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ORAL AND LITERATE STRATEGIES IN
SPOKEN AND WRITTEN NARRATIVES
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Comparative analysis of spoken and written versions of a narrative demonstrates (1)
that features which have been identified as characterizing oral discourse are also found
in written discourse, and (2) that the written short story combines syntactic complexity
expected in writing with features which create involvement expected in speaking. Quint-
essentially literary devices (repetition of sounds and words, syntactic structures, and
rhythm) are shared by written literary language and ordinary spontaneous conversation
because both are typified by subjective knowing and by focus on interpersonal involve-
ment. In contrast, expository prose and content-focused oral genres, such as lectures
and instructions, may be typified by objective knowing and by focus on content.*

Linguistic research too often focuses on one or another kind of data, without

__ specifying its relationship to other kinds. In order to determine which texts

are appropriate for proposed research, and to determine the-significance-of -
past and projected research, a perspective is needed on the kinds of language
studied and their interrelationships. Moreover, as Lakoff 1981 observes, dis-
course analysis needs a taxonomy of discourse types, and ways-of distinguish-
ing among them.

Through close comparative analysis of spoken and written versions of a
narrative produced by the same person, two dimensions crucial to discourse
types will be addressed here: (1) spoken vs. written modes, and (2) the rela-
tionship between literary language and the language of ordinary conversation.
Following background discussion of related research, recent studies by Ochs
1979 and Chafe 1979a provide initial inventories of features associated with
informal spoken and formal written discourse. The relevance of such features
for these discourse types was verified by comparison of a large number of
spoken and written versions of personal narratives. Examples from a typical
pair are presented. However, one pair of narratives thus compared did not
exhibit the expected features. The written version of this aberrant pair turned
out to be more like a short story than like expository prose. Analysis of the
two versions of this narrative demonstrates that the written story combines
some features expected in informal spoken discourse with others expected in
formal writing.

Specifically, this written story exhibits typically written features which Chafe
1979a calls iInTEGRATION and which Ochs calls compactness, along with features

* L have been helped by many who read and commented on earlier drafts: Allen Browne, Wallace
Chafe, Tucker Childs, Susan Dodge, Judith Green, Clifford Hill, Dennis Jarrett, Susan Philips,
Ron Scollon, Sylvia Scribner, Herve Varenne, and Cynthia Wallat. In addition, I've drawn on
discussions and references for which i ifiaiik Kairea Beaman, Jenny Cook-Gumperz. John Gumperz,
Jean Luetkemeyer, and Martin Nystrand. Special thanks go to my Discourse Analysis class, Fall
1979, for data collection and discussion—in particular to Gloria Kindell and her roommate, and
to Susan Dodge and Della Whittaker for the narratives analysed here and their insightful comments
on them.

An earlier and much shorter version of this paper appears in BLS 6.207-18 (1980).
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which Chafe associates with spoken language and characterizes as INVOLVE-
MENT. | suggest that these are two different orders of phenomena. Integration
(and its opposite, FRAGMENTATION) is a surface feature of linguistic structure.
Involvement (and its opposite, DETACHMENT) is a deeper dimension, reflecting
what Goffman 1979 has described in face-to-face interaction as FOOTING, i.e.
the speaker’s stance toward the audience (and 1 would add, toward the material
or content). Therefore, features of integration and involvement, which Chafe
finds characteristic of writing and speaking respectively,' can be combined in
a single discourse type. The story analysed here—and, I suggest, literary lan-
guage in general—uses features of involvement to create the kind of knowing
that Havelock 1963 shows to be basic to oral performance: subjective knowing,
established through a sense of identification between audience and performer
or audience and characters in the text. (I would extend this, following Ong
1977, 1979, to the sense of identification among interactants, as a dynamic
which underlies communication in ordinary conversation.) ‘

The written short story, then, takes advantage of the written medium to
achieve integration, to create maximum effect with fewest words; but it depends
for its impact, like face-to-face conversation, on a sense of involvement be-
tween the writer and the audience or characters in the narrative. It is for this
reason that literary discourse (short stories, poems, novels), rather than being
most different from ordinary conversation, is, in fact, most similar to it: those
features which are thought quintessentially literary (repetition of sounds and
words, syntactic parallelism, rhythm) are all basic to ordinary spontaneous
conversation, as is demonstrated in the spoken version of the narrative analysed
here.

1. BACKGROUND: RESEARCH ON SPOKEN AND WRITTEN LANGUAGE. A growing
body of research compares spoken and written language, but far more is to be
found in journals concerned with speech (e.g. Greenfield 1972, O’Donnell 1974,
Poole & Field 1976) than with linguistics. In other cases, the focus is on writing
and/or reading, with a comparison to speech undertaken as a heuristic (Ny-
strand 1981, Rubin 1978, Stubbs 1981, Vachek 1973).> Anthropologists examine
the social meaning and uses of literacy (Heath 1980; Jacob, ms; Philips 1975),
and psychologists explore the cognitive consequences of literacy (Cole & Scrib-
ner 1981, Greenfield 1972, Scribner & Cole 1981).3

! Although his analysis focuses on speaking and writing, Chafe ends his paper with the obser-
vation that features he finds in his written data are also found in oral ritual language of the non-
literate Seneca Indians.

2 For example, an excellent summary of changing attitudes toward spoken and written language
as data is presented by Vachek as an introduction to a study of written language.

3 Most research on the cognitive consequences of literacy has reiterated that literacy permits
abstract and ‘logical’ thinking, whereas non-literate people can only think concretely. One of the
most influential sources of this hypothesis is Ong (1979:2) who cites Havelock as his source when
he asserts that ‘writing is an absolute necessity for the analytically sequential linear organization
of thought ... Others frequently cited are Luria 1976 and Olson 1977. However, as has been
consistently demonstrated by Cole and Scribner, we cannot assume that literacy leads to significant
cognitive differences. Rather, they say, work by such scholars as Havelock 1963 and Goody 1977
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An older and larger body of related research has focused on oral vs. literat.
tradition, or orality and literacy as frames of mind (Goody 1977, Goody &
Watt 1963, Havelock 1963, Olson 1977, Ong 1967, 1977). This research i:
significant for linguists interested in discourse (see Tannen 1980a,b, 1981d fo
discussions of the uses of this research in discourse analysis). But we are onls
beginning to look at linguistic analysis of actual spoken and written texts witl
a view toward understanding their relationship. The findings of such researct
suggest that some differences are indeed related ditectly to the spoken vs
written modes; but in addition, many features that have been associated ex
clusively with one or the other mode, upon closer analysis, are found in both.:

The ensuing narrative analysis will examine some of these lexical, syntactic
and discourse features. But first, what are some of the BROAD strategies thai
have been associated with speaking and writing?

Two recurrent hypotheses are (1) that spoken discourse is highly context-
bound, while writing is decontextualized (cf. Kay 1977 and Olson 1977, as well
as many educators in the field of composition theory who have built on Olson's
work); and (2) that cohesion is established in spoken discourse through para-
linguistic and non-verbal channels (tone of voice, intonation, prosody, facial
expression, and gesture), while cohesion is established in writing through lex-
icalization and complex syntactic structures which make connectives explicit,
and which show relationships between propositions through subordination and
other foregrounding or backgrounding devices (Chafe 1981, Cook-Gumperz
& Gumperz 1981, Gumperz et al. 1981). The first of these hypotheses, I suggest,
indeed taps features often found in spoken and written discourse respectively,
but these result not from the spoken or written nature of the discourse as such,
but rather from the genres that have been selected for analysis—casual con-
versation, on the one hand, and expository prose, on the other. The second
hypothesis is indeed a necessary concomitant of spoken and written modes.
(For more detailed analysis and discussion leading to this conclusion, cf. Tan-
nen 1981c.) .

Keeping in mind the differing sources of these generalizations, we may con-
sider oral strategies to be those aspects of discourse which make maximal use
of context, by which maximal meaning and connective tissue are implied rather
than stated. In contrast, we may consider literate strategies to be those by
which maximal background information and connective tissue are made ex-
plicit.> Similarly, typically oral strategies are those which depend for effect on

about the historical effects of literacy cannot be applied to individual cognitive ability. Or, as
Bruner (1978:88) explains in an important review of Luria: ‘Most of what has emerged from studies
of Africans. Eskimos. aborigines. and other groups shaws that the same basic mental functions
are present in adults in ANy culture. What differs is the deployment of these functions: what is
considered an appropriate strategy suited to the situation and task.’

* This is the cumulative thrust of papers collected in Tannen 198If.

S g .

I(-IS easy to see therefore why the literate or decontextualized form of discourse has been
as.socmted with Bernstein’s notion of elaborated code, and the oral or highly context-bound form
with Bernstein’s restricted code (cf. Kay).
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paralinguistic and non-verbal channels, while literate strategies are those that
depend on lexicalization to establish cohesion.

There is mounting evidence of literate strategies used in oral discourse.
Cook-Gumperz & Gumperz 1981 demonstrate that oral discourse in early pri-
mary classrooms can be seen as preparation for literacy; and Michaels & Cook-
Gumperz 1979 and Michaels & Collins 1981 illustrate this in a first-grade oral
discourse genre called ‘sharing time’. Kochman 1975 observes class-related
oral and literate styles in black and white communicative patterns. [ have
shown (Tannen 1979, 1980b, 1981e) that conversational styles among highly
literate speakers can be seen as conventionalizations of oral and literate
strategies.

Work by Labov 1972 on evaluation in spoken narrative, although not so
intended, reflects oral vs. literate strategies in spoken discourse. Labov ob-
serves that narrators must make clear what the point of a narrative is and how
its parts contribute to that point; this is evaluation. It can be accomplished
externally, by stepping outside the narrative events to lexicalize the point (And
this was the best part or, Boy, was I scared!), or internally, making clear from
the way material is presented what the speaker thinks about it (and conse-
quently what the hearer is to think). Thus external evaluation uses a literate
strategy, lexicalization of meaning; and internal evaluation uses an oral strat-
egy, meaning implied through paralinguistic cues.

Labov finds that middle-class speakers tend to use more external evaluation,
while working-class (particularly black) speakers use more internal evaluation,
and consequently are better storytellers. My own research (Tannen 1979,
1981a) shows that this division is not adequate; middle-class white speakers
of East European Jewish background prefer internal evaluation. But the notions
of internal vs. external evaluation, and the observation that the former makes
for better storytelling, are crucial. They indicate that the nature of storytelling
in conversation is based on audience participation in inferring meaning. This
supports the hypothesis that the effect of conversation is subjective knowing,
created by audience involvement (i.e. by being MOVED), as opposed to objective
knowing, created by intellectual argument (i.e. by being CONVINCED).

This makes clear the close relationship between literary and ordinary lan-
guage, a phenomenon supported by other recent research. Bright 1981a,b, fol-
lowing Hymes 1977 and Tedlock 1972, discovers poetic form in an oral Karok
myth. Polanyi 1981 shows, in conversational storytelling, complexity of view-
point, reference, and meaning. Green 1981 finds subject—verb inversion in
colloquial discourse. All this research shows that what has been thought literate
or literary is found in spoken discourse.

Somewhat less work has been done on the use of oral strategies in written
discourse. Lakoff 1981 shows that features of ordinary conversation have found
their way into popular contemporary written style. Rader 1981 demonstrates
that a short story written by a novice writer is not decontextualized, but rather
is maximally contextualized, requiring significant filling-in by the reader. In
this spirit, I wouid like to investigate more closely the mixing of oral and literate
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and in the present study, as well as in related preceding studies (papers collected
in Chafe 1980b; Tannen 1980c), and are a major source of data for Ochs 1979.

These observations about the confusion of findings by choices of data do
not mean that all researchers are unaware of the special contexts of their data
(some are and some aren’t); rather, I waat to point out that it is impossible to
determine whether such findings reflect the spoken vs. written modes or other
aspects of the data—such as genre, or context and associated register.

The two scholars whose work forms a starting point for my analysis, Ochs
1979 and Chafe 1979a, are well aware of the special nature of their data. In
fact, Ochs’ study was not primarily concerned with spoken vs. written modes,
but rather with unplanned vs. planned discourse. She asserts that there are
four kinds of discourse: unplanned spoken, unplanned written, planned spoken,
and planned written. However, for her analysis she chooses samples from only
two types: unplanned spoken (casual conversation and personal narratives)
and planned written (personal narratives).® Thus her study turns out to be
similar to those focused on spoken vs. written discourse.

Chafe also cites four types of discourse; indeed, in connection with the
project from which his data are drawn, Chafe 1981 gathers discourse of all four
types: informal spoken (dinner table conversation), informal written (letters),
formal spoken (academic lectures), and formal written (scholarly prose), all
from the same people. His preliminary study (1979a) gathered renditions in
all four conditions of the same narrative by the same speaker/writer. However,
Chafe too has so far analysed only the most distant styles: the informal spoken

and the formal written.

3. FEATURES OF FORMAL WRITTEN AND INFORMAL SPOKEN LANGUAGE. Most
previous research has focused on conversation or narrative as spoken dis-
course, and on expository prose or narrative as written discourse. Keeping in
mind that features thus isolated probably grow out of the genres chosen, it will
nonetheless be informative to consider what those findings are, and to test

8 The terms ‘unplanned’ and ‘planned’ seem less apt than those Chafe uses, ‘informal’ and
‘formal’. Ochs’ important essay clearly identifies significant distinctions, but they seem to be more
a matter of register than planning. Planning may account for some linguistic phenomena, e.g.
stumbling, hesitation, and repair; but even repair mechanisms have been shown to serve purposes
in interaction (Polanyi 1978, Schegloff 1979). Lakoff 1975, 1979 shows that all such phenomena
can be seen as stylistic choices of self-presentation, rather than evidence of mental processing.
Moreover, differences in features of the type which Ochs attributes to planning seem to be far
more responsive to changes in genre and context than to changes in planning time. For example,
if one is about to deliver a formal lecture, one indeed has time to plan. However, one may just
as well plan to have a talk with a spouse or friend; yet endless planning time will not result in a
discourse that sounds like a lecture. Similarly, foliowing a formai ieciuie, sue may be asked an
unanticipated question and be required to answer on the spot, producing discourse that sounds
much more like the lecture than like yesterday’s planned talk at home. Some people, at least, are
able to produce prose that sounds either academic and ‘planned’, or informal and spontaneous,
in the time it takes them to pass a pen over paper or hit typewriter keys. What seems to determine
their choice of words and structures is their sense of what is appropriate to the context.
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t, according to Chafe, is created by a number of devices:

Involvemen
tion channel-(rising intonation,

(a) Devices by which the speaker monitors the communica
pauses, requests for back-channel responses).

(b) Concreteness and imageability through specific details.

(c) A more personal quality; use of 1st person pronouns.

(d) Emphasis on people and their relationships.

(e) Emphasis on actions and agents rather than states and objects.

(f) Direct quotation.

(g) Reports of speaker’s mental processes.

(h) Fuzziness.

(i) Emphatic particles (really, just).
Features which Chafe identifies as serving involvement build, 1 suggest, on the

interpersonal involvement between speaker and audience, to foster the sub-

jective knowing discussed earlier. This is closely related to what Scollon &

Scollon 1980 call non-focused interaction, in which communicator and audience
collaborate in making sense of a discourse.
Integration, as Chafe describes it, is achieved in writing by:

(a) Nominalizations.

(b) Increased use of participles.

(c) Attributive adjectives.

(d) Conjoined phrases and series of phrases.

(e) Sequences of preposilional phrases.

(f) Complement clauses.

(g) Relative clauses.
Chafe also notes that spoken discourse presents propositions without overtly

marking their relationship to each other, or with the minimal cohesive con-
junction and; written discourse, by contrast, uses subordinating conjunctions,

subject deletion, and other complex morphosyntactic constructions to achieve

cohesion.
4. COMPARING SPOKEN AND WRITTEN NARRATIVES. To verify and build on this
research on the relationship between spoken and written language, students
- in my Discourse Analysis class recorded spontancous conversation and tran-
scribed narratives which occurred in the conversations. Each student then
asked the person who had told the story to write it down.? In almost all cases,
the written narratives were much shorter than their spoken counterparts, in
keeping with Ochs’ assertion that writing is more compact, and Chafe’s that
it is integrated. Furthermore, the students found, in their pairs of stories,
features that Ochs and Chafe identified as associated with spoken and written
language. A typical such pair, presented here, is ‘Registering kids in school’.
The spoken narrative was recorded by a class member as she chatted with
her roommate, who was washing dishes."® Earlier in the evening, the roommate

9 A number of critics have commented, rightly, that it wouid be iniciestiag 1o have some people
write first and then tell what they wrote. Perhaps an effective way to approach this would be to
start with a narrative related in a letter.

10 The speaker, a native Virginian, is 36; she is a former English teacher currently in media
administration. She was not aware of being taped, but subsequently gave permission for the tape

and transcript to be used.
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false starts, fillers, repetitions, and backtracks. In general, the sequence of
information seems to follow the speaker’s thoughts, whereas the written version
combines ideas in a single sentence.

Other features noted by both Chafe and Ochs abound. The written version
uses more complex-syntactic structures. In the spoken version, the relation-
ships between propositions are not overtly marked; the speaker relies on jux-
taposition, or on the basic conjunctions and and but. The spoken version uses
the present continuous tense, whereas the written uses the more formal will.

Consider also the following segments from the same pair of narratives. (Here
and hereafter, S indicates ‘spoken’ and W indicates ‘written’.)

{S] I guess they had to go over for ... to take  {W] Medical records were required for

their medical ... records, make sure they registration,
had their own ... their inoculations and

stuff like that.

The spoken segment uses the active voice (go over for ... to take); the written
uses the passive (were required). The spoken, furthermore, is more particular
or imageable, following up the general reference to medical records with the
specific reference to inoculations. The spoken segment reports action (take
their medical records); the written reports a state (records were required). The
spoken text, finally, contains false starts (go over for ... to take), internal
pauses, and what Lakoff 1975 has called ‘empty language’ (stuff like that). All
these features combine to make the spoken text more fragmented and longer
than the written. '

Finally, the spoken version shows the speaker’s attitude toward her mate-
rial—i.e. the point of the story—not explicitly, but through paralinguistic cues

and repetition:
[S41-47] This is a school, ..... that is ... seventh ... uh eighth and ninth graders only, ... two

thousand. ... Out in a little sticky place like Willingboro New Jersey. (Laugh.) ... Two
thousand.
The way the speaker delivers these lines shows her surprise that there are so
many students in just two grades of a small-town junior high school. This is
seen in her pauses, intonation, pitch, and amplitude; in her slight laughter; in
her lexical choice (little sticky place); and in her repetition (two thousand). In
the written version, the information is presented, but there is no hint of how
the speaker feels about it—it is unevaluated:
[W] for a total of 2,000 students.
In transferring her spoken story to writing, the speaker necessarily lost the
option of showing her attitude, or evaluation (cf. Labov), through paralinguistic
cues. Hence she had a number of options: (1) to evaluate through lexicalization;
(2) to try to capture the paralinguistic cues through use of such diacritics as
exclamation points and underlining; or (3) to leave the information uneval-
uated—as she did. In this sense, her written version is more conieni-focused.
The spoken and written versions of ‘Registering kids in school’ were fairly
typical of the pattern that emerged in thirty-five such pairs of narratives which
were collected and analysed. The written versions were significantly shorter
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and he undoes his tp bitton (61) and he’s got a tée-shirt on under it. ... (62) | say, Ray,
you gotta take off your tée-shirt (63) so your hair will stick out. (64) He says ... that ... is
the énd of the line.

Less than a week later, the class member decided to use this story for her
research, and asked Della to write what she had told about Fernandez. Della
typed out the following narrative:

(1) At my agency, (2) there's a man who is Mr. Politeness. (3) He doesn’t say ““Hi,” (4)
he says ““Good morning”’  (5) and ‘‘Good afternoon.””  (6) Instead of calling me *‘Della,”’ (7)
he calls me *‘Mrs. Whittaker.”” (8) And he dresses as if he worked in a business corporation
downtown (9) instead of for the Government at a field office. (10) He is from Chile, South
America. (11) He knows at least four languages fluently— (12) Spanish, French, English,
and something else. (13) Whatever language I speak to him in, (14) he answers in that
language. (15) I'll say, ‘‘Bonjour, Monsieur Fernandez, comment s’a va?”" (16) And he’ll
answer “‘ll va bon,”” (17) or whatever the French say. (18) He always says the right
thing (19) in the right language. (20) But me, (21) I forget what language I'm supposed to
answerin, (22)and I usually answer in some other language. (23) Like if he asks, *‘Comment
s'ava?’ (24) I answer, ‘‘Va est gut, gracias.” (25) I like to tease him, (26) and he likes
me to tease him. (27) I don’t think that anyone else at my agency teases him. (28) He’s
over 60, (29) and most of the other physicists and engineers are punks of 35, (30) so they’re
impatient with him. (31) Also, they don’t like to stand around (32) and wait uatil he trans-
lates their English (33) into whatever language he’s thinking in, (34) and they have trouble
understanding his accent (35) when he speaks English. (36) So I think they give him short
shrift. (37) But I stand around (38) waiting for him to talk back, (39) and I do like to tease
him in the hall. (40) One day I was praising him for his spiffy attire, (41) a really neat pin
striped suit (42) with a white long-sleeved shirt (43) and a dark tie. (44) He did look
handsome. (45) 1 told him so, too, (46) and he smiled and thanked me. (47) He said that
he liked to look businesslike, (48) that appearance is part of getting along in the world. (49)
Just then a younger guy walked past (50) wearing the latest in spiffy attire— (51) short-
sleeved shirt, (52)notie, (53)two buttonsundone, (54) hair sticking out of his chest. (55)
I said, ‘‘Hey, Ray, businesslike is one thing, (56) but you've got to dress in the latest
style.” (57) “What's that?’ he said. (58) I said, ‘*You've got to take off your jacket.”” (59)
He took it off, (60) right there in the hall. (61) ‘*‘Now what?'" he said. (62) I said, “‘You've
got to take off your tie.”” (63) He took off his tie (64) and laid it neatly over the jacket on
his arm. (65) ‘“Now what should I do?’’ he said. (66) I couldn’t believe my ears! (67)
But I'd gone this far  (68) and he’d gone with me, (69) so I figured I'd take it all the way. (70)
I said, “You have to unbutton your two top buttons (71) and let your chest hair stick
out.”” (72) Ray looked around (73) and saw that same young guy come back from down the
hall. (74) He saw the guy’s shirt undone at the top two buttons, (75) and he must have seen
his hair sticking out from his chest. (76) Right in front of my very eyes, (77) Ray reached
up to his neck with his free fingers (78) and undid his two top buttons. (79) Then he fluffed
the few stray gray hairs sticking out from his collar bone. (80) ‘' How do you like that?”” he
said. (81) I said, ‘‘Ray, you’ve got your two buttons undone (82) and your hair’s sticking
out, (83) but you’ve got a tee shirt on. (84) You can’t walk around with your undershirt
showing.”” (85) “Oh,” he said, (86) looked at his shirt, (87) and put his jacket back
on (88) and his tie back around his neck. (89) ““I'll think about that,”” he said, (90) and
we parted laughing. (91) About a week later, (92) Ray came to my office (93) to discuss
the title of a report  (94) that he had been working on. (95) I had been bending over another
report (96) when ne came in, (57) and | recogiized him only by his voice {98} as he said
hello (99) and handed me his suggested title. (100) Still looking onto my desk, (101) 1
talked with him about wording. (102) When we were both satisfied about the title, (103) |
handed it to him. (104) This time 1 looked at him. (105) He was smiling. (106) And so was
1. (107) He had on a short-sleeved shirt (108) unbuttoned at the neck, (109) and he didn’t
have on any tee shirt.
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of external evaluation called an abstract (cf. Labov): a summary of the main
point of the description of the passing co-worker’s clothes (the latest in spiffy
attire). Moreover, the segment combines formal and informal registers (guy
and sticking out, on the one hand; spiffy attire, on the other). It is interesting,
furthermore, to note that Della used the formal term attire in her comment to
her husband which preceded this story. Thus, just as language expected in
speaking is used effectively in writing, so language associated with writing is
used effectively in speaking. In both cases, the markedness of the choice—
i.e., the very violation of expectation—creates the effect.

There are numerous examples throughout these narratives in which the writ-
ten counterpart includes more details, rather than fewer, with consequent im-
ageability. For instance, when the central incident of Fernandez’ style of dress
is introduced:

(2) [S37] So the:n, ... 1 see: ... that he has on  [W40] One day I was praising him for his
such a nice suit one day, spiffy attire, a really neat pin

striped suit with a white long-
sleeved shirt and a dark tie.

As in ex. 1, Della’s spoken version simply says that Fernandez was wearing

a nice suit. In writing, she describes the suit and also his shirt and tie. She also

introduces more action by saying that she was praising him, whereas in speaking

she simply reported her impression (I see ...).

Similarly, consider the ways the stories begin:

(3) [{S1] Oh, I have to tell you about this guy [W1] At my agency, there’s a man who is

at work, Fernandez. Mr. Politeness.
These introductions confirm expectations about spoken and written discourse.
The deictic (this guy) sounds spoken, while the indefinite article (a man) sounds
written. There is a relative clause in the written (who ...), where the spoken
relies on juxtaposition of propositions. Furthermore, the written version makes
explicit what is important about this man (Mr. Politeness).
However, the written version goes on to illustrate Fernandez’ politeness

with examples of dialog, in a segment which has no spoken counterpart:

(4) [W3] He doesn’t say ““Hi,” he says ‘‘Good morning’’ and ‘‘Good afternoon.”’ Instead of

calling me **Della,” he calls me ““Mrs. Whittaker.” .

Thus the written passage is more ‘written-like’ in that it states a generalization
about Fernandez’ behavior, but it is more ‘spoken-like’ in its use of direct
quotation and high imageability. ‘

7. ParRALLEL consTRUCTIONS. Ochs points out that spoken discourse uses
parallel constructions and repetitions. This is seen in the way that Della tells
that Fernandez speaks many languages, as opposed to how she writes it:

(5) {S5] ... And hé knows Spanish, and hé {W11] He knows at least four languages
knows Frénch, and hé knows fluently—Spanish, French,
English, and hé knows Gérman, English, and something eise.
The impact of Fernandez’ language ability is conveyed in the spoken text by
the force of parallel constructions. In the written, the list is collapsed or in-
tegrated; and the evaluation that he speaks them well is lexicalized ( fluently).
In the spoken, the implication that he speaks these languages fluently is implied

nediatrician (T annen & Wa
the effect of her diag
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results in a very jarring
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Ray, you gotta take off your {w81] 1 said, “Ray, you've got your two
buttons undone and your hair’s

sticking out, but you've got a tee
shirt on. You can’t walk around
with your undershirt showing.”

While the spoken and written versions begin similarly, the spoken contains
quadruple repetition of I say you gotta take off ..., with very slight deviation.
d only twice in the written. There isa

In contrast, this construction is repeate
en, from I said in S46 to I say in S49 and

transition to present tense in the spok
thereafter. The written begins with and maintains past tense. This pattern
of tense in spoken and written narratives.

conforms to Ochs’ observations
While both versions give Della’s words in direct quotation, the informal
dialog in the written

vocative hey is found only in the spoken; and some of the
), and serves the

version restates information that has already been given (W8l
king explicit the judgment (left unstated

purpose of external evaluation by mal
d not show. Thus the written narrative

in the spoken) that one’s undershirt shoul
uses a device that, on the surface, is ‘spoken-like’ (direct quotation) for a

‘written-like’ purpose (external evaluation).
In the spoken segments, Fernandez is represented only by his actions. In

the written counterparts, he is also introduced as a character through dialog.
In addition, his actions are described in more detail and with more precision
in the written, as seen in ex. 9 (of course, the spoken rendition included

gestures):

(9) [S58] he’s got his jacket on this arm and
his tie over here,
In this example, the written segment integrates i
into the sentence about the tie. The verb (laid it) an
to the characterization of Fernandez as Mr. Politeness.
Finally, W63 describes an action rather than a state—just the opposite of
what Chafe found typical of written discourse. In fact, action is added in the
en:

written that has no counterpart in the spok
(10) {S60] and he undoes his top button W76l [iight in front of my very €yes,
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en story, this example

he spoken version {(as

{S621 1 say,
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{we3] He took off his tie and laid it
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What motivates the choice of features which serve involvement or detach-
ment? What makes appropriate the choice of features which create integration
or fragmentation? The notion of planning time is not sufficiently explanatory.
With increased planning time at her disposal, Della wrote a story which seems
in many ways more unplanned than her spontaneous spoken one. (For example,
she writes that Fernandez speaks Spanish, French, English, and something
else, whereas in speaking she listed four languages by name.)

From one point of view, the differences reflect register: people produce
language of a form that seems appropriate to the genre and audience. In this
case, Della produced a short story. A short story, like other genres of imagi-
native literature, has as its goal not to convince the reader through logical
argument, but to move the reader emotionally through a sense of involvement
with its point of view. Thus features of involvement, in Chafe’s sense, grow
out of the establishment of what Havelock 1963 and Ong 1977, 1979 call a
‘sense of identification’. This is also the kind of knowing that motivates face-
to-face conversation; that is why written imaginative literature builds on and
elaborates aspects of spoken language such as use of detail, direct quotation,
sound and word repetition, and syntactic parallelism. Often it goes to great
lengths to preserve the seemingly inefficient features of spontaneous speech
such as hesitations, repetition of ideas, and fillers,'’ and to re-create effects
that are accomplished in speaking by paralinguistic cues.

9. ConcrusioN. The difference between features of language which distin-
guish discourse types reflects not only—and not mainly—spoken vs. written
mode, but rather genre and related register, growing out of communicative
goals and context. What Kay calls autonomous language, which he and others
identify with writing, focuses on the content of communication, conventionally
de-emphasizing the interpersonal involvement between communicator and au-
dience. Ideally, the audience is expected to suspend emotional responses,
processing the discourse analytically and objectively. When relationships be-
tween propositions are explicit, the reader or hearer supplies minimal con-
nective tissue from background knowledge and shared context. By contrast,
non-autonomous language purposely builds on interpersonal involvement and
triggers emotional subjective responses, demanding maximum contribution
from the audience in supplying socio-cultural and contextual knowledge. The
invocation of the audience’s participation in this way contributes to the sense
of involvement that is necessary for subjective knowing.

Analysis of the spoken and written versions of ‘Fernandez’ demonstrates
that these complex processes in discourse cut across spoken and written modes.
Imaginative literature, as exemplified in the written version of ‘Fernandez’,
exhibits typically written. integrated prose; but it simultaneously elaborates

'S In conversation, a person might indicate that something is not meant seriously by winking or
laughing. In expository writing or an oral lecture, one might lexicalize by adding, for example, in
a humorous vein. But imaginative literature manipulates writing to preserve the effect of face-to-
face interaction; so a novel or short story might add She said with a wink—or, as Jana Staton
{p.c.) has observed in children’s written dialogs with their teacher, Ha ha ha.

— and IaN Warr., 1963.
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