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Introspection in Analysis of Text and Discourse

The most conventional method of linguistic analysis — the introspective
examination of discourse data — remains a central and important strategy
- in di studies. Int ion-based hods, typical of early eﬂ'orts
- within the Prague School and early devel out of the
dition in linguisti hasi tion of precise tt ical definiti

of key pragmatic notions coupled with introspection in their use. The most
common strategy is to offer a pragmatic notion as the explanatory basis for
.- some unexplained structural alternation, define in clear prose that theor-
- etical notion, and then map dxscourse onto that definition. Argumentatlon
-consists largely of d les congruent with one’s
definition and hypotheses.

Some introspective analysis deals with hypothetical discourse data created
. by the analyst. Such analyses can be problematic because the intui on
‘which they are based are often not as rellable, as consistent from speaker to
speaker, as are the judgments of acceptability on which analogous claims
in sentence syntax are made. Much stronger are introspective analyses
conducted on authentic discourse data. Such efforts, typical of Prince and
her associates (Birner, 1994; Prince, 1978; 1985; Ward, 1988), involve the
. collection of massive amounts of genmine discourse data, both written and
- spoken, which are subjected to painstaking analysis.

Despite its limitations, this strategy remains an extremely useful one for
 postulating important tt ical ideas and d ing their feasibility
for addressing difficult problems.

"Text Counting Strategies

" Introspection has been either d or replaced by text
- 'methods of one kind or another, There was an active tradition in Europe in
the 1950s and 1960s of quantitative textual analysis, though this tradition
" has been largely ignored among North American linguists. More recently,
Givén and his students have developed an array of text counting methods
: intended to increase the reliability of text analysis and through this their
" cross-linguistic utility.
;' Within this tradition, critical theorencal notions are operationalized
* through a set of heuristic ing p For le, one can get a
- quantifiable handle on the thematic centrality of a referent by observing
how reference to a particular endures over the course of a text or text
. episode. Referents of greater thematic centrality should display greater
topic persistence (Givén, 1983), where topic persistence is operationalized in
terms of the frequency with which a reference recurs over the ten clauses
- immediately followmg a given reference of interest.

Text hods offer the ad of i d reliability in
discourse analysis. If the methods are transparent, the results should turn
out the same no matter who conducts the analysis, a clear advantage over
introspective efforts. There are two limitations, though, for text counting.
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First, text counts only work well when the theoretical notions they serve as
heuristics for are clearly defined and clearly linked to those heurisitics.
Second, the data collected under text counting methods require careful
statistical analysis, which at present is difficult to complete (Tomlin, 1987b).

Experimental and Quasi-Experimental Strategies

There is increasing interest in finding ways of conducting discourse research
within traditions of experimental studies. One direction is the employment
of films or pictures to collect comparative discourse samples from speakers
of various languages. In this tradition, the linguist obtains a drawing or a
film and asks speakers to describe it. Since each speaker in the effort
performs more or less the same task, the data collected should be reasonably
comparable. Perhaps the best known effort of this sort is Chafe’s ‘Pear Film’
(Chafe, 1980b), though others have followed this direction (Givon, 1991;
Tomlin, 1985). These efforts are properly described as quasi-experimental:
the collection of data is more controlled but there is no manipulation of
variables required of true experimental work.

Thete is increasing interest in experimental studies of discourse within
linguistics. There is, of course, a huge literature of experimental studies in
discourse comprehension, but the employment of expetimental methods by
linguists is considerably rarer (Forrest, 1992; Kim, 1993; Sridhar, 1988;
Tomlin, 1995; Tomlin and Pu, 1991). Experimental studies are important
because the control employed in their devel permits
strong conclusions to be drawn. Under the proper conditions, the observa-
tions made regarding language use will be due exclusively to the variables
independently manipulated in the experiment. While significant results may
offer extremely strong conclusions, experimental studies are often seen as
problematic when the experimental task lacks the ecological validity seen in
naturally occurring discourse data.

There is little point at this moment in time in advocating any of these
strategies as the correct one to employ. Rather, it seems more valuable to
emphasize the need to provide convincing evidence from an array of studies
as the best overall strategy in studies of discourse semantics. Introspection
provides deep and relatively inexpensive insights into how language may
work. Text counting studies reveal systematic patterns of language use
which reflect important features of the underlying system revealed in the
rich data of human performance. Experimental studies demonstrate in a
more parrow or constrained context the details of how pragmatic notions
interact with or impact on linguistic form.

Cognitive Approaches to Di Semanti

The long term future of studies in discourse semantics lies in the develop-
ment of cognitive models of di hension and ducti
There are two directions of note at this time: (1) cognitive treatments
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of fundamental discourse notions, and (2) large scale models of discourse
processing.

Cognitive Tr of Fund, ! Diy Notions

Tt has been extremely difficult to develop definitions which are both theor-
etically satisfying and empirically manageable for basic notions in informa-
tion management — theme, given/new, foregrounding, focus, etc. This has
led a number of investigators to pursue a strategy in which discourse
notions are operationalized in cognitive terms or in which traditional ideas

¢ are outright replaced by cognitive alternatives.

Within referential management, there has been considerable interest in

| recasting traditional notions of given and new in cognitive terms, in

particular in terms of memory, or memorial activation. Chafe offers such a
treatment, though he does not connect his theory directly with the cognitive
literature. Building on Chafe’s effort, others have incorporated ideas from

- the study of memory {(see Cowan, 1988 for review) into a model of
. referential management based on experimental manipulation of episodic
\ structure and memorial activation (Tomlin and Pu, 1991).

Within thematic management, there has been, as discussed above, con-
d ating a b theme or topic

of this chapter, but there are several quite excellent summary articles
available (Cowan, '1988; Posner and Raichle, 1994; Tomlin and Villa,
1994). Recent work by Tomlin and his students argues that the idea of
theme itself can be reduced to cognitive terms, in particular to attention
detection at the moment of utterance formulation detection (Forrest, 1992;

- Tomlin, 1995; Tomlin and Villa, 1994). In this view, the cognitive processes

of attention are not merely the cognitive reflexes of linguistic theme or

. topic; rather the notion of theme or topic is treated as an artifact emerging
from the employment of attention wulun a conceptual representanon

during discourse production.

Within focus management, there is interest in developing a cognitive
account of focus. There are a number of important treatments of focus
which appeal to cognition, notably Lambrecht (1994) and Vallduvi (1992).
Some others have been looking at focus as another arena involving

. attention (Erteschik-Shir, 1986; Levelt, 1989). Under this treatment, focus is

seen not as a status for NPs or ar but as the of di
the listener’s attention to a referent during discourse production and’
One such of interest is Erteschik-Shir’s notion of

dominance, in which a constituent is dominant if the speaker intends to
direct the attention of the listener to a particular referent. Tomlin (1995)
and Hayashi (1995} take a similar tack in seeking to explain the function of
wa in Japanese.

All of these efforts show more in common than just the desire to over-
come the problems of developing ad theoretical definiti within
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information These hes are moving away from a
conoeptuallmtlon of text structure holdmg ic statuses (for )|
that NP is a topic; that argument is a focus) toward a conceptualization of
di and that is d ic. In this view, morpho-syntactic
cues reveal the memorial and attentional characteristics of the speaker’s
conceptual representation and direct those of the listener to conform to the
speaker’s conceptual representauon Attention and memory flow through
conceptual representations in real time; there is every reason to believe, as
Chafe (1974) observed early on, that information flows through discourse
over time.

Models of Knowledge Integration

Just as investigators are moving i ingly toward cogniti of

mformahou managemcnt, so too are researchers dealing with knowledge

Knowledg ion requires large scale models of how

individual proposmons are incorporated mto textual representatlons and

then i d to g final ions in the listener.

The two models of particular nnportancc in thxs area have already been

d: Gernsbacher’s structure building model and Kintsch’s construc-

tion-integration model. Both of these models seck to account for how the

listener takes proposmons encountered one at a time and builds a text

by the i diate proposition with knowledge

already in hand. But a more comprehensive model of knowledge integra-

tion in discourse is needed. One, a more comprehcnmve model must deal
more effectively with the role of morpho-syntax in aiding knowled

ion. Neither Gernsbacher nor Kintsch deal fully with how the form

of an utterance (as opposed to its content) contributes to knowledge

integration. Two, it must deal with how text representations, the set of

connected propositions tied c]osely to the actual text blucpnnt are to be

related to deeper in ion as well as
comprehension. Three, it must also deal explicitly w1th the dynamic nature
of 1 use and The poral features of 1

use probably do not sit outsxde of discourse semantics but constrain the
kinds of systems that ultimately operate as humans create discourse
together.

Conclusions

Summary: Key Issues in Discourse Semantics

In this chaptcr we have discussed the central issues and concepts of discourse

. This area i two main probl The first is the problem of
knowledge integration: how the individual propositions in a text and dis-
course are integrated to reflect well the speaker’s conceptual representation
and to optimize the creation of an appropriate conceptual representation in
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the listener. The second is the problem of information management: how

information is organized and distributed as the speaker and listener interact

_ during the blueprint creation process. In this area we looked at four distinct
- arenas of mformatlon management: rhetorical management, referential
and focus management. Each con-
- tributes in a distinct way to increase the efficacy of knowledge integration as
the discourse unfolds.
. This effort has two serious limitations. First, we have not looked at
formal models of dxscourse semsumcs This is an area better left to those
more knowled, d readers might wish to examine
Cimportant works such as Kamp and Reyle (1993). Second, it is not possible
‘to provide as detailed a look at the work of individual scholars as one
‘might wish to do. We have settled on trying to extract for our readers the
‘most central insights in each arena. Hopefully, this effort will lead some to
‘a more careful examination of the original sources and related work.

The Future of Studies in Discourse Semantics

"The future of studies in discourse ics is no more predictable than
other futures, but there are certainly some directions one can discern. The
imost important direction is the development of cognitive models of
flanguage use. One can expect to see an increased integration of ideas from
cognmve psychology, ideas from attention and memory, into linguistic
\matments of knowledge integration and information management. This
‘integratlon will not be easy to accomplish because it will require of us the

of iplinary and multidisciplinary skills and knowl-
edge that traditional demic disciplines do not readily cultivate. The
‘static descriptive systems linguists know best, 2 legacy of our structuralist
hentage, make 1t difficult for us to appreciate the dynamic nature of
pting us to relegate such matters to the periphery
when we do not really know they belong there.

- In a similar vein, one should expect to see also important developments
arising from neuroscience. Even though word and sentence level studies still
redominate in this area, the connection between language and brain as
scenes and discourses are viewed and heard should prove a fruxtful domam
‘In additi the i offer new thods and in
particular ERP and fMRI techniques, which may assist us in providing
- convincing empirical evidence for our textual and behavxoral work.

" Finally, we should expem to see i llab. betw the
ﬁeld and the laboratory. It is the desire to construct plausible theories of
ics and 1 use that prompts the interest in empirical

and experimental work. Anything we can do to increase our empirical rigor
and theoretical sophistication will be welcome. But we must just as much
remember that theories which make no ion to actual 1 and
their description fail to make their full contribution to the study of
language. Thus, the future of discourse semantics requires that we deal with
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each of the thousands of languages, described and undescribed, distributed
across the globe. There is really plenty to do.

Notes

1 Discourse semantics is not concerned with the semantic interpretation or processing of
each component in the utterance or sentence. For example, it is not concerned with how
semantic roles are managed (agent vs patient vs instrument) or with how lexical knowledge is
accessed (what ‘dog’ means in “The dog chewed my shoc’).

2 The term conceptual representation is virtually identical in meaning to another expression
mental model (Johnson-Laird, 1983) used to capture cognitive representations of events and
other mental representations.

3 The NPs in this example are not exhanstively analysed, We have focused on 2 number of
pertinent cases to illustrate ideas in referential management.

4 Note that this is a description of the rhetorical goal of this paragraph.

5 ‘This use of ‘topic’ does not imply a confusion in Givén's writings about a notion of
theme. This is separately discussed in several places (Givén, 1983).

6 This text fragment is taken from a set of edited written protocols generated by a group of
undergraduate students who narrated a brief animated film they had recently viewed (Tomlin,
1985).
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