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INTRODUCTION

The topic of the Georgetown Universily Round Table on Tan-
guages and Linguistics 1981 is 'Analyzing Discourse: Texl and
Talk.' Perhaps a word is in order concerning the meaning and
use of the terms 'discourse', 'text', nnd 'talk'.

The subtitle, 'Text and Talk', can be understood to refer to
two separate modes of discourse: text as written prose, and

talk as spoken conversation. This is a common use of these
But 'text' is often used

terms (for example, Cicourel 1975).
Indeed, the term 'discourse'

interchangeably with 'discourse'.
is used in varied ways, to refer to anything 'beyond the sen-

tence'. The term appears in reference to studies of the struc-
ture of arguments underlying written prose (for example, van
Dijk in the present collection), and to analysis of pairs of hy-
pothetical sentences (for example, Bolinger 1979). llowever,
'discourse'’ is also used to refer to conversational interaction.
In fact, a book entitled An Iniroduction to Discourse Analysis,
written by a participant in this meeting (Coulthard 1977), is
concerned only with conversational interaction. Schegloff (this
volume) argues that rather than conversation being a sub-
variety of discourse, all forms of discourse are subvarieties of
conversation,

Discourse, as the term appears in the title, and as it is used
in the papers collected here, encompasses all these., It refers
to both text and talk, and these not as two separate genres to
be compared and contrasted, but rather as overlapping aspects
of a single entity. As the object of study, spoken discourse is
'text', much as words spoken in a speech are commonly referred
to as the text of the speech, In this sense, 'discourse' and
'text! are synonymous.

In a nonlinguistic discussion of what linguists know as the
Sapir-Whorf Hypothesis, Laing (1959) suggests that speakers of
English cannot conceive of mind and body as one, because their
language does not provide a word to express them so. The
best that English speakers can do is attempt to conceptualize
mindandbody, squishing them together but never reaily
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of view of getting beauty into one's equations, and if onc has
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covers patterns and relationships,
Just so,

exhilarating tension of crealivity wilhin constraints,
linguists seck to discover palterns that create nnd refleetl co-
herence. Just so, the linguists whose work is collected here
have discovered the principles and processes underlying co-
herence in a wide variety of texts. Thus linguislics, nt the
same time that it is scientific, is also concerned with acsthetics,
for aesthetics is (in the terms of Becker 1979, citing Bateson),
'the emergent sense of coherence'. An aesthetic response is
made possible by the discovery of the coherence principles
underlying a text.

In Christopher Hampton's play, The Philanthropist, a linguist
is introduced to a novelist, who asks him how he can bear to do
such narrow work. The linguist replies that he is interested in
the same thing as the novelist--words. The novelist, unim-
pressed, scoffs, 'But one at a time--not in a sequence'.

The study of discourse means that linguists are indeed inter-
ested in words in a sequence, and in that mysterious moving
force that creeps in between the words and between the lines,
sparking ideas, images, and emotions that are not contained in
any of the words one at a time--the force that makes words into
discourse.

Those who came to linguistics from the study of literature,
and those who came from mathematics, or anthropology, join
together in the study of discourse, seeking to discover patterns
in language--a pursuit that is humanistic as well as reasoned,
that is relevant at the same time that it is elegant, that is theo-
retical and empirical, and even beautiful.

The diversity of work in discourse analysis is reflected in the
papers collected here, and in the range of pre-conference ses-
sions that were organized in conjunction with the Georgetown
University Round Table on Languages and Linguistics, as can

be seen in the following list of session titles (organizers are

shown in parentheses).

1. Oral proficiency assessment (James Frith, Foreign Ser-
vice Institute)

2. Applications of discourse analysis to teaching: Spanish
and international affairs (William Cressey, Georgetown
University)

3. Toward adequate formal models of natural discourse

(Jerry R. Hobbs, SRI International)
4. Functions of silence (Muriel Saville-Troike, University of

1llinois)
5. Pragmatics (Nancy Yanofsky, Georgetown University)
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