

Dr. Mahmoud                                                   Discourse Analysis

Lecture 6
1-The key to Discourses is “recognition.” If you put language, action, interaction, values, beliefs, symbols, objects, tools, and places together in such a way that others recognize you as a particular type of who (identity) engaged in a particular type of what (activity) here and now, then you have pulled off a Discourse (and thereby continued it through history, if only for a while longer).

2- It is sometimes helpful to think about social and political issues as if it is not just us humans who are talking and interacting with each other, but rather, the Discourses we represent and enact, and for which we are “carriers.” The Discourses we enact existed before each of us came on the scene and most of them will exist long after we have left the scene. Discourses, through our words and deeds, carry on conversations
with each other through history, and, in doing so, form human history.
Think, for instance, of the long-running and ever-changing “conversation” in
the U.S. and Canada between the Discourses of “being an Indian” and “being an Anglo” or of the different, but equally long-running “conversation” in New Zealand between “being a Maori” and “being an Anglo” (or, for that matter, think of the long-running conversation between “being a British Anglo” and “being an American
Anglo”).

3- Some studies argue the physics experimental physicists “know” is,
in large part, not in their heads. Rather, it is spread out (distributed), inscribed in (and often trapped in) apparatus, symbolic systems, books, papers, and journals, institutions, habits of bodies, routines of practice, and other people (Latour 1987; Traweek 1988).

4- The notion of Discourses will be important throughout this book. It is important, therefore, to make some points clear to avoid some common misunderstandings. Imagine I freeze a moment of thought, talk, action, or interaction for you, in the way in which a projector can freeze a piece of film. To make sense of that moment, you have to recognize the identities and activities involved in it 
Perhaps, for this frozen moment you can’t do so, so you move the film back and forward enough until you can make such a recognition judgment. “Oh, now I see,” you say, “it’s a ‘real Indian’ razzing another ‘real Indian’,” or “it’s a radical feminist berating a male for a crass male remark” or “it’s a laboratory
physicist orienting colleagues to a graph” or “it’s a first-grader in Ms. X’s class
starting a sharing time story.”

5- This is what I call “recognition work.” People engage in such work when they try to make visible to others (and to themselves, as well) who they are and what they are doing

6- There is another term that it is useful in place of the cumbersome phrase “whodoing- what,” at least as far as the language aspects of “who-doing-whats” are concerned (remembering that language is caught up with “other stuff” in Discourses). This term is “social language” (Gee 1996: ch. 4; Bakhtin 1986). Each of the who-doing-whats we saw on the aspirin bottle is linguistically expressed in different “social languages.” All languages, like English or French, are composed of nmany (a great many) different social languages. Social languages are what we learn and what we speak 
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1- Each social language has its own distinctive grammar. However, two different sorts of grammars are important to social languages, only one of which we ever think to study formally in school. One grammar is the traditional set of units like nouns, verbs, inflections, phrases and clauses. These are real enough, though quite inadequately described in traditional school grammars. Let’s call this “grammar one.”
The other – less studied, but more important – grammar is the “rules” by which grammatical units like nouns and verbs, phrases and clauses, are used to create patterns which signal or “index” characteristic whos-doing-whats-within- Discourses. That is, we speakers and writers design our oral or written utterances to have patterns in them in virtue of which interpreters can attribute situated identities and specific activities to us and our utterances. We will call this “grammar two.”

2- Let me give a couple of examples from Gee of social languages at work, beyond the example of the two different social languages in the warning on the aspirin bottle, examples Gee has used over the years as particularly clear instances of different social languages (e.g. Gee 1996). Consider, for instance, the following case of an upper-middle-class, Anglo-American young woman named “Jane,” in her twenties, who was attending one of the author  (Gee)courses on language and communication 
The course was discussing different social languages and, during the discussion, Jane claimed that she herself did not use different social languages in different contexts, but rather, was consistent from context to context. In fact, to do otherwise, she said, would be “hypocritical,” a failure to “be oneself.” In order to support her claim that she did not switch her style of speaking in different contexts and for different conversational partners, Jane decided to record herself talking to her parents and to her boyfriend. In both cases, she decided to discuss a story the class had discussed earlier, so as to be sure that, in both contexts, she was talking about the same thing. In the story, a character named Abigail wants to get across a river to see her true love, Gregory. A river boat captain (Roger) says he will take her only if she consents to sleep with him. In desperation to see Gregory, Abigail agrees to do so. But when she arrives and tells Gregory what she has done, he disowns her and sends her away. There is more to the story, but this is enough for our purposes here. Students in my class had been asked to rank order the characters in the story from the most offensive to the least. In explaining to her parents why she thought Gregory was the worst (least moral) character in the story,
 the young woman said the following: 
Well, when I thought about it, I don’t know, it seemed to me that Gregory should be the most offensive. He showed no understanding for Abigail, when she told him what she was forced to do. He was callous. He was hypocritical, in the sense that he professed to love her, then acted like that.
Earlier, in her discussion with her boyfriend, in an informal setting, she had also explained why she thought Gregory was the worst character. In this context she said:
What  that guy was, you know, her boyfriend. I should hope, if I ever did
that to see you, you would shoot the guy. He uses her and he says he loves her. Roger never lies, you know what I mean?
It was clear – even to Jane – that she had used two very different forms of
language. The differences between Jane’s two social languages are everywhere apparent in the two texts. To her parents, she carefully hedges her claims (“I don’t know,” “it seemed to me”); to her boyfriend, she makes her claims straight out 
To her boyfriend, she uses terms like “guy,” while to her parents she uses more formal terms like “offensive,” “understanding,” “callous,” “hypocritical” and “professed.” She also uses more formal sentence structure to her parents (“it seemed to me that . . . ,” “He showed no understanding for Abigail, when . . . ,” “He was hypocritical in the sense that . . .”) than she does to her boyfriend (“. . . that guy, you know, her
boyfriend,” “Roger never lies, you know what I mean?”).
Jane repeatedly addresses her boyfriend as “you,” thereby noting his social
involvement as a listener, but does not directly address her parents in this way 
In talking to her boyfriend, she leaves several points to be inferred, points that she
spells out more explicitly to her parents (e.g. her boyfriend must infer that Gregory is being accused of being a hypocrite from the information that though Roger is bad, at least he does not lie, which Gregory did in claiming to love Abigail). All in all, Jane appears to use more “school-like” language to her parents. Her language to them requires less inferencing on their part 
and distances them as listeners from social and emotional involvement with what she is saying, while stressing, perhaps, their cognitive involvement and their judgment of her and her “intelligence.” Her language to her boyfriend, on the other hand, stresses social and affective involvement, solidarity, and co-participation in meaning making. This young woman is making visible and recognizable two different versions of who she is and what she is doing. In one case she is “a dutiful and intelligent daughter having dinner with her proud parents” and in the other case she is “a girl friend being intimate with her boyfriend.” 
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