan,

Kirjoitettu versio:

Imperfektissd on si useissa verbityy-
peissé (lensi, pesi, vastasi, tarvitsi).

Vaikka si-aines on eri 1dhtod eri ta-
pauksissa,
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toisissa on ja toisissa ei ja se on
véhin tulkinnanvarainen kysymys, niin
se kuitenkin voidaan tulkita, ja
itseasiassa suomen murteissakin
joskus on tapauksia joissa mniin
tulkitaan, niin voidaan ajatella ettd

tdd si on siis timmonen imperfekti- kielenoppija voi muodostaa skegmimz
skeema, jossa imperfeksti on si niisséki

tapauksissa, joissa sitd normaalisti ei
ja, sillon, sillon tuota, syntyy tillasia ole. "

muotoja nditd on aika paljona t44 on
aika tavallinen ilmid, ja sama sama si

skeema aiheuttaa mydskin sitd ettd Si-imperfekti’-skeema aiheuttaa myés
konditionaali usein levidd imperfektin konditionaalimuotojen  levidmistd
asemaan, se niinkun havaitaan ikaén- imperfektin sijaan.

kuin imperfektind ja tuotetaan sitten

myds.

No sitten td4 toinen malli. jolla ei oo

ollenkaan timmdgsid, tunnettuja,

tekijoitd taustallaan vaan, tdi on,

timmonen verkkomalli jonka ma oon, Verkkomalli
itse, itse ajatellut kokoon suomea

vieraana kieleni opettaessani,

kun, opetetaan suomea vieraana Kun suomea opetetaan v'ierailga
kielend niin, yleensi edetdin niin ettd kielend, opiskelijoille esitelldan
opiskelijoille esitellddn jokin muoto- muotoryhmd" tai pari kerrallaan;
ryhmi tai pari muotoryhméii kerraal- esimerkiksi  "partitiivin mPOdos-
laan, esimerkiks opetetaan tdndin taminen" tai "persoonataivutus"....
partitiivi tai opetetaan persoonataivu-

tus...

Sivupolut voivat toisaalta vaikeuttaa puheen seuraamista, mutta
toisaalta ne antavat kuulijoille lisdaikaa kuulemansa prosessoimiseen.

3.2 Vuorovaikutuksen luonne

Toinen puhutun ja kirjoitetun kielen perusero liittyy siihen, etté tek§tin
tuottajan ja vastaanottajan suhde on erilainen: puhuttaessa kontakti on
suora ja samanaikainen, kirjoitettaessa epdsuora ja viivdstynyt. Pu.he-
tilanteessa puhuja voi kayttdd hyvikseen enemmin kontekstuaahsga
tietoa ja tarkkailla sanomansa ymmartamistd. TAm& perusero tekstin
tuottajan ja vastaanottajan suhteessa onkin esimerkiksi Lakoffin (1982)
mukaan keskeisin vaikuttaja etsittdessd puhutun ja kirjoitetun Kkieli-
muodon eroja ja yhtdldisyyksia.

139

Puhutuissa monologeissakin vuorovaikutus on selvemmin
ndkyvissé kuin kirjoitetuissa. Puhujat tuovat kuulijoitaan esille tekstis-
sddn, puhuttelevat heitd, viittaavat suoraan heihin ja esittivit kysy-
myksid, joista tosin suurin osa on selvisti vain retorisia kysymyksii.
Aineistoni esitelmissd viitattiin selviisti useammin kuulijoihin kuin
kirjoitetuissa artikkeleissa. Seuraavassa esimerkissi puhuja osoittaa
eksplisiittisesti, etta han kylla tiet4d kuulijoiden olevan asiantuntijoita
suomen taivutusjirjestelmiin suhteen.

Esimerkki 7:

Puhuttu versio: Kirjoitettu versio:

suomen taivutusjirjestelmd on, niin Suomen taivutusjirjestelmd on hyvin
kun tieddtte niin, se on hyvin laaja ja laaja ja mutkikas.
mutkikas

Sanoman perillemenon monitoroinnista taas kertovat puhujien
tarkistuskysymykset:

Esimerkki 8:

ma oon tdhén laittanu, laittanu tuota noi sijasuhteiden maadrit, miti

noista 16ytyy, ja né vihreit numerot, néadtteko sinne perille. on vertai-
lunumeroita...

Puhuttujen monologien vuorovaikutuksellisuus tulee ilmi myos
esitelmien aloituksissa ja lopetuksissa puhutteluineen. Seuraavassa
esimerkissd puhuja avataa keskustelun eksplisiittisesti. Timéntyyppisii
avauksia ja lopetuksia ei kirjoitetuissa teksteissi tietenkdin esiintynyt.

Esimerkki 9:

no okei mé lopetan tihén, mi aattelin ettd ehki teilld olis jotakin
hyvid ideoita

Chafe (1982) kayttaa termeji *detachment’ (etddnnyttiminen) ja
involvement’ (sitouttaminen) kuvatessaan puhuttujen ja kirjoitettujen
tekstien interpersonaalisia piirteiti. Etdannyttavalld kielelldi Chafe
tarkoittaa konkreettisista tilanteista ja asioista etddntynyttd kielen-
kdyttod, josta esimerkkind on mm. passiivin kdytt ja nominalisaatio.
Sitouttavalle kielelle taas ovat tyypillisid mm. ensimmiisen persoonan
kéyttd, emfaattiset partikkelit ja suora kerronta.

Téssékin aineistossa puhutut tekstit olivat selvisti henkilékoh-
taisempia ja sitoutuneempia kuin kirjoitetut tekstit. Itse asiassa eron
suuruus saattaa johtua siité, ettd tieteellists kirjoittamista ohjaaviin
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"normeihin" kuuluu mm. minin hiivyttiminen tekstistd. TAmin aineis-
ton kirjotetut artikkelit eivét tosin noudatelleet akateemisen Kirjoit-
tamisen pelisd4ntojd kovin tiukasti. Artikkeleissakin viitattiin kirjoit-
tajaan, mutta ei kuitenkaan kiytetty mini-pronominia vaan ilmaistiin
asia astetta implisiittisemmin pelkdn persoonapiitteen avulla. Tyypil-
linen ero puhuttujen ja kirjoitettujen tekstien vililld oli kuitenkin se,
ettd kirjoittaessaan koehenkiloni kéyttivdt passiivia tai nominaali-
muotoja, kirjoittivat muuttujista ja tekij6istd; puhuessaan he taas
kayttivat aktiivimuotoja ja viittasivat itseensd suoraan, puhuivat koe-
henkildistd ja heiddn tekemisistdan.

Esimerkki 10:

Puhuttu versio:

no niin, 060 sitten md, siimyn
puhumaan siitd mitd mda olen tehny,
mda oon tutkin- olin mukana
timmosessd tutkimuksessa jossa
seurattiin ala-asteen, 60, oppilaita
kolmannelta luokalta kuudennelle
asti. ja 00, tdssd projektissa oli hyvin
monia erilaisia tavoitteita jotka
lahinnd liittyvdt opetusmenetelmien
kehittimiseen. joista md en nyt aio
puhua mitd4n vaan puhun ihan ndistd
minun omista hyvin, kapeista
kognitiivisista  testeistdni. tota,

Kirjoitettu versio

2. Pseudosanojen toistamistehtéva
2.1. Tutkimusasetelma

Tutkimuksessa kiytettiin kolmea eri
kokeeellista tehtdvid. Ensimmaisessa
koehenkildiden tehtdvéni oli toistaa
suomelta tai englannilta kuulostavia
ns. pseudosanoja, eli merkityksettomid
sanoja (esim. haivalinen, bicessary).

ensimmaiinen tehtdvd mitd md tein oli
sellanen jossa tota, nimi lapset
kuulivat nauhalta englannin
fonologian perusteella muodostettuja
pseudosanoja, ja heiddn tehtdvédnsd
oli, toistaa perdssd mitd he kuulivat.

Puhuttujen tekstien henkilokohtaisuus tuli ilmi my®s siing, ettd
puhujat paljastivat itsestdédn asioita, joita kirjoitetuissa teksteissi ei ole
tapana tunnustaa. Puhutuista teksteistd ei jad pysyvdd dokumenttia,
joten paljastuksia ei tarvitse varoa yhtd paljon. Olisi vaikea kuvitella,
ettd tieteellisen artikkelin kirjoittaja luonnehtisi tutkimustaan edes
lievdsti negatiiviseen sdvyyn, kuten edellisen esimerkin puhutussa
versiossa, tai leimaisi itsensd asiantuntemattomaksi kuten seuraavassa
esimerkissa.

Esimerkki 11:

ninkun tosta O, esi-, puheesta kuului niin nyt sitten, ei kuulla
asiantuntijaa, vaan amatodrid. 6, siis en ole suomen, &, k'l'eler_l 0,
koulutusta ldpi kdynyt. mikd ei niinkun varmasti tiedatte niin silon
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tdllon se kuitenkin 6 kuitenkaan ei toimi sitten esteend suomen
opettamiselle

Puhutut tekstit olivat myds selvisti kantaaottavampia ja sisil-
sivit enemmén henkilSkohtaisia mielipiteitd ja jonkin verran jopa
emfaattisia ilmauksia. Lisaksi puhujat halusivat luoda yhteenkuulu-
vuuden vaikutelmaa ja kdyttivit me-muotoja viittaamassa itseensi ja
kuulijoihinsa. Seuraava esimerkki osoittaa selviisti eron puhuttujen
tekstien henkilokohtaisuuden ja persoonallisuuden ja kirjotettujen
tekstien etdisyyden ja asiallisuuden vililla.

Esimerkki 12:

Puhuttu versio:

no nii hyvit kuulijat. md, lupasin
puhua, suomen kielen oppimisesta
sillon ku se on vieraana kielen, alue,
joka on mun mielesti, houkuttelevan
uusi, ja, valtaamassa alaa Euroopan
yhdentymisen my6td hurjaa vauhtia.
ja, md ensimmadiseks alottaisin
puhumalla pikkusen kielenoppimsen
perustasta, nimittdin sehdn, on,
kielestd riippumaton, ja mun mielesti
pitkdlle, ihmisen kognitiivisiin
toimintoihin sidoksissa oleva asia.
meil on kaks asiaa jotka me ollaan
saatu synnyinlahjaks. ensimmiinen

Kirjoitettu versio:

Lapset omaksuvat didinkielekseen
sen kielen, jota he kuulevat ympiris-
tossddn puhuttavan ja jota heille
puhutaan. Lapset siis saavat synnyin-
lahjakseen ne "ideat ja periaatteet",
joiden varassa he kielensid oppivat.
Niiden ideoiden ja periaatteiden
joukkoa Chomsky  (1969) nimitti
kielenomaksumisjéirjestelmiksi (eng.
Language Acquisition Device, LAD).
Hénen mukaansa timi ihmiselle laji-
tyypillinen ja geneettisesti periytyvi
jarjestelmd auttaa lasta jasentimiin
ympéristonsid kielellisid viesteji ja

niistd on timid LAD, tii Tsomskin
rakas ldnguits &dkvisisn system, eli
Jjokainen meistd, omaksuu kielen ja
meidén hermojirjestelmdmme on sen
kaltainen ettd, kielen omaksuminen
on sille hyvin tyypillista.

rakentamaan ikdin kuin sisdltd piin
oman didinkielensd siintéjirjestel-
mén (kieliopin).

Puhutut tekstit ovat my6s sidoksissa paitsi vuorovaikutukseen
osallistuviin henkiléihin my6s siihen tilanteeseen ja tilaan, jossa teksti
esitetdén. Kirjoitetut tekstit ovat yleensd itsendisid, niissi ei viitata
asioihin, joita tekstissi itsessédén ei ole nikyvissd. Puhutuissa teksteissi
sen sijaan viitataan tapahtumiin ja esineisiin, esimerkiksi kalvon taulu-
koihin, jotka eivit tekstissd sindnsa ole nakyvissd. Téstd syystd litteroi-
tujen tekstien ymmértdminen on joskus varsin vaikeaa. TAmé on jilleen

kerran osoitus siit4, ettd tekstien tulkinta on mahdotonta kontekstista
irrallaan.
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4 YKSI KIELIMUOTO VAI KAKSI
KIELIMUOTOA?

Puhetta ja kirjoitusta vertailevan tutkimuksen perusajatus on tietysti se,
ettd on olemassa kaksi erillistd ilmi6té, joita voidaan verrata keskenéén.
Jo se, ettd me kiytimme kisitteitd *puhuttu kieli’ ja ’kirjoitettu kieli’
vain yhden kisitteen ’kieli’ sijasta osoittaa, ettd muodoilla on tietty
itsendisyys. On kuitenkin pohdiskelemisen arvoinen asia, kuinka selvi-
rajaisia ndmaé késitteet ovat.

Arkipdivin mééritelmi puhutusta ja kirjoitetusta kielesta ei ole

 relevantti kielentutkimuksen ja tekstianalyysin kannalta. Yksinkertaisin-

tahan olisi madritelldi puhuttu kieli #éniaaltojen avulla vilittyvaksi
informaatioksi ja kirjoitettu kieli visuaalisesti vilittyvéksi informaa-
tioksi. Tamin méidritelmdn mukaan &ineen luettu tekstikin olisi
puhuttua kieltd. Kielimuodoltaan ja keinovalikoimaltaan luettu teksti
on kuitenkin kirjoitettua kielta.

Kielitieteellisessa tutkimuksessa kirjoitetulla kielelld on pitkddn
ollut selvi ylivalta. Kirjoitettua kielimuotoa on pidetty arvostetumpana
ja tdydellisempind muotona kuin puhuttua kieltd. Alunperin kieli-
tieteen metoditkin on laadittu nimenomaan kirjoitetun kielen analy-
soinnin tarpeisiin ja puhuttuakin kieltd on tarkasteltu kirjoitetun kielen
nikokulmasta (ks. esim. Hakulinen 1989). Tyypillistd etenkin perintei-
simmille kuvauksille on se, ettd puhuttu kieli nihdéén jollain tavalla
puutteellisena ja epitismillisend kielimuotona. Puheen lauserakenne
on horjuvaa, puhe siséltdd epardintejd, lipsuja, toistoja ja merkityksel-
tain koyhid tdytesanoja, se on rakenteeltaan ja sanastoltaan yksin-
kertaista. Kirjoitetuista teksteistd on poimittu puhekielisyyksid, joita on
pidetty jopa normien vastaisena.

Kirjoittajat ja lukijat ovat kuitenkin ensisijaisesti ja ennen
kaikkea puhujia ja kuuntelijoita. Puhuminen on ensisijainen viestinndn
viline, kirjoittaminen toissijainen ja keinotekoinen itsensd ilmaisemisen
muoto. Kirjoitettua kieltd tuotetaan, ei vain sen tiedon perusteella, joka
meilld on kirjoittamisesta ja lukemisesta, vaan myos sen tiedon pohjal-
ta, joka meilld on puhumisesta ja puhutusta kielestd (Chafe 1985,
Horowitz & Samuels 1987). Beaugranden mukaan (1982) puhumisen
ja kirjoittamisen prosessien samankaltaisuus siilyy ja tulee kokemat-
tomilla kirjoittajilla, esimerkiksi koululaisilla, nikyviin myos pintateks-
tissd siten, ettd kirjoituksiin siirtyy puheelle ominaisia piirteitd, kuten
siirtyma, aloituksia, hedging-ilmioité jne. Timénkin havainnon taustalla
niyttii olevan ajatus siitd, ettd kokeneilla ja hyvilld kirjoittajilla kirjoi-
tettu kieli pysyisi puhtaana kielimuotona.
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Kirjoitetun kielen niikokulman perinteet vaikuttavat siis selvésti
puhutun kielen tutkimukseen. Puhuttua ja kirjoitettua kieltd vertail-
taessa lahtokohdaksi on yleensi otettu muotojen ja keinojen erot ikiin
!(um ne olisivat pysyvid puheen ja kirjoituksen ominaisuuksia. Muodot
ja kel.not eivit kuitenkaan ole itsendisid ja sattumanvaraisia ominai-
su_u!cs.la, vaan ne ovat kontekstisidonnaisia. Erojen listauksen asemesta
o}nsﬂgm pyrittdvd etsimddn erojen syitd ja lihestyttivi diskursseja
Ylf':s'tmm'illisesti«i, kontekstuaalisesta nikdkulmasta. Pohtimisen arvoista
?I}S} myds se, missd suhteessa puhutut ja kirjoitetut tekstit ovat saman-

aisia.

Vertailun edellytyksid voidaan parantaa vain valitsemalla tutki-
muksen aineistoksi kontekstuaalisesti mahdollisimman hyvin toisiaan
vastaavat ndytteet puheesta ja kirjoituksesta. Puhuttujen ja kirjoitet-
tujen tekstien ominaisuuksiin vaikuttavat ennen kaikkea tekstin tuotta-
miseen kdytettdvissd olevan ajan miird ja vuorovaikutuksen luonne.
E.sue.:lmé')innille on ominaista tekstin tuottamisen ja muotoilun saman-
alkz'n‘suus ja nopeus, suora vuorovaikutus, tilannesidonnaisuus ja epiit-
sendisyys seké hetkellisyys, joka vahenti4 puhujan vastuuta. Tieteellisen
artlkl.celin kirjoittamiselle taas on ominaista suunnitelmallisuus ja
?ekstm hiominen ja hitaus, epédsuora vuorovaikutus, tekstin itsendisyys
Ja pysyvyys. Tuotosten eroja voidaan selittda niilld taustamuuttujilla, ei
niinkén abstrakteilla yleisksitteilld *puhuttu kieli’ ja ’kirjoitettu kieli’.
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Aspects of spoken and written language research
Miina-Riitta Luukka
Abstract

The issue of spoken vs. written language research and its fundamental
principles are discussed in the present paper, and the context-bound
nature of language usage is given particular attention. In the study of
both spoken and written communication, it is necessary to ask the
fundamental questions about the contextual factors of communication:
’who, whom, where, when, what and why’. The influence of these
factors in the quality of a particular spoken or written discourse is as
great, or even greater, than that of the communicative channel.

The relationship between spoken and written language is not
dichotomous. There are features that are typical for written language
and those that are typical for spoken language, but the features are not
exclusively employed in one modality only. Thus we deal with degrees
and scalar values rather than with a dichotomous taxonomy. Contextual
factors will ultimately determine the degree of ’orality’ vs. ’literacy’ that
is found in a given discourse. Features that are typical for either
exreme, can not be generalized to apply for the whole modality.

The examination of the causes and underlying factors for the
observed differences is more rewarding than listing of features that are
supposed to be typical for either modality. Time is one of the factors
that seems to contribute to these differences. Spoken interaction allows
less time for production, and this is reflected, in various ways, in the
spoken utterances. The interactive situation is also generally different
in spoken and written modalities: in spoken language the
communicative act is immediate, while written language is usually
conveyed in a more indirect manner.

The corpus of the present study consists of five conference
papers which were orally delivered at a symposium and which also were
published in the symposium proceedings. Thus both a written and a
spoken version of the same paper, produced by the same author, were
available for comparison. The audience was similar (ie. academic
community) and the goals are identical as well. Thus the differences
that are found in the productions primarily may be primarily explained
as an influence of the different modality.




