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diverse number of disciphines, all of which share a common interest in
course  be it prose comprehension and recall. diadogue analysis, text gramim
construction, computer simulation of natural lunguage., cross-cultural compa
sons of communicative competence. or other related topics. The problems pos
by multisentence contexts and the methods required to investigate them, why
not always unique to discourse. are still sutficiently distinct as to benefit from
organized mode of scientific interaction made possible by this series.
Scholars working in the discourse area from the perspective of «
ciohnguistics, psycholinguistics. ethnomethodology and the sociology of la
guage. educational psychology (e.g.. teacher-student interaction), the philos
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submit manuscripts of monograph or book length to the series editor. Edit
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Introduction

This is the second in a two-volume series, the first of which, entitled Spoken and
Written Language: Exploring Orality and Literacy, was published in 1982. The
present volume, like the first. offers an interdisciplinary inquiry into the broad
questions of orality and literacy as well as close comparative analysis of spoken
and written texts. Furthermore, many of the papers gathered here draw evidence
for theoretical insights from settings in which individuals of disparate back-
grounds meet each other and meet educational institutions, and they consider the
implications, for the individuals and for the institutions, of the differences in
discourse strategies associated with participants’ divergent backgrounds.

The contributors to the volume represent the fields of anthropology, sociol-
ogy. English, and education, as well as linguistics. Their chapters analyze dis-
course produced in a variety of settings, genres, and cultural environments.
Chapters | (Gumperz. Kaltman, & O’Connor), 2 (Tannen), 4 (Erickson), 5
(Jarrett), 6 (Scollon & Scollon), 8 (Michaels & Collins), and 9 (Aronowitz) all
analyze and contrast differing coherence systems. with all but Tannen and the
Scollons comparing discourse conventions used by American black and Ameri-
can white speakers of English.

A subtheme of the volume is children’s acquisition and use of coherence
conventions in their discourse in and out of school. Chapters 6 (Scollon &
Scollon), 7 (Cook-Gumperz & Green), 8 (Michaels & Collins), and 9
{Aronowitz) analyze discourse conventions learned by children in one setting,
generally out of school. and show their (often negative) effect when they are used
by the children in another, usually school-related. setting.

Another subtheme of this collection is the relationship between coherence
conventions and discourse genre. Two chapters. those by Erickson (4) and Jarrett

xiii



Xiv  INTRODUCTION

(5). address the relatonship between music and language. Jarrett confronts di-
rectly the black oral genre of the blues. noting similarities to black preaching:
Erickson. 1 analyzing coherence conventions used by black adolescents 1 a
discussion, notes similarities to those used in black preaching and biues singing.
Finally, following in a long tradition among scholars in many fields. a number of
chapters focus on narrative (Chapters 2, Tannen; 3. Beaman: 6. Scollon &
Scollon: 7. Cook-Gumperz & Gumperz; and 8, Michacls & Collins).

All the chapters contribute to an understanding of the devices used to
establish cont s1oN, which T use to mean surface-level ties showing relationships
among elements in the text. and conerence, which 1 use to mean underlying
organizing structure making the words and sentences into a unificd discourse that
has cultural significance for those who create or comprehend it In this sense.
cohesion iy one factor contributing to coherence. Other factors, discussed by
Becker (1979). include relationships to other texts, to the creator’s mtentions,
and to the world outside the text

Many of the papers in this volume (Gumperz. Kaltman, & O Connor,
Enchson: Jarrett: Scollon & Scollon: Cook-Gumperz & Green: Michacls &
Collins: Aronowitz) show . 1n their sample data, that there 1s coherence where an
audicnce unfamihiar with the system ot constraints operating in that discourse
would have seen random, disorganized. even mcomprehensible discourse  In
other words, they demonstrate order in seenung chaos.

In a basic sense. order from chaos s what coherence is about. As | have
discussed in my ntroduction to another, related collection ol papers (Tannen
1982), and as | have learned from Becker (1979) and Bateson (1972), the
question of coherence s hittle less than the question of sanity. of being-in-the-
world. Understanding the cont RENCE PRINCIPEES underlyimg discourse 1s neces-
sary for participation in interaction in which that discourse occurs. Such analysis
is crucial to theoretical hinguistics in elucidating the basis of meaning in lan-
guage. Those who do not understand the principles and conventions underlying a
discourse cannot understand that discourse. even it they know the meaning ol
every word and the grammar by which the words are arranged in sentences s
crucial as well to apphied hinguistics: not only to the teaching of fanguage, and
teaching through language. but to the process of communication that informs
nearly every human enterprise. In more cases than not in our modern world,
communication is 1in some sense cross-cultural. As the chapters in this volume
demonstrate, compatriots of different subcultural backgrounds often have very
different habits and expectations for organizing discourse.

The papers collected here deepen our understanding ol the nature of co-
herence in discourse in general, as well as of features that typify spoken and
written discourse. They further the demonstration begun in the first volume that
orality and hteracy are complex and intertwined. Moreover. they reinforce the
basic principle that discourse structures and processes are dynamic patterns
growing out of human communicative goals.

INTRODUCTION XV

The first three chapters compare spoken and wnitten texts In Chapter 1,
‘Cohesion in Spoken and Written Discourse’, Gumperz, Kaltman, and O'Con-
nor have as their purpose "to suggest how sociolinguistic discourse analysis can
coniribute to the development of ™ a theory of “how spoken discourse conventions
are transferred to situated communicative strategies in written discourse’, and "to
the consideration of practical issues faced in the acquisition of literacy’. To do
this. they show how cohesion is established in two different segments of conver-
sational discourse: one from a discussion among graduate students, and another
from a tutoring session with a basic-writing student. The authors show that the
oral cohesive devices used by the graduate students can be easily transferred to
written expository discourse, whereas the oral ¢ohesive devices used by the
basic-writing student cannot. The comparative cohesive devices they elucidate
are similar to those discussed by Michaels & Collins in Chapter 8 and Erickson 1n
Chapter 4 and have similar consequences for a “transition to literacy .

Tannen, in Chapter 2. "Spoken and Wntten Narrative in English and
Greek.” also compares spoken and written texts, in this case narratives 1n Ameri-
can knglish and modern Greek about the same film (The film. known as “the
pear film.” 1s the subject of narratives analyzed 1n chapters by Beaman and
Michaels & Collins in this volume: by Chate and Clancy in the first volume; and
in papers collected 1in Chafe 1980.) Tannen finds an interpretive continuum by
which Greeks more than Americans, and speakers more than wniters, tend to
adjust the elements provided by the tilm in creating their narratives, thus ac-
knowiedging interpersonal involvement with their audience. Applymng a theory
of t RAMES to the written narratives, she finds that the wniters exiubit less discom-
fort than the speakers with the task of producing a narrative for an uncertain
purpose. Furthermore, whereas the spoken narratives all exhibit faurly sinuilar
narrative stances or voices, there is great variety in the narrative stances taken by
the writers. since each posits a different narrative footing which then influences
hngwistic choices. Tannen suggests that this positing of a narrative stance 1s
conventional in and charactenstic of most instances of writing.

In Chapter 3. “Coordination and Subordination Revisited. Syntactic Com-
plexaty in Spoken and Written Narrative Discourse.” Beaman analyzes the same
40 spoken and written narratives in English that Tannen deals with in Chapter 2
Beaman focuses her attention on coordination and subordination 1n an attempt to
define syntactic complexity and account tor contradictory findings among pre-
vious researchers about whether spoken or written language is syntactically more
complex. Beaman finds that the spoken narratives are just as complex as. if not
more complex than. the written ones, but their complexity is of a different sort.
For example. subordinate clauses are trequent in the spoken as well as the written
narratives. but different types of subordinate clauses predominate in the different
modes, and they are used for different discourse purposes.

Chapters in the second section of the volume provide alternative views ol
orality and literacy.



Erickson’s Chapter 4. *Rhetoric. Anecdote, and Rhapsody: Coherence
Strategies in a Conversation Among Black American Adolescents.” could be a
monograph in itself. Alfter introductory discussion of the effect on social rela-
aons of ditterences in speech style, Erickson reviews earlier work on verbal
aisplay in general and Afro-American rhetoric in particular. He then presents a
detatled transcript and analysis of an extended discussion among black American
teenagers. demonstrating their use of a “logic of the particular” characterized by
argumentation by anecdote: rhapsodic  stitching together of topoi (com-
monplaces): and routinized speaker/audience interaction. such as that associated
with blues singing or preaching style. Finally, he presents a taxonomy of rhe-
torical moves and their contribution to individual style profiles of participants in
the conversation analyzed.

Blucs style is the subject of Chapter 5. *Pragmatic Coherence in an Oral
Formulaic ‘Tradition: 1 Can Read Your Letters/ Sure Can’t Read Your Mind.” in
which Jarrett investigates the concept of coherence by close analysis of an Atro-
American blues song “with reference especially to complementary verbal tradi-
tions, the control of genre. and formulaic features of the ““personality™™ (1.e.
narrative persona) singing”. He contrasts the transcribed text of a recorded blues
song with a written fixed-form song. comparing “the sorts of knowledge in-
formed listeners must have for successful mterpretation”.

Contrasting rhetories are also the concern of Scollon and Scollon in Chap-
ter 6. "Cooking It Up and Beiling It Down: Abstracts in Athabaskan Children’s
Story Retellings.” The authors present examples and analysis of discourse con-
ventions among Alaskan Northern Athabaskans. demonstrating that their narra-
tives are built on a four-part (as compared to the traditional western three-part)
structure. and negotiation with the audicnce for a “sense of the situation”. The
authors introduce the notion of NONFOCUSED as compared to FOCUSED interac-
tton, suggesting that the Athabaskan tradition favors the former. in which sense-
making is a joint rather than a single-handed venture. They then discuss the
implications of divergent traditions when Athabaskan children encounter the
focused interaction environment of public schools. based on close examination
of the performance of five Athabaskan students in producing abstracts of a
culturally relevant narrative which they read as part of a miscue analysis test of
reading abihty.

Children caught in the grip of clashing rhetorics in and out of school are the
subjects of the remaining three chapters as well. Cook-Gumperz and Green. in
Chapter 7, *Sense of Story: Influences on Children’s Storytelling Ability.” sug-
gest that the adult model or story schema by which children’s narrative perfor-
mance has becn measured may not adequately account for the dominant influ-
ence of children’s literature on children’s sense of what a story is. The authors
present a transcript of a story told by a child which seems at first to have little
structure. but which, when viewed against the common childhood oral/visual

experience of having a storybook read out loud. can be seen to have a com-
prehensible and coherent structure.

Children’s storytelling is also the subject of Chapter 8, ‘Oral Discourse
Styles: Classroom Interaction and the Acquisition of Literacy.” in which
Michaels and Collins first present findings of a study of children’s discourse
strategies in an oral performance genre which functions as preparation for liter-
acy: “sharing time’ (or ‘show-and-tell’). After demonstrating that some children
use an oral style closer to the teacher’s expectations and also closer to that
required in school-related literate tasks. the authors present findings of a second
study in which the oral narratives of these children as well as oral and written
narratives of two older children are compared. Resuits demonstrate that. indeed,
those children who use a literatelike spoken style are able to write stories that
contorm more closely to literate norms.

In Chapter 9. ‘Reading Tests as Texts.” Aronowitz also compares the
performance of two groups of children, not in narrative. but rather on reading
tests  Aronowitz cxamines the tests themselves in order to determine the ‘max-
ims” children are expected to apply in order to answer them correctly. He exam-
ines. as well, children’s test answers, and finally he interviews the children
themselves about the logic motivating their choices. He is thus able to suggest
that the children who do poorly on reading tests may or may not be poor readers;
it 1s sufficient that they fail to understand and apply the ‘coherence system’” of the
reading test.

The final chapter. by Jean Luetkemeyer, Caroline Van Antwerp, and
Gloria Kindell. is an annotated bibliography of research comparing spoken and
written discourse or orality and literacy.
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Spoken and Written Narrative
in English and Greek*

Deborah Tannen
Georgetown University

BACKGROUND

This chapter reports findings of a study that represents the convergence of a
number of strands that have run through my research on American English and
modern Greek discourse: spoken and written narrative, relative focus on involve-
ment as the dynamic motivating linguistic choice in discourse, and the applica-
tion of frames theory to discourse. In accounting for features of discourse, | have
drawn upon theorics of orahty vs. literacy, first thinking in terms of oral vs.
literate tradinon (Tannen 1980), then of an oral/hterate continuum (Tannen
1982a), then of oral and hiterate strategies (Tannen 1982b), and finally of strat-
egies reflecting relative focus on involvement (Tannen in press-a)., hoping there-
by to eschew a dichotomous view of speaking and writing in favor of the view
that both can display a variety of features depending on the communicative
situation, goal, genre, and so on. (The considerations leading to these develop-
ments in terminology and concepts are discussed in Tannen in press-a.) | have
shown the power of frames theory to account for features of discourse 1n oral
narratives 1n English and Greek (Tannen 1979) as well as in conversation in a
medical setting (Tannen in press-b).

* A prehnunary version of this paper was presented at the annual meeting of the 1 inguisii
Society of America. San Antomo. Texas, December 1980 In prepaning the final draft 1 was helped
by cnitical comments by Wallace Chafe and Susan Philips The present study was made possible by a
Summer Stipend from the National Endowment for the Humanities and a Georgetown University
Summer Research Grant. Karen Beaman, Susan Dodge. and Herdi Hamilton helped in vanous ways
Students in my senunars on spoken and wriiten language . Fall 1980 and 1981, helped me see patterns
in these and other spoken and written data
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In most of my research. I prefer a microanalytic case-study method, but my
work on spoken narratives in English and Greek has been based on a group of 40
narratives elicited in a naturalistic experiment. My approach in these studies was
nonetheless more hermeneutic than quantitative, but the analysis of 20 narratives
in each category rather than a single one made possible more generalization. At
the time that | gathered the oral narratives in modern Greek in Athens, I also
gathered narratives written in Greek by different subjects, and Wallace Chafe
had collected narratives written in English, all about the same film. This chapter
presents findings of analysis comparing these hitherto unanalyzed written narra-
tives with the previously analyzed spoken ones.' Analysis focuses on evidence of
the operation of cognitive frames in the narratives.

Earlier analysis (Tannen 1979) of the Greek and American spoken narra-
tives focused on linguistic evidence for frames. structures of expectation about
aspects of the situation and content of talk. Extending this analysis to the written
narratives indicates differences in (a) the subject-of-experiment frame. (b) the
oral storytelling frame. (c) the film frame, and (d) interpretation. These can be
briefly summarized. (a) Writers show less verbal evidence that. in producing
their narratives, they are subjects of an experiment, a finding related to the fact
that whereas the spoken narratives all exhibited fairly similar narrative stances or
voices. there was great variety in the narrative stances taken by the writers. (b)
Many of the written narratives recreate an oral storytelling frame. suggesting that
all narrative. including written. is modeled on the oral storytelling context. (¢)
The written narratives show less verbal evidence that they are telling about a
film, suggesting that writers were less influenced by the presentation-of-self
demands of the oral communicative context. (d) An interpretive continuum was
found by which Greeks more than Americans and speakers more than writers

' collected the Greek narratives spoken ones at the Helleme Amenican Umon in Athens.
Greece. for which T am grateful to Bruce Houston for permission to tape and Cleo Hehdoms for
mterviewing and transcnbing. and wntten ones at Deree College i Psychico. Athens. 1 am grateful
10 Vasso Vassihiou for allowing and arranging tor me to do soin her class. and to Rouh Ghemem for
help in deciphening Greek handwniting and morphological forms.

Ornigmal collection of the Enghsh narratives was done under NIMH Gramt MH25592 10
Wallace 1. Chafe. at the University of Califorma. Berkeley Other members of the project. all of
whom were nvolved in collection. transcription. and analysis of English narratives. were Roben
Bemardo. Patnicia Clancy. Pamela Dowming, and John DuBois Pubhications resulting from that
project include Bernardo 1979, Chaice 1979. Dowming 1977, Tannen 1979: as well as papers collected
in Chate 1980b. in which complete transcnipts of the Enghish narratives, including precise measure-
ment of pauses. appear. Narratives based on this film are also analyzed by Michacls and Colhins in
this volume. Becaman. in this volume. analyzes the same spoken and wnitten Enghish narratives that
arc the subject of this chapter The chapter by Clancy in the companion volume to the present one
(Spoken and Written Language  Faploring Orahn and Lieracy) analyzes spoken and written pear
stonies m Japanese In view of all this talk about pear stories. the reader may. like the writer. begin to

be feeling a bit pearsick and may rest assured that this wnter. at least. considers this to be her swan
song o pears

. . . ta-

evidenced cognitive frames, or expectations, in a phenomenon 1 call interpreta

tion. ' . .
These hypotheses and findings will be discussed and demonstrated with

examples from the spoken and written stories.

SPOKEN AND WRITTEN PEAR STORIES

The film that provided the subject matter for n'fmatives to be analyzed, ilcnl:';:]r-
mally called ‘the pear film. 2 has sound but no dialogue. It shows a man ;t))ic Cli
pears from a tree. then filling baskets with pears. A boy comes along on 2 : ‘yhis
and takes a basket of pears. As he rides away wuh. the pears, he passes elllglr : e
hat blows off his head: the wheel of his bike hns'a rock; and he fa s to e
ground. Three other boys help him up and help him replace the pcaisr:\g ne
basket. He gives three pears to one of the three boys after th;'u boyhre u'[; e
fallen hat to him. The three boys (cating pcur.ﬂ) pass the tree where the man has
just disc ‘ ¢ basket of pears is missing. o
e d?h(:::fk::ld;:\)g written sloriees were elicited from different l‘ndIVldua‘I:
under similar conditions. with some adjustments. For.the spoken stories, speat
ers watched the film in groups of five and then went into ar-lolher room one a :
time to “tell what happened in the movie  to someone of similar cull'urcd. ag;. anm
gender. Their stories were recorded and later carefully tra‘r.\f.cnbi_ h an ri:en
through a pitch extractor so that pauses could be mcgsurcd preL.l.scIy. N cf\|v en
storics were all written at the same time. after the writers had vnf:wcd the l' m ne
group. (A consequent difference is that the writers all wrolc |mmgd|ate yl (z: e
viewing the film, whercas some of the speakers had tolwan for their tunl\' el
their storics.) The English narratives were all gathered in undergradyate mgk' s
tics classes at a California university. The volu_ntcer Greek spc?kcrs were ta lcnrg
English language courses ata binational center in Athens: the (;chk wnl?rs :cre
students at an English language college n an.Athens suburb.. T'wcnly;.lotr‘lc)zl i
analyzed in each category. ex;fpl‘fnr the written Greek stories. of which only

¥ arratives were available. .
UMblcFri‘rdsrlr.dtilt ?s infpnrtum to keep in mind that the data under analysis are

>John Lawler. in a tonguc-in-check narrative. suggested “the pears do seem ‘(j!heyChc:n i
’ ) 1 3 P P X
through to the end) to be the topic of the piece. since they persevere as movemcn»l ldn ;mm (,ie
metaphors and tokens Perhaps the movie 1s . showing the way pears get themselves
iple es they create’

Jace to another. and the multiple frames they cr ‘ . . _—
" Only 19 subjects showed up to participate Of these. one was cl.lmmdlmi‘hi‘c.;u;i s:emm e
in English. z;nd anulﬁcr because she indicated on the required questionnaire lha:‘:ﬂ‘dc T.;‘c 0;'“ om

. itzerk i at she spoke English at home as a child.
India and cducated i Switzerland. and that < : .
ives ad neve tside Greek-speaking
jects X sreck @ + all thewr lives and had never hved ou A
subjects had spoken Greek at home all ! | ' .
commumties Hence. it scemed the interference from Enghsh discourse patterns was m
despite the fact that the writers were studying Enghsh school
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narratives, a spectal kind of discourse genre that has its own conventions and
constraints. (Most earlier research comparing spoken and written discourse com-
pares spoken conversation, which may or may not include narrative, and written
expository prose. which typically does not include narrative. When narrative
data are mcluded. the fact that they are narrative is generally not taken into
account.)

Most obviously, the structure of narrative discourse is influenced by the
temporal sequence of events reported (Labov 1972). Furthermore, the fact that
narratives are typically about people rather than abstract ideas or objects, pre-
disposes greater recognition of the speaker’s personal involvement with the
subject matter as well as the audience. It seems possible, and the present study
furnishes some evidence, that the narrative genre is primarily a spoken one, and

that written narrative borrows many conventions from the spoken storytelling
model.

FRAMES IN SPOKEN NARRATIVES

In turning to analysis of the spoken and written pear stories, 1 will begin by
comparing the operation of frames in the written narratives to previous findings
for the spoken ones. The term frame is used here in the sense of structures of
expectations (Tannen 1979) or sets of associations based on prior experience.?

Earlier analysis of the narratives spoken in English and Greek (Tannen
1979) indicated that it was possible to view in the discourse, frames or structures
of expectation operating for the speakers. The frames identified in the spoken
stories included, for example, a subject-of-cxperiment frame. This means simply
that the speakers had expectations about being subjects of experiments, and
evidence of these expectations could be seen in their narratives. Other identifia-
ble frames in the spoken narratives included a storytelling frame, a film frame,
and a Hlm-viewer frame.

A few examples from the many prescnted 1n the earlier study will illustrate
what is meant by frames and how they are seen in verbalization. The SUBJECT-
OF-EXPERIMENT FRAME 1s seen when a speaker asks, *how picky do you want?”,
indicating that she is talking to fulfill the interviewer’s requirements. The STORY-
TELLING FRAME is seen when a speaker asks whether she should include certain
elements in her narrative because ‘I hate to take away the suspense or anything,’

4In subsequent work (Tannen in press-b. Tannen and Wallat 1983) | distinguish between two
types of frames, one interactive, in the sense of anthropology (Bateson 1972; Goffman 1974) and one
pertaimng to knowledge structures which | call “schemas.” in the sense of research in aruficial
intelhgence (Schank and Abelson 1978) and cogniive psychology (Rumethart 1975) For the pur-
poses of the present analysis 1t 18 not necessary to make this distinction, but the term is used more
closely to the sense of knowledge structures.

SPOKEN AND WRITTEN NARRATIVE IN ENGLISH AND GREEK 25

indicating an assumption that the interviewer 1s a listener who may sometime see
the film for her own enjoyment and might not want that enjoyment spoiled by
forcknowledge of plot. The FILM FRAME is seen in evidence that the narative is
being told about a film, for example in mention of camera angles, sound effects,
actors, scenes, and the like. Finally, a FILM-VIEWER FRAME includes expecta-
tions. not about films per se, but about the speaker as someone viewing a film.
For example, one speaker reports her thought processes as she watched the
movie: “and you think Aha. ...uh... Are we gonna go back to the man over there
but no’. Thus. frames are scts of expectations related to specific aspects of the
context and content of talk.

FRAMES IN WRITTEN NARRATIVES

The written stories. as distinguished from the spoken ones, contained no overt
evidence of the subject-of-cxpeniment frame. The writers made no comments
evidencing the fact that they were taking part in an experiment.

Expectations often become overt when they are violated. Thus, references
to the subject-of-experiment frame n the spoken narratives generally grew out of
the speakers’ discomfort with the context—they were performing for the inter-
viewer's benefit. but they did not know what the interviewer wanted and, there-
fore. were unsure of what to say. As Goffman (1974) has pointed out. people
need to know what the requirements of a frame are: if they do not. they expen-.
ence confusion and discomfort. This was seen. for example. in the question cited
earlicr. “how picky do you want?” Other evidence of such discomfort was seen in
comments such as ‘1 don’t know if this 15 important.”

The subject-of-experiment frame surfaced less for Greek speakers than for
American speakers. indicating that Greek speakers experienced less discomfort
than Americans with the oral task. This fact might at first seem surprising, since
Grecks have less experience and, hence, fewer expectations of being subjects of
experiments, so the task should make them more uncomfortable. However, they
seem to have simply referred to their frame for storytelling and told a story. The
subject-of-experiment frame, repeatedly evidenced in the American spoken nar-
ratives. did not surface in the written ones at all. indicating that the American
writers expenenced less discomfort with the assigned task than the American
speakers. It seems likely that, for both Greeks and Americans, TELLING a story to
someone they did not know for a purpose they were not sure of was more
disturbing than WRITING a story for someone they did not know for a purpose
they were not sure of. .

This points up a difference between spoken and written discourse. A writer
may—indeed must—posit a context, a frame or stance with regard to the au-
dience. in order to proceed. A speaker, on the other hand, needs to percerve the
actual, externally constrained frame and act accordingly. This notion of frame
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orrgsponds to Goffman’s (1981a) concept of ‘footing’: the actual and meta-
horical stance of the speaker toward the hearer.

larrative Stance

he footing (Goffman 1981a). or narrative stance growing out of the posited
ontext or frame. is established at the beginning of each narrative. The spoken
arratives differed with respect to what they focused on in the beginning, but
ey were similar in the narrative stance created by their choice of register.

Thc? spoken narratives differed from each other in whether they began by
ommenting on the scene, a character. or the film as a whole. For example. ES17
cgan by describing the scene. as did 6 Americans and 7 Greeks:*

ES.17 Well, first thing you see. is: .. uh: .. the landscape is: .. w:m . .. sort of an
agricultural  area. it's quite green,

S13 began by describing a character, as did 11 Americans and 12 Greeks:

ES13 Okay. well. . there . is ay uh .. there’'saman.  who looks of Latin
descenl. . amnd  he: is: on a ladder he's rather large.

‘nally. they could open with a comment on the film as a whole, as did 3
vmenicans and | Greek:

ES4 Okay The movie scemed very sound oriented

)cspife these differences, however, in all of the above, and in all of the oral
arratives, the speakers’ stance. that is the speaker/hearer relationship posited.

l\.Cl’eated by lexical and syntactic choices. is roughly the same: the context of
nformal narration.

In .the wrilten narratives, however, there was great diversity in the speak-
'ro” footing or narrative stance, as seen and established in their first lines. For

SIn transcnption segments. ES denotes English Speaker. EW English Writer. GS Greek
speaker. and GW Greek Writer. Numbers denote subject number
Transcription conventions.
ndicates perceptible pause of less than half second
indcates a half second pause
Each additional dot represents another half second of pause
ndicates sentence final falling intonation
. mndicates clause final monation more to come
indicates lengthening of preceding sound

example, a writer could establish an UNMARKED NARRATIVE stance, comparable
tothat of the spoken stories:®

EWT A man was picking pears from a tree, putting them into his apron & then
transferring them to a bushel/baskets/.

A number of writers, however, used a kind of sSTYLIZED DICTION that seems to
play on a more formal register:

EW2 The film begins with a rather portly Mexican picking green pears. He is
using a small wooden ladder & proceeds to dump a number of them from his pouch
into one of his three baskets at the foot of the tree—pausing to wipe one in his large
red bandana

The formal register is identified by such devices as lexical choice (‘rather port-
ly.” ‘proceeds.” ‘pausing.’ ‘large’). adjective strings (‘small wooden ladder,’
‘large red bandana’), and the integrated syntactic constructions (see Chafe
1982, Beaman this volume, and discussion below), which packs more informa-
tion into discourse units. These devices are found throughout this narrative, for
example. in words such as ‘consequently,’ rather than the informal ‘so.”

In contrast to the integrated syntactic constructions used by EW2, another
writer uses noticeably short sentences to create a kind of sTaccaro effect:

EWS5 It opened w/ a country scene. A Latino man was picking apples/pears?/ off a
tree  All the colors were very bright

EWS’s use of the shorthand convention ‘w/’ for *with’ contributes to this stac-
cato cffect.

Even more staccato in effect were narratives written in a kind of TELE-
GRAPHIC SHORTHAND. for example that of EW 17, whose number of words per
sentence averaged 9.2 in contrast to the overall average of 17.1 words per
sentence in all English written narratives:” (See Appendix.)

EW17 Scene Opens with view of fields and trees. Man with mustache and apron
picking pears from a ladder in the tree.

tSegments from written nammatives are reproduced as closely as possible to handwritten
versions / dicates a caret in writing. the following word(s). continuing until the closing slash,
having been inserted above  Ampersands (&), cross outs. parentheses. brackets. punctuation, spell-
g errors. and capitahization are reproduced as writien

"Caputalized O 1 the second word. "Opens’. 1s as in ongmnal. 1 hypothesize that the writer
first started with this word. which appears about where a paragraph indentation would put it. then
thought the deletion of the subject too staceato mn effect and added the word “Scene’. which appears at
the margin
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The effect is created not only by short sentences but also by deletion of anticles
(*Scene.” “view.’ *Man,” “mustache’) and auxiliary verbs (‘is’ or ‘was’ deleted
before *picking pears’).

Another writer established and maintained a LITERARY style:

EW20 The film opens on a beautitully clear day, with green trees blowing in the
wind & the fields browned by the blazing sun.

Not only EW20’s choice of words (‘blazing’) and syntactic constructions (*fields
browned"). but also the ideas expressed conform to expectations of literary rather
than expository prose.

Finally, one writer chose an ORAL STORYTLI LING stance:

EWS There was this guy. see. and he was on a ladder picking pears from this pear
tree. and putting them 1n his apron.

EWS cstablishes an oral storytelhing frame by her choice of collogual lexical
items (‘guy’ instead of *man’), avoidance of adjectives. use of the deictic ( "this
guy’, ‘this pear tree’), a feature identified in oral narrative (Ochs 1979), as well
as the colloquial interjection ‘see’.

Thus the written stories differ from each other with regard to the narrative
stance established. whereas the spoken stonies all establish more or less similar
narrative stances. What I am calling narrative stance is related to what has been
called point of view by literary critics, but 1t is more preaisely the footing or
posited relationship between speaker and audience. perhaps a narrative voice. It
seems, then, 1o be characteristic of written discourse that if the speaker/hearer
relationship is not determined by the task—as, for example, in a letter to a
specific person—then the writer must make some decision about context that will
govern linguistic choices. The fact that this habit of positing a context is familiar
to a writer (one might say it is part of a writing frame) can account for the fact
that subjects asked to write what happened n the pear film without knowing
quite why they were doing so nonetheless did not evidence discomfort in the
form of linguistic evidence of the subject-of-experiment frame. The speakers. in
contrast, looked, sometimes with confusion, in the actual interaction for a con-
text which would provide a narrative stance. This accounts for the fact that the
written narratives did not show cvidence of the subject-of-experiment frame, as
did the spoken namratives.

ORAL STORYTELLING FRAME

Another level of frame previously found in the spoken stories is storytelling.
There were two distinct kinds of evidence that a storytelling frame was operating
in the written narratives. Both seemed to grow out of an oral storytelling frame.
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The following segment from a written narrative, for example, makes usce of
some oral storytelling conventions:

EW4 During the scarf episode, an eld man leading e%geet tof lamb?) by u leash
watked by between the mun & his buskets and the peur tree |oops! I forgot the
sequence] a goat (or lamb) was heard bleating. As the man re-climbed the ladder,
an old man leading a goat by a leash walked past, just below the tree. [Oh, the
events are getting muddled. |

In speaking. what’s said is said and can’t be unsaid. In view of this,
speakers often make use of the device of taking back something said, knowing
full well that its effect has occurred; the message has been heard. In writing,
however, a crossed out passage can be effectively expunged—either by cross-
hatching or lining out with a thick pen. so that the words cannot be deciphered,
or by preparing a final draft in which the deleted parts do not appear.® By
convention, a draft containing crossed out parts. even still legible ones, is to be
read as if those parts were not there. A reader who chooses to try to make them
out under the deletion marks understands them as remnants of an earlier draft,
not part of the present one.

In letter writing. however. a written genre that shares many features with
the typical spoken genre of conversation because it is highly interactive, a first
and only draft is often mailed. Crossed out words may. therefore, be legible, and
the writer may make some explanation of them, just as a speaker may make some
explanation of words that have been spoken and then taken back (for example,
mumbling quickly, *Oh | was thinking of . . ."). Thus the wrniter EW4 in the
preceding example used the conventions of oral rather than written discourse
when she treated a crossed out line as accountably rather than conventionally
deleted. Setting written metacomments off by brackets is parallel to lowered
pitch and loudness and speeded pace marking oral metacomments.

Two other conventions of oral storytelling used in EW4’s written narrative
create the effect of immediacy. First is the insertion of ‘oops’ and ‘oh’, ‘re-
sponse cries’ (Goffman 1981b) which in speech convey surprise by an utterance
presumably out of the speaker’s conscious control. Second, the report of mental
processes (‘1 forgot the sequence’, ‘the events are getting muddled’) as }hc
speaker checks on her own memory is also common in oral narrative—and in fact
is found far more frequently in the spoken than the written pear stories. If the
writer is unsure of temporal sequence, she may stop to think about the order 1n

¥Frank Smith pointed out this somewhat paradoxical aspect of oral discourse when he opencd
his remarks at a conference on spoken and wntten language with the observation that spoken
language 15 permanent whereas written 1s temporary  The audience glibly and quickly comrected him.
surely he meant the opposite No. he explained Spoken language 1s permanent because once
something 1s said. 1ts impact cannot be erased. but something written can be crossed out. and 1t 1s as
though 1t never was wrtten



let her audience know she has not mentally checked out.
A similar use of oral conventions in the written narratives is seen in the
following segment from another narrative:

EW14 Oh—when the man was first putting the pears in the basket he dropped onc
& picked 1t up & shined it a bit—it was brownish on onc side not bad brown but a
natural ripeming. Anyway. there were 3 boys standing there—

Fhe use of “oh’ to signal a digression and ‘anyway' to signal a return to the
narrative proper is typical of spoken language (Jefferson's [1972] ‘side se-
quences’). Again. the writer has the time to think about sequence and get things
n where they belong, as do many of the other writers in the study. making usc of
carets. insertions, and the like. When the writer chooses to make the narrative
into an on-line report. including marking adjustments to sequence. she is model-
ng in writing a primarily oral process. For example. a Greck writer:®

GW7 Xechasa na po ot o megaliteros eiche ena paichmdi sta chena 1ou me mia
rakera kar 1 balak

I torgot to say that the biggest one had a toy m his hands with a racket and a
httleball

There is no need for GW7 to mark her addition with *1 forgot to say". as there
would be in speaking  She could simply insert what she forgot to write (the fact
that she uses the verb “say™ contributes to the oral storytelling effect as well)
where she thinks it belongs. :

Another way that the oral storytelling frame is invoked in the written
narratives is by reference to a conventionalized sentence structure or formulaic
expression For example. when EWS, cited carlier. began her story. she used
sentence structure and lexical choice associated with oral storytelling:

EW8 There was this guy. see. and he was on a ladder picking pears from this pear
tree.

Throughout her narrative. EWS8 uses the deictic to introduce cach of the
characters.

EWS8 Then this other guy came by, lcadmg a goat (7)

Transhieration copventions are taken from gudehnes prepared by Peter Bien and Julia
Foomis tor the Modern Greek Studies Association GW7 can use the numeral | to represent the
mdetinite article @ because both ase realized m spoken Greek by the word ena

LACH INUSE IFEC UHTT DUYS GUING ampngg,

All subsequent references are with definite articles. The sentence structure,
present tense. interjection ‘see’. and deictic ‘this’ are all conventions associated
with oral storytelling and, therefore, trigger an oral storytelling frame, much as
Jarrett (this volume) shows that blues lyrics have traditional structures and con-
ventions by which their songs are identified as blues.

FILM FRAME

We have seen that the subject-of-cxperiment frame was not found in the written
narratives. but the oral storytelling frame was. A third frame evidenced in the
spoken narratives, the film frame. was found in the written narratives, but to a
much lesser extent. Just as these conventions signal an oral storytelling frame,
similarly, formulaic sentence structures and other conventions in the written
narratives signal a film frame-~—sets of associations with the task of telling about
films.

The most obvious way that American speakers kept the film frame promi-
nent and explicit in their narratives was by direct references to the film (for
example. ‘the film opens . %) as well as many allusions to the fact that they
were talking about a film (for example, references to camera angles, shots,
costumes, cinematic effects) which do not mention the word fifm but presuppose
that a film is involved.

In the written stories. there is less preoccupation with the film frame, and
for both Grecks and Americans. fewer references to the film, direct or indirect.

In the spoken narratives. 16 of 20 Americans and 5 of 20 Greeks men-
tioned the word “movie” or “film’ (Greek tainia or film). In the written, 8 of 20
Americans and | of 17 Greeks did so. (Sce Table 1.) In the spoken stories, only 1
American had no allusions to the film; 14 had 1-8. and S Americans had 10-15.
In other words. reference to the fact that they were telling about a film was
repeated (for cxample. ‘the next scene,” ‘the camera pans’). In the written
stories, 6 Americans had no indirect allusions to the film frame and 13 had 1-4.
None had more than 4. For the Greeks. in spoken, 5 had no allusions to the film
(they had talked directly about events) and 15 had 1-8. In the written. 12 Greeks
had none and & had 1 or 2. No story written in Greek had more than 2 allusions to
the film. These findings arc shown in Table 2.

There were ways that the written narratives signaled the film frame. which
the spoken narratives did not use. For example. two writers introduce a new
scene with introductory phrases that playfully echo a familiar film voice-over,
‘Meanwhile back at the ranch . . .
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EW9 Finally. back at the pear tree. the san pearpicker came back down out of the
tree,

EW12 Meanwhile back at the tree, the pear picker chimbed down agan with
another load of pears.

Without making overt reference to the fact that what is talked about is a film, the
speaker brings the film frame to awareness by playing on a phrase conven-
tionalized in radio and film. This type of film-frame trigger was available to but
not used by speakers.

Another way that the film frame could be signaled, but only in writing, is
by reference to a visual as well as verbal frame. Two written narratives (one
English and one Greek) end with closings that bring to mind the ending of a silent
film:

EW9 The end

GW3 T'EI OS
(1HE) END

Both writers omit punctuation. and GW3 also caputalizes and centers the word.
(EW9 begins slightly indented from the left, as for a paragraph.)

In general, however, the film frame dropped to far less prominence in the
written stories. As was mentioned earlier, one significant charactenistic of the

TABLE 1
Number of Speakers/Wnters Who Mention the Words Movie or Film (Greek tasmia or film)
in English and Greek Spoken and Written Narratives

Enghsh Spoken Enghsh Wntten Greek Spoken Greek Wnitten
N =20 N = 20 N = 20 N =17
16 8 S i
TABLE 2
Number of Speakers/Writers Who Make Allusions to Movie or Film
Number of Allusion Per Narranve 0 1-8 10-15
English spoken 1 14 5
English writien 6 13a 0
Greek spoken 5 150 0
Greek written 12 8 0

Al in this category contained 1-4 allusions.
PAll in this category contained 1 or 2 allusions.
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American oral narratives was that many of them made critical comments about
the film as a film, to the effect, for example, that the costumes were unconvinc-
ing, the sound track out of proportion, the acting weak. This did not turn up
ncarly so often in the written stories. It seems likely that the speakers, finding
themselves in the position of telling a story to another person, felt the need to
show themselves to be perceptive film critics. The writers, having chosen some
other narrative stance, did not feel this presentation-of-self need.

INTERPRETATION

The tendency of American speakers 1o show themselves as perceptive film critics
and of Greek speakers to show themselves as perceptive critics of human behav-
ior represents the intersection of the film frame with a phenomenon 1 call in-
terpretation. One of the findings of my carlier comparison of the Greek and
American oral narratives was the greater tendency among the Greek speakers to
interpret rather than simply to report elements shown in the film  In addition to
telhng about the film in terms of a theme or message and judging the characters
and their behavior or critcizing the film-maker, interpretation includes reporting
as fact what was conjecture and philosophizing about meanings suggested by the
film. In this sense. all interpretation grows out of speakers’ cognitive frames.

The phenomenon | call interpretation 1s closely related to Labov’s (1972)
notion of evaluation. Labov notes that 1 telling a story, speakers constantly
mediate between themselves and their material, presenting it in such a way as to
answer in advance the ‘withering rejoinder, “"So what?”’ " (p. 366). In other
words. everything in the story must contribute to a point, and evaluation 1s the
way it does so, including such devices as sequencing. timing. choice of adjective
and adverbs, direct quotation—all the ways in which narrators manipulate mate-
rial to make it add up to the points they have in mind.

What the point of a story can be is a function of cultural convention (Mills
1967: Polanyi 1979). How that point can be demonstrated—i.e. evaluative de-
vices—is also culturally constrained. Interpretation is based on cultural conven-
tions as well. So it is not surprising that evidence of expectations and frames in
general, and of interpretive processes in particular, have much in common with
what Labov has called evaluative devices.

I suggest that the tendency to interpret i part grows out of a need to tell a
good story. in response to recognition of speaker/hearer interaction and involve-
ment. The tendency to interpret. that is, to interest the hearer with a good story.
was found to be relatively stronger in Greek than in American narratives and in
spoken than in written narratives. Another way to interest a hearer, one associ-
ated with what has been called literate but should more properly be considered
school-related (Scribner & Cole 1981). is to get the information correct. In-
terpretation, then, is the way of acknowledging the interpersonal involvement of




wnother kind of interpretation was seen in the spoken stories in the Americans’
*ndency to show critical acumen as film critics by criticizing the film's cinemat-
- technique, whereas Greeks tended to show critical acumen as film critics by

werpreting the film’s larger meaning. This is seen in only one written Greek
arrative:

GW16 Ta paidia moiazoun na einai plousia. Einai san mia katapiesi. O enas
echei anagki (o agrotis) o allos (10 paidi) 10 agnoei (thelei na 10 agnoisei) kai dra
pros to symferon tou

The children seem to be rich. It is like an oppression. The one has a necd (the
farmer) the other (the child) ignores it (he wants to ignore it) and acts in his own
nterests

The written narratives are similar to the spoken in the tendency of the
\mericans fo take the stance of perspicacious film critic. while the Greek are

nore inclined to personalize. Compare the two, Greek and American. who are
cminded by the film of something else:

EW19 The action of picking fruit into his the apron reminded me of The Grapes of
Wrath.

GWT17 Sun archi erda mia etkona me oraia chromata pou mou thimise 1o chorio
mou sto Pilio

In the beginning I saw a picture with lovely colors that reminded me of my village
in Pilio

Whereas the American speaker made reference to another public work, a novel,
he Greek speaker made reference to something personal in her real world: her
sillage. (Note that the Greek use of ‘my village" does not imply that she was born
ind raised in that village but rather that her family has roots and ties there.)

nterpretive Naming

Ine revealing kind of interpretation that distinguished the Greek from American
~poken stories was the tendency I have called interpretive naming: the choice of a
noun to describe a character. which conveys more information than was actually

presented in the film and represents, therefore, an interpretation supplied by t.
speaker. A striking example of interpretive naming was the tendency of Greeks
to call the man picking pears a ‘farmer’ or ‘worker’ rather than ‘man’ or ‘guy.’
Comparison of the spoken stories told by Americans and Greeks showed that 3 of
20 Americans as opposed to 12 of 20 Greeks named the man in such a way as to
convey an interpretation of his way of life. When the written stories are added to
the data base. the result is a continuum of interpretiveness, with the Greek
spoken at one end and the English written at the other, as seen in Figure 1.

Interpretive Description

Another kind of interpretation that was found in the spoken stories is in the
description of action. In telling that the man was picking pears, a speaker could
simply report that a man was so doing or describe how he did so. For the spoken
English stories. 17 of 20, or 85 percent. of the Americans reported that the man
was picking pears without describing his actions. For example:

ES7 there was: .. a man. .. who was picking pears,

The three Americans who describe the man’s actions do so in terms of comments
on the film rather than on the man, for example:

ES17 A:nd .. he's..it..the camera spends a lot of time watching him ... pick
these pears.

In this case, onc can almost see the speaker shifting focus from the man as a
person to the man as an actor in a film. A similar process is seen in ES18’s
description of the man picking pears:

ES18 He's very deliberately ... plucking the..the um ... the pears off the tree, ...
and .. you know you hear this ... a sh:arp little crunch as. .as he pulls each one off,
and he’s doing it..very slowly. and putting them in ...[breath]... his apron. ..... tsk
And then. .climbing very carefully. . down the. .ladder, and placing them in baskets,
and he’'d never make it as a fruitpicker.

ES18 describes the man's actions in detail, with much interpretation (seen for
example in adjectives and adverbs), but she invokes the film-viewer frame (‘you
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hear . . ") and the film frame by referring to the man as an actor ("He'd never
make it as a fruitpicker’).

In contrast, 7 of the 20 Greek speakers (35 percent) described the man’s
pearpicking in a way that constitutes both comment and interpretation:

GS11 Eviepe to eh me mia evia via xerts ' achladi Poli eviavika

He Jovked at the ub with a prety you know the pein Very prously

GS12 ...Kai: mm tsk epemene on: afio pou ekane to zouse. . To n- diladi:
mm ... 1o oti: kaliergouse ti gi:, on mazev'afta: ... to sigomdi, .. itane vi'afton
kati 10 1darrero. ... Axize kan: ... 15k 10 zouse afto pou ckane, tou arese

A.nd mm tsk 1t insisted thact that which he did he lived t . The n. 1n other words.
mm ... the fact tha:t he was cultivating the carth:. that he was gathening the:se
the harvest. ... was for him something special. . It was worth vometh g .

tsk he lived what he did. he liked .

Comparing the written stories, one finds less interpretation in both cases
and on several counts. Of the Americans, again (as in the spoken narratives) 17
of the 20, or 85 percent. reported the pearpicking without comment, and with
less detail. The written stories, as previously noted, are shorter by half, but
despite this difference, they show less description per length of narrative than do
the spoken.

Those 3 Americans who do describe the man picking pears in writing make
rather subtle and low-key comments about his actions without criticizing the
film-maker (interpretive material is indicated by underlines):

EW8 We saw him do this a couple of umes. always slowly and apparently with
great care—the ladder creaked like it would fall apan, so he had to be carefull. but
also he adse treated the pears carcfully, stopping to wipe one with the kerchiet he
had around his neck

EW19 When he empticd the fruit into the already full basket. he laid some of 1t n
gently and scemed to be rather careless with other picces of fruit. | was surprised
that he would toss the fruit.

EW18 The worker was /1n a tree./ picking bright green pears /and stutfing them
into his apron, almost furtively./ 0

Wn this example, the enuire phrases enclosed 1o slashes were inserted above the hne  In other
words, the sentence was first wrtien as, “The worker was picking bright green pears”. | happen to be
privy to information relevant to this narrative, which 1s too suggestive to omit mentioning This 1s one
of the few American written narratives that employs both interpretive naming (calling the pearpicker
a "worker’) and mterpretive descniption of the man picking pears These features were much more
charactenstic of Greek than Amenican narratives. In a study ol indirectness i conversation (Tannen
1981) I tound that when communicative styles of Greeks, Amencans, and Greek-Amencans were
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Thus the interpretation that is found in the written stories is less interpretive
than that found in the spoken, and less time is spent on it. This is related to the
general phenomenon that, in the written stories, the film frame becomes far less
prominent and the critical stance of the speaker toward the film is likewise far
less prominent. This seems to reflect, again, the need in the fuce-to-face setting
to present onesclf in a certain light.

As opposed to 7 of 20, or 35 percent, of Greek speakers, 4 of 17, or 24
pereent, of Greek writers include descniptions of the man’s pearpicking activaty
that is interpretive. Nonetheless, they spend less time describing the man’s
actions than the Greek speakers who do, fewer of them do so, and with one
exception the interpretive comments are very short indeed and less interpretive.
For example, a writer calls the man strange, as compared to speakers previously
cited who describe a complex relationship between the man and his pears.
Examples of written Greek descriptions follow.

GWB3 I emfanist 1ou emar kapos periergi. Den m’arese.

His appearance is somehow strange | didn’t Iike him (11).

GW4 Enas chorikos me yfos antipathes kat filidono—logo tou kokkinow mantiliou
pou foraei sto larmo 1ou kai ns kokkimis fanelas kat ton tonismenon cheilion tou—
maczever achladia apo mia achladia mesa se chorafia.

A villager with a repulsive and voluptuous air—because of his red scarf that he was
wearing on his neck and his red shirt and his accentuated lips—is gathering pears
from a pear tree in the middle of fields.

GW11 Fainotan varvestimenos.

He seemed overburdened.

GW17 ta matia tou itan ligaki chazoulika kai ta chetlia kar ta magoula tou poli
kokkina.

his eyes were a hittle stupid and his hps and cheeks very red.

Interpretive Selection of Detail

Another kind of evidence previously found of greater interpretation in the spoken
Greek than the spoken English narratives was the tendency of Americans to

compared. Greck-Amenicans (native born Amencans of Greek hentage who spoke no Greek) fell
somewhere beiween Amencans of non-Greek background and Greeks hving in Greece, n their
tendencies to expect indirectness 1 conversation It happens that EW18. the subject from whose
namrative this example comes, is Greek-American. her grandparents were Greeks born and raised in
Asia Minor. This observation underscores the phenomenon that discourse strategies may be passed
on from one generation to the next even when native language 1s not, even as it indicates the dangers
inherent n lumping together native-born Amenicans as culturally homogeneous.



A girl is riding a bike down a path.

The boy and gitl pass each other.

The boy’s hat flies off his head.

. The boy turns his head.

A bike wheel hits a rock.

The boy is on the ground under a fallen bike.

N e e

There were three objects that might be mentioned in narrating this sequence: the
girl. the hat, and the rock. In addition, each speaker chose one or a combination
of these objects to explain why the boy fell off his bike. Of the English spoken
stories, most (13 of 20. or 65 percent) mentioned all three objects; the rest
mentioned two. Of the Greek spoken narratives, the largest number of speakers
(9 of 20. or 45 percent) mentioned only one (in most cases the one that was
chosen to explain causality). As with the Americans. 7 of 20, or 35 percent. of
Greek speakers mentioned two, but only 4. or 20 percent. mentioned all three.

When the written storics are compared to these data for spoken stories. the
English written narratives come out about the same as the English spoken: 14 of
20. or 70 percent, mention all three objects: 6 of 20, or 30 percent, mention only
two. None mention only one. But the Greek written narratives move closer to the
memory as opposed to storytelling task. Of the Greek written stories. 8 of 17, or
47 percent, mention all three objects: 6 of 17, or 35 percent, mention two; and
only 3 of 17, or 18 percent. mention only one object. These results are shown in
Lable 3

TABLE 3
Mention of Girl, Hat, Rock in ‘Fall’ Scene

English Fnghsh Greek Greek

Spoken Written Spoken Written

Mennon N =20 N 20 N =20 N=17
Al three 65% 704% 200% $7%
(13 (1 hH (R}
two of 1 5% 30% IS% 5%
(7) ()] (2] (6)
only one 45% 18%
@ 2] 9 3

SUMMARY

In summary, then, I found an interpretive continuum by which Greeks more than
Americans and speakers more than writers tended to interpret the elements they
had seen in the film. This process of interpretation seems to be a way of acknowl-
edging speaker/audience involvement by telling a good story, as compared to
focusing on information associated with school-related tasks. Second, examina-
tion of evidence of cognitive frames showed that writers were less uncomfortable
than speakers in having to produce a narrative for an uncertain purpose. This led
to the observation that writing conventionally demands that a writer posit a
footing or narrative stance which then constrains linguistic choices, whereas the
speaker finds one ready made in the immediate context. Moreover, 1 suggested
that all narrative, spoken or written, is modeled on the oral storytelling genre.
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SPOKEN AND WRITTEN NARRATIVE IN ENGLISH AND GREEK 4,

APPENDIX

Length of Narratives

Enghsh Spoken

average 33 intonational sentences (range 6 66)
125 wdea units (range 61 - 256)
653 words (range 256-1376)

average 3 8 adea umits per sentence (range 2 7-10 S individual average)
5 4 words per idea umit (range 4 1-6 individual average)

Greek Spoken

average 21 intonational sentences (range 4-42)
84 idea units (range 26-150)
346 words (range 118-675)

average 4 0 1dea umits per sentence (range 2 8-6 6)
4 1 words per idea unit (range 3 2-5 2)

English Wruten

average 21 sentences (range 9-41)
354 words (range 208-615)

average 17 words per sentence (range 9 2-23 1)

Greek Written

average 14 sentences (range 6-32)
235 words (range 137-491)

average 17 words per sentence (range 11.5-32 2)

Note  Terms and concepts “intonational sentence™ and ““idea unit™ are taken from Cl?aﬁ‘e
(1980a). An ““intonational sentence™ 1s one or more phrasgs or clauses ending with semence:ful\.al
talling or rising intonation  An ““wdea umt’™” s a spurnt of speech l)’PICall.): (but m)‘l nccc»_anh)-«:
bounded by a pause and clause-final intonation, signalling “*more to come " The quul.mn ot. wd .1‘
units in spoken and wntten discourse are comparable would be the subject of another paper, and 1s

(Chafe 1980a)



