Lecture 8
1-All of us master and control more than one social language. So we switch among them according to the situation we are in. 
2.10 Big “C” Conversations: Conversation among Discourses page 47 
Now it is time to become clearer about what we mean by “conversation.” The word “conversation,” as Gee is using it here, can be misleading. We tend to think of conversations as “just words.” But the sorts of conversations he is talking about involve a lot more than words; they involve, in fact, Discourses. It is better, perhaps, to call them “Conversations” with a “big C,” since they are better viewed as (historic) conversations between and among Discourses, not just among individual people. Think, for instance, as we mentioned above, of the long-running, historic Conversation between biology and creationism, or between the Los Angeles police department and Latino street gangs.
More than people, and more than language, are involved in Conversations.
They involve, as well, at least the following three non-verbal things:
1. controversy, that is, “sides” we can identify as constituting a debate (Billig 1987);
2. values and ways of thinking connected to the debate; and
3. the “symbolic” value of objects and institutions that are what we might
call non-verbal participants in the Conversation (Latour 1987).
Let me give you an example of what I am trying to get at here. It is fashionable today for businesses to announce (in “mission statements”) their “core values” inan attempt to create a particular company “culture” (Collins and Porras 1994, examples below are from pp. 68–9). For instance, the announced core values of Johnson & Johnson, a large pharmaceutical company, include “The company exists to alleviate pain and disease” and “Individual opportunity and reward based on merit,” as well                                      
as several others.
4- A heteroglossic aspirin bottle 
I want now to return to how whos and whats are communicated in language (keeping in mind that language alone is rarely enough and is always put together with “other stuff” to pull off a Discourse). It is time, then, to turn to examples in order to make my points about whos-doing-whats more concrete. Consider, then, the warning on my aspirin bottle (Gee 1996), reprinted below (italics and capitals are on the warning):
5-Warnings: Children and teenagers should not use this medication for chicken pox or flu symptoms before a doctor is consulted about Reye Syndrome, a rare but serious illness reported to be associated with aspirin. Keep this and all drugs out of the reach of children. In case of accidental overdose, seek professional assistance or contact a poison control center immediately 
As with any drug, if you are pregnant or nursing a baby, seek the advice of a health professional before using this product. IT IS ESPECIALLY IMPORTANT NOT TO USE ASPIRIN
DURING THE LAST 3 MONTHS OF PREGNANCY UNLESS SPECIFICALLY DIRECTED TO DO SO BY A DOCTOR BECAUSE IT MAY CAUSE PROBLEMS IN THE UNBORN CHILD OR COMPLICATIONS DURING DELIVERY. 
6- My interpretation of this text is that there are two who-doing-whats in this
warning, and they are interleaved. The first is made up of the following sentences: Children and teenagers should not use this medication for chicken pox or flu symptoms before a doctor is consulted about Reye Syndrome, a rare but serious illness reported to be associated with aspirin. It is especially important not to use aspirin during the last 3 months of pregnancy unless specifically directed to do so by a doctor because it may cause problems in the unborn child or complications during delivery.
7- Here things are referred to quite specifically (“children or teenagers,” “this medication,” “chicken pox,” “ flu,” “Reye Syndrome,” “aspirin,” “last 3 months,” “unborn child,” “delivery”), doctors are called “doctor,” and matters are treated emphatically (italics, capitals, “should not,” “rare but serious,” “especially important,” “specifically directed”).
8-The second who-doing-what is made up of the following sentences, placed in the middle of the other two:
Keep this and all drugs out of the reach of children. In case of accidental
overdose, seek professional assistance or contact a poison control center
immediately. As with any drug, if you are pregnant or nursing a baby, seek the advice of a health professional before using this product.
Here things are referred to more generally and 
9-generically (“this and all drugs,” “any drug,” and “this product,” rather than “this medication” and “aspirin”; “children” rather than “children and teenagers,” “pregnant” rather than “last 3 months of pregnancy”), doctors are not mentioned, rather the health profession is referred to more generally (“professional assistance,” “poison control center,” “health professional”), and matters are treated less stridently with the exception of that “immediately” (small print, “keep out of reach,” “accidental overdose,” “seek .. . assistance,” “seek advice,” rather than “should not” and “important not to use”).
10-These two who-doing-whats “feel” different. They are authorized and issued by different “voices” to different purposes and effects. The first speaks with a lawyerly voice responding to specific court cases; the second speaks with the official voice of a caring, but authoritatively knowledgeable company trying to avoid anyone thinking that aspirin in particular is a potentially harmful drug. Of course, this second who-doing- what partly contradicts the first. By the way, the second who doing-what on the aspirin bottle used to be the only warning on the bottle (with the order of the sentences a bit different). 
11-This warning, like all utterances, reflects the company it has kept, or, to put the matter another way, it reflects a history that has given rise to it. In this case, presumably, the new sterner, more direct who-doing-what was added to the more general and avuncular one because the company got sued over things like Reye Syndrome. The warning on the aspirin bottle is heteroglossic. That is, it is “double-voiced,” since it interleaves two different whos-doing-whats together. Of course, in different cases, this sort of interleaving could be much more intricate, with the two (or more) whos-doing-whats more fully integrated, and harder to tease apart.

















Lecture 9  page 55
1- Discourse analysis 
In this chapter, Gee integrates the tools of inquiry we have discussed in the earlier chapters into an overall model of discourse analysis that stresses the six building tasks introduced at the opening of Chapter 2. I will also discuss, from the perspective on discourse analysis taken in this book, the role of transcripts in discourse analysis, what might constitute an “ideal” discourse analysis, and the nature of validity in discourse analysis.
2-In this section, Gee summarizes the two types of meaning that he argued, 
A situated meaning is an image or pattern that we assemble “on the spot” as we communicate in a given context, based on our construal of that context and on our past experiences (Agar 1994; Barsalou 1991, 1992; Clark 1993; Clark 1996; Hofstadter 1997; Kress 1985, 1996; Kress and van Leeuwen 1996). In Chapter 3, I used the example of the following two utterances: “The coffee spilled, get a mop”; “The coffee spilled, get a broom” (p. 48). In the first case, triggered by the word “mop” in the context, you assemble a situated meaning something like “dark liquid we drink” for “coffee”;
3- in the second case, triggered by the word “broom” and your experience of such matters, you assemble either a situated meaning something like “grains that we make our coffee from” or like “beans from which we grind coffee.” Of course, in a real context, there are many more signals as how to go about assembling situated meanings for words and phrases.
4-Situated meanings don’t simply reside in individual minds; very often they are negotiated between people in and through communicative social interaction (Billig 1987; Edwards and Potter 1992; Goffman 1981; Goodwin 1990). For example, in Chapter 2, I used the example of someone in a relationship saying “I think good relationships shouldn’t take work.” A good part of the conversation following such a remark might very well involve mutually negotiating (directly, or indirectly through inferencing) what “work” is going to mean for the people concerned, in this specific
context, as well as in the larger context of their ongoing relationship. Furthermore, as conversations and indeed, relationships, develop, participants continually revise their situated meanings.
5- Words like “work” and “coffee” seem to have more general meanings than are apparent in the sorts of situated meanings we have discussed so far. This is because
words are also associated with what, in Chapters 3 and 4, I called “cultural models.” Cultural models are “storylines,” families of connected images (like a mental movie), or (informal) “theories” shared by people belonging to specific social or cultural groups (D’Andrade 1995; D’Andrade and Strauss 1992; Holland and Quinn 1987; Strauss and Quinn 1997).













Lecture 10
1-5.2 Reflexivity 
When we think about how meaning is situated in actual contexts of use, we quickly face an important property of language, a property I will call “reflexivity” (Duranti and Goodwin 1992; Hanks 1996; Heritage 1984; Gumperz and Levinson 1996). This is the “magical” property of language.
2- We can see this property clearly by considering even so simple a dialogue as: “How are ya?,” “Fine,” exchanged between colleagues in an office corridor. Why do they use these words in this situation? Because they take the situation they are in to be but a brief and mundane encounter between acquaintances, and these are the “appropriate” words to use in such a situation. But why do they take the situation to be thus? In
part, because they are using just such words, and related behaviors, as they are.
3-Had the exchange opened with “What’s YOUR problem?,” the situation would have been construed quite differently.
As we saw before, we face, then, a chicken and egg question: Which comes
first? The situation or the language? This question reflects an important reciprocity between language and “reality”: language simultaneously reflects reality (“the way things are”) and constructs (construes) it to be a certain way.
4- While “reciprocity” would be a good term for this property of language, the more commonly used term is “reflexivity” (in the sense of language and context being like two mirrors facing each other and constantly and endlessly reflecting their own images back and forth
between each other).
5.3 Situations 
5-Language then always simultaneously reflects and constructs the situation or
context in which it is used (hereafter Gee will use the term “situation,” rather than “context,” because he wants to define it in a particular way). But what do we mean by a “situation”? Situations, when they involve communicative social interaction, always involve the following inextricably connected components or aspects (Hymes 1974; Ochs 1996):
6- A semiotic aspect, that is, the “sign systems,” such as language, gestures,
images, or other symbolic systems (Kress and van Leeuwen 1996), and the forms of knowledge, that are operative and important here and now. Different sign systems and different ways of knowing have, in turn, different implications for what is taken as the “real” world, and what is taken as probable and possible
and impossible, here and now, since it is only through sign systems that we
have access to “reality.”
7-An activity aspect, that is, the specific social activity or activities in which the participants are engaging; activities are, in turn, made up of a sequence of actions (Engestrom 1987, 1990; Leont’ev 1978; 1981; Wertsch 1998).
A material aspect, that is, the place, time, bodies and objects present during
interaction (Clark 1997; Latour 1991; Levinson 1996).
8-A political aspect, that is, the distribution of “social goods” in the interaction, such as, power, status, and anything else deemed a “social good” by the participants in terms of their cultural models and Discourses, e.g. beauty, intelligence, “street smarts,” strength, possessions, race, gender, sexual orientation, etc. (Fairclough 1989, 1992, 1995; Gee 1996; Luke 1995).
9-A sociocultural aspect, that is, the personal, social, and cultural knowledge,
feelings, values, identities, and relationships relevant in the interaction,
including, of course, sociocultural knowledge about sign systems, activities,
the material world, and politics, i.e. all the other aspects above (Agar 1994;
Barton and Hamilton 1998; Carbaugh 1996; Gee 1992, 1996; Hanks 1996; John- Steiner, Panofsky, and Smith 1994; Palmer 1996; Scollon and Scollon 1981; Sperber and Wilson 1989; Toolan 1996).
10-All these aspects together constitute a system (an interrelated network) within which each of the components or aspects simultaneously gives meaning to all the others and gets meaning from them. That is, we have another form of reflexivity here, as well. For a shorthand, let us call this system the “situation network.”
11-Situations are never completely novel (indeed, if they were, we wouldn’t
understand them). Rather, they are repeated, with more or less variation, over time (that is, distinctive configurations or patterns of semiotic resources, activities, things, and political and sociocultural elements are repeated). Such repetition tends to “ritualize,” “habitualize,” or “freeze” situations to varying degrees, that is, to cause them to be repeated with less variation (Douglas 1986).
12- Such repetition (e.g. imagine the old style spelling bee or the traditional doctor– nurse–patient relationship around
 a hospital bed) is the life blood out of which institutions, 
such as distinctive types of schools, hospitals, businesses, industries, government agencies, political parties, street gangs, academic disciplines, colleges or college classrooms, and so on and so forth through a nearly endless list, are created. Institutions, in turn, create forces (e.g. laws, disciplinary procedures, apprenticeships, etc.) that ensure the repetition and ritualization of the situations that sustain them. Studying the way in which situations produce and reproduce institutions, and are, in turn, sustained by them, is an important part of discourse

