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ABSTRACT

The central investigative question addressed by 
this study is: How might linguistic discourse analysis
expand current notions of meaning in the interpretation 
of texts in order to develop a method of practical analysis 
of the data of client-therapist communication activity 
in psychotherapy interaction? To develop an inquiry which 
will serve as a basis for answering this question, a review 
of relevant theories of meaning as well as a review of 
some research in discourse analysis of psychotherapy inter
action has been included. Additionally, some basic matters 
relating to the nature of psychotherapy and to its critical 
import for both client and therapist are discussed. The 
hypothesis of the study is that the creation of a deep mu
tual understanding in therapy interaction is hindered when 
the participants are in conflict as to what the interaction 
is to achieve.

Two diverging directions in the study of meaning in 
human experience have developed. One of these lines of 
thinking views meaning as a static entity separable from 
social context, despite the conceptual presence of social 
context in the ordinary language and linguistic pragmatic 
versions of this orientation. Advocates of this perception
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vi
of meaning include proponents of cognitive, behavioral and 
functional approaches to meaning.

The second movement has attempted to direct the 
study of meaning to account for meaning within specific 
social situations and interactional activity. The under
lying assumption is that meaning in human experience is 
jointly produced by participants in an historical fashion, 
context being created by the participants within the inter
action itself. It is to this second direction that this 
study adheres.

Issues of linguistic discourse analysis are current
ly interpreted and described through various structural 
methodologies. This study proposes, following the influence 
of interactional theorists in sociolinguistics, that the 
relationship between observed structural regularities and 
the actual understanding participants experience is not the 
close correspondence to the various constructional units 
which structural analyses report. Rather, human discourse, 
to be adequately described, insofar as such may be possible, 
requires a more flexible and sensitive method than has been 
offered through structural approaches.

This study examines the texts of four audiorecorded 
psychotherapy interactions of one client. A, and the thera
pist, T, who is the author of this research. The method of 
analysis is a non-structural description of the texts which



vii
focuses upon the. interaction of A and T. The method, a her
meneutic approach, begins with an interpretation of what is 
going on between the participants. The interpretation is 
then substantiated on "the basis of the observable charac
teristics of the interaction which allow the interpretation.

Recognizing that all understandable talk is modulated 
then any talk which unfolds as meaningful will have a dis
tinctive prosody as a constitutive characteristic. Through 
a notational system which segments the text in a manner 
analogous to its syntax, the prosody is analyzed as intrin
sically relational to all other aspects of the discourse.

There is explication of how the prosody of the talk 
frames its content serving to create the meaning of the 
interaction. In this way the method is empirically verified.

Hermeneutic analysis, a phenomenological approach 
is offered as logically prior to any structural analysis 
where the intention is to understand the meaning of the 
discourse. This method proves to be an empirical and prac
tical way for linguistics discourse analysis to character
ize how language and meaning are constitutive of the way in 
which psychotherapy interaction is assembled and interpreted.



CHAPTER 1

THE PROBLEM

This chapter introduces the central investigative 
problem for the study. The problem, meaning in human expe
rience, is examined first in terms of some matters of 
psychotherapy. These matters serve to provide the reader 
with an orientation to the author's approach to this face- 
to-face event. Following this, an historical overview of 
the problematics of social meaning in terms of some rele
vant scholarship is provided. Two variant orientations 
towards the study of meaning have developed and for pur
poses of discussion here, are identified as the Type A and 
Type B approaches.

The major question to be addressed along with cer
tain other questions concerning the interpretive process 
posed by this study suggest that linguistics, if it is to 
remain a social science, must move to develop a way to 
characterize how language and meaning are constitutive of 
the way in which social interaction is assembled and inter
preted.

Finally, the hypothesis of the study is given: 
that the creation of a deep mutual understanding in therapy 
interaction is hindered when the participants are in

1



conflict as to what the interaction is to achieve. This 
becomes especially apparent when the conflict is not brought 
to the level of explicit attention in the.situation.

The divergent art and science of human discourse 
analysis conjointly depend for adequacy upon the achieve
ment of a fundamental notion as to the nature of meaning 
in human behavior generally. This dependence is necessarily 
the case because human beings have created cultures which 
are sets of subtly learned constraints on what constitutes 
the public reality. These constraints are guides to how to 
perform and how to interpret what people are doing through 
which an understanding of themselves as individuals and the 
world in which they find themselves can be achieved. In 
other words, the background of culture makes possible the 
complex of negotiated meanings.

For the discourse analyst, who is striving to de
scribe and understand the dynamics of human expression, 
with a primary view towards illuminating how man, the 
speaker, interprets his own meanings while interpreting 
the meanings of others in the acts of creating discourse, 
two notions are fundamental:

1. One lives in a world of people and things and
relationships, as part of complexes of group and 
social phenomena: How may this experience be de
scribed as coming to have meaning?



2. One feels certain ways,some aspects of which are
potentially expressible in visible behavior charac
terized by modifiers such as happy, depressed, hope
ful, angry, curious, anguished, confused, or so on: 
How may this experience be described as coming to 
have meaning?

The core from which this discussion of these two 
kinds of experience arises takes as primitive that meaning 
in interaction is central to the study of human social con
duct. In other words, meaning, being both public and pri
vate, visible and invisible, is created through participation 
in human discourse. The nature of such participation, the 
particular meaning achieved, emerges as different for each 
participant in the interaction; that is, each person con-

f

structs his own reality through the background of culture. 
Rooted in this notion is that meaning is accomplished, nego
tiated, unfolding in an historical fashion out of interac
tion. That is to say that a study pf human discourse might 
consist of a description of one's interpretations of oneself 
and of the other, as an historical act of unfolding simul
taneous self-interpretation and other-interpretation by vir
tue of a relationship creating a social context. One's 
social reality, then, originates from this interactive 
accomplishment of meaning.



4
With reference to the first notion mentioned above, 

meaning is one's self-interpretation of social experience. 
With reference to the second notion, the specific nature 
of one's social participation and self-other interpretation, 
meaning is what is accomplished as one interprets his place 
in ongoing interaction. In what manner does he construct 
his experience?

In these questions concerning human discourse, the 
linguist-analyst's interests coalesce with those found with
in the concerns of the "helping" professions, especially 
psychiatry and psychotherapy.

Issues of Meaning and Psychotherapy
Psychotherapy is an occurrence of face-to-face inter

action (talk) where, no matter what additional trappings of 
the "modality" or "technique" are being "used" in the ses
sion, the talk, that is, the discourse is_ the treatment.

Within the context of a relationship formed specifi
cally for purposes of "helping", where the behavior communi
cates about itself and its history, in order to understand 
what goes on in achievement of a therapeutic goal, it re
mains critical to note that both client and therapist under
stand the meaning of the interaction. They always take the 
discourse to have a meaning. Therapists and clients usually 
and routinely make judgments about whether "anything has 
gone on", or whether "anything has been achieved" in the
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therapy. In order to make such judgments as to whether 
anything has gone on or whether anything has been achieved, 
one has to know what counts as something that can go on or 
what counts as something that can be achieved in the particu
lar interaction.

For purposes of definition in this study, psycho
therapy, in any of its variations, is a socially agreed upon, 
naturally occurring context, historically available and 
specifically^intended to provide a situation where people 
gather to focus directly upon themselves as human beings 
within their worlds of experience. In their interaction, 
client and therapist face the ongoing paradox of the human's 
social experience being always a part of and yet apart from 
others. This is a point of fundamental importance in ther
apy in that it is literally impossible for one person to 
give another insight: each person is simultaneously depen
dent and autonomous in creating his own experience.

Frequently, therapy dialogue leads to the understand
ing that at least one of the person's experience of self and 
world is intolerable. This sometimes calls forth nearly 
heroic acts of self-other support within such experience of 
pain and dread. Therapist and client repeatedly undergo 
rather rough confrontation with self-crippling ways of 
being which collide uncomfortably with the person's freedom 
to choose a lifestyle.
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In one's action of continuing to choose being- 

present to the public and to one self over against a poten
tial choice of total withdrawal from social participation, 
the particular therapy dialogue becomes an exigent conver
gence of each person's total historical experience of self- 
other and self-self relationship(s) in terms of what each's 
experience has come to mean.

Psychotherapy is discourse about social action which 
is both theoretically and ethically problematic and most 
often not clearly defined. An example of such opacity is 
found in therapeutic discourse where suicide is the topic. 
Here, although the event is meaningful to some extent as 
an aspect of formal shared cultural knowledge, in any specif
ic discourse the meaning of the event remains frustratingly 
elusive and ambiguous.

In contemporary psychotherapy systems, there exists 
an adversary position to client-suicide which asserts that 
something must be drastically wrong for a person to commit 
himself to a suicide action or threat of action. The over
whelming problem, though, for the therapist, using the spe
cialized and more focused area of cultural knowledge (his 
training in the voluminous literature pertaining to the 
topic), is to come to some conclusion as to what the real 
meaning of suicide is for the client. And, for the client, 
the problem is to arrive at some conclusion about what



suicide, will come to mean in terms of his own particular 
history. In other words, during the process of accomplishing 
the meaning of the interaction, despite the fact that the 
therapist comes biased to the interaction by virtue of the 
injunction of prevention, and an armory of facts about who 
has committed suicide in the past and who might be most 
prone to perform such an action, and for what reasons, and 
in what manner, client and therapist have to work out the 
meaning of suicide.

The therapist does not "do" anything to the client 
in order for the meaning Of the interaction to emerge. That 
is, the therapist does not "treat" the client through apply
ing "therapeutic talk" to the problem in order to render a 
successful outcome. Both participants mutually work towards 
the meaning of the interaction: the therapist and the client
create the meaning of suicide in that specific discourse.

The glaring absence of adequate models for close 
textual analysis of actual discourse presents a formidable 
barrier to learning how to talk about interaction per se, 
how to talk about the ways social action is managed. This 
is an embarrassingly prominent void in the literature of 
psychiatry and psychotherapy. In lieu of showing exactly 
what goes on in a therapy interaction, in terms of how the 
therapist and client arrive at their interpretations, one 
finds simple case histories of patients, described in terms



of a presenting symptomology which is then treated by some 
method, the Outcome of which is either remission or non
remission of the symptoms. Then follows a rationale for the 
treatment in terms of its success or failure and some further 
discussion. These case histories are context-free struc
tural stereotypes or typifications of particular pathologies 
imposing an order for a set of interrogative procedures for 
collecting information which can lead to a diagnosis.

The process of accurate diagnosis is presented as 
a logical step-by-step procedure continually ruling out some 
possibilities while ruling in others. This presents the 
process as a coherent transfer of findings from a client to 
a case history heavily dependent upon client memory for past 
events. Yet often there is client confusion concerning 
these past experiences.

In texts giving case histories, this question of 
confusion is not taken into account, nor does one find an 
elaboration of therapist activity working upon this confu
sion. Diagnosis escapes its definition: a series of invis
ible hypotheses finding confirmation or lack thereof through 
interpretations arising out of the interaction of the par
ticipants. Rather, the typical procedure is explained as 
relating the symptoms to some reality of pathology, the 
therapist acting as a connector between the a priori enti
ties, pathology -and cure. The discourse, the socially



organized features and management of the interaction, and 
the participants' understanding as to what has gone on, 
is taken for granted. The whole issue of how meaning comes 
to exist for the participants is evaded. What is provided 
instead is a higher level abstract recipe of sorts for how 
the diagnosis will be made, the therapy proceed, and the 
desired outcome attained. Problems of knowing what exactly 
is communicated and how diagnosis relates to ongoing com
munication, to "symptoms", and to outcome reports, and the 
relationships of these variables is not generally discussed 
or known.

The problematic nature of the meaning(s) of social 
action(s) for the members of society-at-large, some of whom 
are theoreticians who observe, describe, and interpret human 
experience, and secondarily, the intimacy and the depths of 
what the experience which inheres in the possibilities of 
psychotherapy interaction can come to mean both serve as 
more than adequate rationales for therapists and discourse 
analysts to develop a way to show how meaning is created in 
discourse, particularly, psychotherapy discourse.

Where all of the foregoing discussion ultimately 
leads is to the conclusion that, given the nuclear position 
meaning holds in personal and cultural experience, lin
guistic discourse analysis ideally ought to develop a theory 
and method of text analysis which will in a practical and
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practicable way answer the question "What allows the client 
and therapist to understand their interaction?" and will 
begin to get closer to answering "What allows persons to 
arrive at their particular interpretations of the world?". 
This in effect would amount to describing aspects of the 
act of meaning creation itself.

Psychotherapy: Social Context
The purpose of this section is to focus first upon 

some of the features of the general framework provided by 
the social institution called psychotherapy, and second to 
delineate certain specific features of therapy interaction.

As an academic discipline, psychotherapy is contin
ually in ferment— new theories emerging, old systems changing 
and moving to the background.

The term itself appears in the lexicon as derived 
from Greek psyohei the organ of thought and judgment; and 
therapeia: treatment. The definition for an occurrence of
psychotherapy depends upon the particular source offering 
such definition. Variation in descriptions exists over such 
continua as, for example, the view of the nature of man:
How it is that people find themselves in painful life situa
tions? What is the nature of the discomfort? What is in
volved in stopping the discomfort? Is stopping the 
discomfort desirable? and others. The central and crucial
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core of each of these theories is its delineation of what 
would in fact be an ideal person, which characteristics 
and traits one would expect to find in its version of an 
"optimal personality" (Goan, 1974; 1977) and what questions 
might be involved in this as a possible attainment for any 
particular individual.

The theory acts to provide both constraints upon 
possible interpretations of one's experience and a way of 
looking at human beings generally, and as such is a frame
work for the interaction. Through its point of view, its 
way of making sense of specific life happenings, that is, 
explaining what the nature of human experience is and what, 
in the particular life situation at hand, could be going 
wrong, one can interpret his experiences using perhaps as 
a grid the terms and constructs of the theory.

Another part of the framework is that the organiza
tional arrangements within which psychotherapy usually takes 
place consist(s) of such accoutrements as a designated 
place, an office or room, in most instances a prearranged 
and scheduled time for both beginning and ending, the possi
bility of a fee assessment upon the client and other such 
arrangements for the actual occurrence. These features 
along with those of certification of practitioners, accred
itations of the facility, and others, serve to validate 
psychotherapy as a socially approved occasion.
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In the framework is the process of interaction 

management. Participants each have certain rights, obliga
tions, assumptions, and expectations concerning the inter
action. These may be mutually agreed upon but may or may 
not be made explicit. Persons come into the situation and 
begin sharing in the constructing of the discourse world 
through various modes of interaction over the duration of 
the interaction.

Psychotherapy is a particular occurrence of the 
face-to-face situation. While there is simply a co-location 
of two people in space and time in bodily presence to each 
other, there is concern with at least two ways of being in 
contact with the other. One way is simply being aware of 
the presence of the other with a mutual awareness of the 
other. Another is the way of being together which is char
acterized by mutual close attentiveness and awareness of 
the other, with persons interacting, perhaps sharing expe
riences. This second way of being with the other is for 
Schutz (1967) the "we-relation" participants being "con- 
sociates" in contrast to the former way of being, a "they- 
relation" of mere "contemporaries".

Schutz questions how it is possible to experience 
the other (if at all). Primarily, experiencing the other 
is not a case of having the other's own experiences, and 
is not the literal living through of what the other is
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living through. The experiencings of the other are his 
(not mine) and my experiencings of his experiences are 
mine: interpretations I have arrived at. The other is
experienced by me as having his own experiences. I expe
rience him as experiencing me; but none of my experience 
of him is the same as my having his experiences. Essen
tially, no two persons can have the same experiences: each
has his own self and historicity.

Conversation with the other involves mutual engage
ment in ongoing activity. The other says something; I re
spond. If the other feels I have not understood the sense 
of his talk, he may work out the meaning in some additional 
way. Words are heard; physical movement occurs; meaning is 
jointly created in the mutuality of the experience.

While involved in the conversation presently, par
ticipants hold on to current meanings while having awareness 
of past meanings which relate to the current activity. Aware
ness of the other flows, taking shape moment by moment and 
relates to all non-present and past interpretations. One's 
experience is an interconnection of meanings; and one's 
experience of being together with the other is a living 
together in intersubjective time: "we grow old together"
(Schutz, 1967, p. 103).

In the psychotherapy relationship, the goal is 
presumably but not necessarily the same for both participants.
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This sameness inheres in looking at the occasion as an 
opportunity to focus upon one's experience and understanding 
as a person. How this focus works and this understanding is 
accomplished lies in the way each is present in the situa
tion; and how each participant orients himself there: the
roles. j

The therapist in some measure orients himself as 
would the host of a social event: extending the invitation
to come to a certain place at a certain time for a certain 
purpose. This face-to-face occasion is the opportunity to 
focus directly upon the client's experience, who, as the 
invited, finds himself and his experience as the center of 
attention. What emerges then from the interaction is the 
jointly produced meaning of the event of psychotherapy, the 
interpretations of the participants.

A final consideration in this section relates to 
the nature of the psychotherapy interaction. To get at 
these interpretations it becomes necessary to focus on such 
issues as how each arrives at his interpretations; that is, 
what in the actual discourse allows one to reach the particu
lar conclusions, both the observable communication behavior 
and the cultural knowledge and experience, expectations and 
assumptions used. In particular: (1) what can be said
about the assumptions, expectations and values which are 
the background for the discourse? (2) what do the partici
pants expect to get out of the interaction? (3) what is
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actually accomplished in the discourse? (4) how is this 
accomplishment achieved?

While this study cannot provide conclusive answers - 
to these questions, it will, through looking at specific 
instances of interaction, suggest a productive direction 
for linguistic science to understand human language as 
"Lebensformen" (Wittgenstein, 19 53) , as discourse, and for 
participants and analyst to understand meaning in human 
discourse.

Problematics of Social 
Meaning— Historical Focus

The history of the problem of meaning in language 
and human discourse in twentieth century scholarship in
cludes significant work from a variety of disciplines' among 
which are anthropology, philosophy, psychology, sociology, 
and linguistics. This widespreading interest in the topic 
demonstrates the importance which has been accorded the 
issues of meaning. But, because numerous scholars from so 
many differing fields have deliberated upon these questions, 
there results considerable confusion as to what is meant by 
the term "meaning" itself.

This section will review some of the major trends 
comprising the literature of the discussions of meaning in 
order to clarify and begin to delimit the scope of the ques
tion to be developed here which arises from the problem of 
meaning in psychotherapy conversations. The purpose is not
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to provide a comprehensive survey of all the contributions 
to the study of meaning in this century, but rather to 
introduce some basic issues relating to meaning, and how 
these are developed and treated within particular approaches.

Generally, during this century discussions of mean
ing have divided into two directions. One of these deals 
with meaning in terms which remove it from any specific 
contexts of social interaction. The concern is to study 
meaning as an entity separable from and independent of the 
intentions, motives, goals, or purposes of the individuals 
in specific situations. This tradition in meaning research 
will be referred to as Type A Meaning.

A second movement has proposed a direction for char
acterizing the development of moment-by-moment negotiated 
meaning in specific social situations involving— at least 
ultimately— actual persons in real ongoing, interactional 
events. Meaning in this school of thought will be referred 
to as Type B Meaning.

Rationalist-Empiricist Notions
The first approach involves philosophical semantics 

out of which develop the issues of Ideal. Language Philosophy 
which concentrate upon clarifying the descriptive language 
for "pure" science. Interest is in formal logic and its 
applicability to language, where, in order for a speaker to
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make sense, he must be able to specify the way in which what 
he says can be empirically verified. It must be possible 
to specify what observations would show truth or falsity of 
the proposition. There is concern with characterizing the 
scientific descriptions of reality. Propositions and the 
underlying logical methods of this approach have been used 
in linguistics in areas such as componential analysis.

Philosophers contributing to this realm of semantics 
have been Tarski, Schlick, Carnap, Wittgenstein (early 
period), Russell, Whitehead, Frege, and others; while lin
guists Chomsky, Jakobson, Hjelmslev, Katz and others repre
sent varying frameworks for these notions. Among the most 
prominent anthropological research arising out of this 
Type A notion of meaning is that of Boas, Kluckhohn, and 
Benedict as well as in cognitive anthropology, the work of 
Lounsbury and Goodenough. Underlying all these writings 
is the notion of a natural science model for performing 
research.

Also arising out of philosophical semantics.is'a 
bi-directional approach involving both Type A and Type B 
concepts, the Ordinary Language Philosophy. Concern lies 
in specifying the practical logic assumed to lie underneath 
the use of what is referred to as "speech acts" or "ordinary 
language" (which is not the same as language in conversation 
and never was intended to be thus establishing a Type A



tone)o Work such as Searle's (1969) focuses on philosophi
cal issues pertaining to the way people make statements, 
ask questions, make requests, and what, as Austin (1962) 
suggested, has to "be in the air" or assumed, to use and 
distinguish these entities. Also, scholars such as Grice 
(1971) stress the notion of intentionality: that meaning
in language involves speakers' intentions. This work has 
attempted to outline the logical system underlying the pos
sibility of being able to figure out what a speaker's inten
tions might be. Certain general rules operate which act as 
logical underpinnings in order for smooth interaction to 
occur. The rules are not investigated in terms of actual 
conversations but rather are offered as something people in 
dialogue assume and operate on in order to converse. Aus- 
tinian plain-clothes philosophy, with its low profile tech
niques, offers a gently persuasive line that meaning is a 
practical matter of getting things done via words. A dif
ference between the Ordinary approach and the Ideal Language 
one revolves around the issue of audience participation: 
one cannot sensibly make requests, promises, apologies, or 
bets if there is no one to ask, promise or apologize to, or 
bet with. However, one can always speak the truth even in 
the absence of a listener.

The critical difference between these two orienta
tions centers upon the Ordinary Language Philosopher's abil
ity to show that it is possible, to a certain extent, to
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talk about people's intentions. Within an Ordinary Language 
view, meaning is a social event. In this recognition, Aus
tin's work as well as that of Searle and others moves in 
principle towards the perspectives of the Type B theorists,. 
but not totally in method. In contrast to the Ordinary 
Approach, philosophers advocating an Ideal Language direc
tionality for research in semantics concern themselves with 
matching propositions with states of affairs in the world. 
This latter interest is, in both principle and method, of 
Type A orientation.

For Ideal Language, meaning is identified in factual 
statements. If a statement can be verified as true or false 
it is meaningful. For Ordinary Language meaning inheres in 
performing a linguistic act felicitously, that is, conven
tionally.

Both of these approaches identify meaning in meeting 
certain conditions. The conditions are "scientific" in 
Ideal Language and social in Ordinary Language. Therefore, 
a statement like "It's snowing in Hell" is meaningless in 
the Ideal approach but at least potentially meaningful in 
Ordinary.

This division between Ideal and Ordinary Language 
views in the philosophy of semantics is not at all clear- 
cut despite the fact that their subject matter is confined 
to specific nonduplicating issues. For example, in
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scientific language a proposition to be good must, besides 
reflecting some state of affairs in the world, also be rele
vant, should not say more or less than needs to be said, 
should follow the manner of the particular science, and so 
on.

Insofar as the division of meaning into Type A and 
Type B approaches hinges upon the particular theory's abil
ity to get at interactional meaning, Austin's work shows 
elements of both approaches. His expert analysis of typical 
instances of language use parallels the work of Type B 
theorists such as SChutz (1967) in looking for underlying 
rules and conditions for performing certain kinds of social 
acts. And, Austin's method is not quite that of natural 
science. It is. to some extent observational and abstracting, 
turning upon his own introspection. He ties talk to activity 
suggesting that in certain instances the utterance consti
tutes the act. In saying "I apologize" the act is accom
plished given the appropriate conditions for apology to 
occur. However, within the speech act orientation of Searle 
and others, utterances are viewed as independent wholes 
which is a Type A notion. In contrast, a Type B view of a 
particular utterance would construe the piece of talk to be 
a strategy interrelated and interpreted within the larger 
task of managing discourse.
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Semantics in linguistics is concerned with that 

aspect of the language which is referred to by such ques
tions as "What does one say about a linguistic expression 
in order to specify its meaning?" Techniques, limited in 
scope of Type A orientation, have been developed to look 
at the different sets of words used by languages to identify 
the features of a particular area of experience (semantic 
field), as well as to study all the various relationships 
of meaning which exist between words in a particular lan
guage (structural semantics). Applications of these latter 
techniques deal with problems such as analyzing words which 
have more than one meaning, defining idioms, stating how 
much detail to allow into the definition of a word, and the 
relationship of styles to usage to the meanings of words. 
Also, dictionary writing and thesaurus compiling are among 
the peripheral interests in linguistic semantics.

Of prime concern for the linguist in semantics is 
the problem of how the semantic system hypothesized for a 
language is organized, and what model might most usefully 
be constructed in order to facilitate analysis.

Approaches to this primary problem have tended to 
develop in contrasting Type A formats comprising theories 
focusing on a limited domain of the issues of meaning such 
as Katz, Palmer, Chomsky, Chafe, and other theories attempt
ing to account for the whole domain of meaning in language 
such as Bloomfield, Hockett, and others. There has been a
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continuous tension between the confined-domain and the 
broad-domain theories, as well as tension within each domain 
throughout the recent history of linguistics. Generally, 
meaning in the confined approaches has been described as a 
context-free and static property of utterances, the meaning 
of which can be fully specified by a native speaker of a 
language on an intuitive basis. The broad theories, in 
accounting for how sounds are transformed into meaning, 
argue that meaning is directly translatable into the lin
guistic code with its phonological, morphological, and 
syntactic structures. ''

Issues of pragmatics are important for developing 
a theory and method of discourse analysis which can look 
at meaning as negotiated by participants in specific inter
actions. Pragmatics as a discipline involves specification 
of; (1) the relationship of signs to users, and (2) condi
tions of appropriateness for the use of a sentence. Some 
representative pragmatic issues in language are what kinds 
of judgments a person makes to know how or if someone is 
being polite, if an interaction is beneficial, as well as 
what in the language might differ for women speakers as 
opposed to men speakers.

Linguistics pragmatics is exemplified by the work 
of Fillmore who began by looking for an alternative to the 
transformational-generative approach to linguistics. He



accomplished this by developing a set of concepts which 
identify the types of judgments which human beings are 
capable of making about the events going on around them—  

who did something? To whom did it happen? What got changed 
and so on. Out of this direction in semantic theory. Fill- 
more moves to other topics such as descriptions of word 
meanings and the interpretation of sentences. Most recently 
he presents an extremely broad goal of developing a uniform 
conceptual framework for discussing this whole range of 
meaning, also including the interpretation of texts, and 
the cognitive processes of expression and comprehension.

Fillmore's work, although Type A in nature by virtue 
of the abstract semantic construct of frames through which 
people relate their knowledge of the world to what goes on 
in interaction and meaning is conveyed as information, also 
bears similarity to Type B concerns. This similarity in
volves Fillmore's (1977) proposal for a unified theory of 
discourse. It is in the application of interpretive frames 
to ongoing interaction, that is, discourse, where one's 
intention is to describe what is accomplished, that the 
theory proves problematic. This problem will be reviewed 
in Chapter 2.

Social Constructionist Notions
The second major direction in discussing meaning 

involves taking as its data specific situations— actual
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persons in ongoing interactional events. Issues deal with 
what people do in communicating when they interact. Look
ing at this kind of meaning is important in order to look 
at language and social life as interdependent. This amounts 
to saying that language cannot be studied without reference 
to a theory of social life, and conversely, that is is not 
possible to study social life without reference to language. 
Any issue of human communication demands concern with both.

Work in this interpretations! approach to questions 
of meanings draws from the writings of Vico, Herder,
Husserl, Heidegger, (later) Wittengenstein, all of whom view 
the individual human being as capable of realizing his own 
truth in his own unfolding life process. Truth for these 
philosophers is not a collection of verifiable descriptions 
or an accumulated body of data and generalizations based 
on such, where facts and their descriptions are independent 
of the individual person's experience— especially that of 
the scientific researcher. Meaning cannot be taken up in 
a mood of pure abstraction but must be considered in the 
specific instance of a context.

In this tradition, research from anthropology such 
as the Hymes and Frake studies in ethnography of communica
tion focus on the social rules operating in particular con
texts and on what people must know to be communicatively 
competent in their particular cultures. Erickson looks at
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the relationships of social identity and cultural coxnmuni- 
cational style as he attempts to offer a theory of interac
tional dynamics in particular social settings -

Ethnomethodology is the format for dealing with the 
situational knowledge that people have concerning their 
daily life. Work in this field goes beyond that already 
developed in pragmatics, especially speech act theory, show
ing that in order to find out what participants in interac
tion are doing, the researcher also must become concerned 
with their practical everyday knowledge of their world. 
Writers such as Cicourel, Garfinkel, Sacks, and Schegloff 
form the early core of this newly defined style of studying 
meaning.

In sociolinguistics, especially in the studies of 
Gumperz, Cook-Gumperz, and Bennett, focus is upon looking 
at language as the means for conveying information, inten
tions and so on. Meaning is described as a dynamic and 
flexible interpenetrating part of a negotiated context.
And for each occasion the particular meaning of an event 
is created by the participants. Meaning is bound up with 
language use and is not totally arbitrary. The basic ques
tion in this area of linguistics is the possibility of doing 
linguistic analysis, relating it to the meaning of each 
situation. This question proves difficult when one considers 
that the way language is used in a situation provides the
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basis for interpreting the specific intentions and meanings 
of participants. Meaning is jointly produced by the partic
ipants, and always inheres in all the various "levels" of 
discourse simultaneously. Emphasis is on providing an empir
ical base for the study of jointly produced meaning with 
frameworks for looking at prosodic patterning, content, 
rhythm and so on. Within the variety of tasks involved in 
ordinary talk such as topic selection, development of topic 
within certain ranges, interactional occurrences such as 
joking, questioning, discussing and so on, one finds partici
pants managing the discourse. The way in which this manage
ment is accomplished will be part of the participants' 
understanding of the meaning of the communication. Mean
ing, then, involves many more facets than reference to the 
world. Among its interests will be attitudes, beliefs, 
assumptions, feelings, and others, all of which interpene
trate in a current and unique flexible context for each par
ticipant. The problem of meaning for the analyst who wishes 
to deal with actual face-to-face talk is to be able to de
scribe it without "idealizing" the data. The goal is to 
provide an analysis which preserves the integrity of the 
text and illuminates the structure of the text in its own 
terms.
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Statement of the Problem

Social Understanding and Linguistic 
Discourse Analysis

The question to be addressed in this investigation 
is specifically: How might linguistic discourse analysis
expand current notions of meaning in the interpretation of 
texts in order to develop a method of practical analysis of 
the data of client-therapist communication activity in 
psychotherapy interactions? Answering this question will 
hold strong implications toward a theory of human discourse.

To begin an inquiry toward forming the basis for 
this study of psychotherapy talk, the investigation will 
be concerned with other questions in the interpretive pro
cess: (1) What specific meanings are created by persons
in therapy interaction? (2) How are these meanings brought 
into being by the interactants? (3) What in fact would con
stitute valid answers to these questions? (4) Are certain 
kinds of answers more valuable here than others? (5) In 
order to learn about these interactions, what is the neces
sary kind of analysis?

The central investigative question is a critical 
one for linguistics in its concern with human language and 
discourse in view of the realization that the understanding 
of face-to-face interaction is central to the conceptualiza
tion and study of human social conduct. To focus even more 
intently on the importance of being able to talk about
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situational meaning, linguistics, if it is to remain a 
social science, must move to develop a way to characterize 
how language and meaning are constitutive of the way in 
which everyday social interaction is assembled and inter
preted.

Other significant reasons for developing a practical 
analysis for the interpretation of texts are first, that out
side of a theoretical direction set by the Type B approaches 
to understanding meaning, there exist only the very begin
nings of a sensitive, appropriate, and empirical methodology 
for discourse analysis. Second, the potential for applica
tion of results of this kind of research in discourse analy
sis calls to the fore numerous possibilities within the 
human services or "helping" professions along with possibil^ 
ities such as developing a concrete and empirically valid 
method of training student therapists, counselors, or inter
viewers among others. In this era of mass interest in 
human relations training and awareness of the importance of 
effective communication, applications of findings may be 
only limited by one's creativity and adaptive skill in 
developing educational formats. Last, and most importantly 
for psychotherapy, application of findings may serve to 
illuminate the nature of the talk, which is the treatment.



Direction and Focus for the Inquiry 
The purpose of this investigation is to offer a 

direction of thought for developing a practical analysis 
of human discourse in the context of psychotherapy conver
sations.

The specific objectives of this study are:
1. To direct attention to specific issues which are 

crucial to the particular segments of discourse 
for those who participate in it.

2. To make explicit whatever interpretations arise 
from the discourse.

3. To explain how the conclusions are arrived at, 
which in effect explains how the particular inter
pretations are created.

4. To demonstrate how the interpretation of the dis
course is the meaning of the discourse.

5. To describe the therapy talk in terms of what the 
client and therapist are each trying to accomplish 
in the interaction.

6. To identify the kind of understanding achieved by 
the participants.

7. To identify what problems may exist in the dis
course and the implications for these in view of 
the purpose of psychotherapy.



To begin at this point to focus this discussion
upon real issues of psychotherapy dialogue, an actual 
example from a session follows. This Example I will serve 
as a departure point for the elaboration of what kind of 
objectives would most readily serve to assist in answering 
the core question posed here.

1. A: What I-h' . . . okay now what I hear on the
other hand is if you turn me inside out [ ]
then it w 1 then I would be the opposite [ ]
from what I am . . . T-J- ~\e

4. T : if . . . if wait a min' just just repeat now

2. T:
let me elucidate

til I get that . . . if . . . if you turn
inside out then you would be the opposite
Is that what you said

5. A: kinda

6. T : okay go ahead

7. A: uh [ ] Anyone who says to me
"A" you do a good this uh . . . I don't know
w h ' you or somebody had said something ondtime 
hey you're really coming along it's really you 
know good to see you doing this and that . . .
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8. T : I hope I never said that

9. A: [ 2 ] N'l don't think you ever did

10. T:

11. A: God I hope not

12. T:

(laugh) cut out 
my tongue

cut yourpheart out laugh-

laugh...( )

At the point of the above example, the session has 
been in progress for forty-five minutes. Prior topics have 
included A's explanation for his experienced social isola
tion, some discussion of his past and current relationship 
with his parents, his employment status in view of his 
having been recently hospitalized, and some remarks on 
recent participation in a group therapy exercise. Several 
minutes before the excerpted dialogue happens, A reports 
that he feels a basic problem has been his relationship with 
his father. T strongly confronts A's rationale. A counters 
with supporting evidence for his assertion. T picks up her
confrontation. (Turn is abbreviated to Tn.)

At Tn 1, A is paraphrasing T's point. In Tn 2, T
begins speaking. With Tn 3, A overlaps her talk. T re
sponds by an attempt to clarify A's statement in Tn 4.
A responds that T partially understands (Tn 5). T agrees 
to A's request to give more information in Tn 6. In Tn 7,
A elaborates his position. T responds. With Tn 9, A
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retorts. In Tn 10, T overlaps A's talk with laughter. With 
Tn 11, A responds to T's earlier remarks. In Tn 12 and Tn 
13 both persons are laughing.

This general interpretation constitutes the meaning 
of the talk for the analyst and is the basis for further 
interpretation. In this excerpt, the dialogue simply hap
pens. Somewhere in Tn 9 and/or Tn 10 a joke begins and con
cludes in Tn 12, whereupon A returns to his point begun in 
Tn 7. The way this discourse relates to what precedes it 
and what follows it allows the conclusion that the talk con
stitutes a joke which means it is not to be taken literally. 
Some other knowledge involved in understanding Tn 9 through 
Tn 12 as the process of joking bears upon the particular 
history of the interactants, as well as what one believes 
to be an occasion of joking in a psychotherapy interaction. 
This example will be discussed further within its larger 
occurring dialogue in Chapter 4, Example IV-5, Tn 61 through 
Tn 72.

Given the text and the objectives, the investigation 
will center around the question: "What is it about this par
ticular discourse that allows one to interpret it in this 
way?" The interpretations are what come into the foreground 
of attention and are set forth .as assertions arising out of 
the data.
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Without arguing the case here, it is hypothesized 

that the creation of a deep mutual understanding in therapy 
interaction is hindered when the participants are in con
flict as to what the interaction is to achieve, particularly 
when this conflict is not brought to the level of explicit 
attention in the situation.

To get at the issues involving what, if any, prob
lems exist in the discourse as psychotherapy, the question 
arises: "What in the discourse allows one to interpret it
as unsatisfactory as a therapeutic interaction?" To direct 
the investigation to he able to answer this question, other 
subsidiary questions will engender a focus: (1) What is
the nature of the conflict between the participants? (2) How 
does one know that there is a conflict of a particular kind? 
The most valuable answers to these questions would be those 
interpretations which not only would account for most of 
the data but would also best further our understanding of 
ourselves as human beings and of our social world.



CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

With an intention to elaborate on the rationale 
for dividing the field of the study of meaning into Type A 
and Type B approaches, specific theories of meaning are 
selected and described. Some relevant scholarship devoted 
to Type A meaning within linguistic semantics and prag
matics and exemplary structuralist-functionalist work such 
as Structural Sociology and Symbolic Interactionism, Eth
nography of Communication, and Functionalism is reviewed.
The Type B characteristics of each theory which remain 
important contributions to the study of discourse as well 
as any barriers of Type A format to such study are noted.

Following this a discussion of some theoretical 
issues of inference raises important considerations as to 
its nature in human discourse.

The full Type B orientation introduces the concep
tion of meaning as a social accomplishment, uniquely related 
to interactional events, and never fully achieved. In this 
view, context is socially constructed, a negotiated frame
work within which participants interpret particular utter
ances.

34
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The second part of this chapter focuses closely 

upon two Type A structural approaches to conversational 
analysis. These studies concern psychotherapy interaction 
and serve as representative of past work in linguistics in 
describing the structure of therapy using structural methods 
of linguistic analysis.

Finally, some research of the Type B theorists who 
propose an interactional model for the study of sociolin
guistics is discussed. Their findings and suggestions for 
further research provide the tradition within which this 
study of psychotherapy interaction resides.

Semantics and Pragmatics

Linguistic Semantics:
Clarification of the Paradigm

For purposes here, meaning refers to linguistic
semantics and pragmatics with their traditional concerns
of prepositional content, reference, predication, synonymy
and homonymy, polysemy and antonymy. Also, meaning refers
to the context, and the particular uses or occurrences of
the language entities, or in other words, concern with
issues of meaning and usage (following Wittgenstein's
example in Philosophical Investigations, 1953). Meaning
also refers to communication:

The very word 'communicate' means 'share', and 
inasmuch as you and I are communicating at this 
moment, we are one. Not so much a union as a unity.
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Inasmuch as we agree, we say that we are of one 
mind, or again, that we understand one another.
This one another is the unity. A group of people, 
a society, a culture, I would define as 'people 
in communication1. They may be thought of as 
1 sharing rules' of language, custom or habit; 
but who wrote these rules? These have evolved 
out of those people themselves...the unity... 
what we share, we can not have as our own posses
sion, and no single person in this world has ever 
been born and bred in utter isolation (Cherry,
1978, p. 4).

Meaning is concerned with instances of miscommunication, 
that is of something going wrong with the process itself. 
Lyons (1968) makes the point that in most7 semantic theories 
it is assumed that for understanding to occur, the same 
content must be transferred from one mind to another. What 
the sender communicates is put into the signal by the 
sender's selection among possible alternatives, and the 
information derived from the signal by the receiver (being 
thought of as the receiver's selection from the same set 
of alternatives) is identical. There are also other con
siderations such as a distinction between the actual and 
the intended receiver of a signal in view of adjustments 
made by a sender, and secondly, a designation of a success
ful communication as one in which the receiver not only 
receives the signal along with knowing that it was intended 
for him but also recognizes the sender's intention for the 
communication to which the receiver responds (Lyons, 1977a, 
p. 34), When this does not occur, there is an instance of
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failure, which as Lyons and others indicate, is considerably 
more available to empirical testing than instances of com
municative success. Occurrences during talk of such utter
ances, as "What are you saying?" "Get to the point", "I 
don't follow you", "I don't get the idea" mark instances of 
potential communication failure and serve to reorient, if 
you will, the participants to successful communication.

Additionally, meaning here refers to interactional 
or experienced meaning which includes the linguistic seman
tic and pragmatic issues enumerated above, but also relates 
to the totality of human discourse, that is human experience 
in all its potentiality.

Linguists are well aware of the complexity involved 
in semantics and semantic analysis. In Language, Bloom
field (1935) devotes two full chapters to the topic of mean
ing, thus demonstrating a keen interest in the challenge 
of incorporating it into linguistic description (see dis
cussion below). He additionally refers to semantic issues 
throughout his consideration of diachronic concerns. This 
emphasis on meaning in language was not present in later 
structuralist work such as Harris (1951), and Chomsky (1957), 
who, although innovative in approaching linguistic descrip
tion, retained the historical independence of form and mean
ing. However, later versions of transformational-generative 
theory do not attempt to provide systematic incorporation
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of meaning into linguistic description in their acceptance 
of meaning as one factor in evaluating the adequacy of a 
grammar. How semantics and syntax are related has been an 
issue widely debated, causing radical expansion in the 
empirical domain of linguistics, some writers concluding 
that linguistics as a science cannot profitably expand until 
its domain comes to include everything about human beings 
that is in some way connected to the acquisition and use of 
language (Yngve, 1969).

This is not to intimate that the no-man's-land state 
of affairs has been a comfortable retreat.. From the time 
of the pre-Socratics, language and meaning has interested 
philosophers. However, it occupied a peripheral attraction 
at most. In the nineteenth century, fluctuation occurred 
in synchrony with insights that philosophical problems 
could be clarified through restatement in a linguistic mode 
(Davis, 1976), leading John Stuart Mill to proclaim that the 
most elementary part of logic was understanding the gram
matical structure of a sentence (Cormier et al., 1970).

The opening of the branch of semantics in linguis
tics came primarily in the study of lexical meanings, and 
also in some measure in the psycholinguistics of Wundt.
Von Humboldt had asked questions concerning language's 
place in culture and society (Blumenthal, 1970)» Any of 
the early work looking at the cognitive processes involved
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in the linguistic forms was but a token of the increasing 
interest in organizing investigations of forms and combina
tions of forms, which in the United States, at least, seemed 
a matter of scientific ethics. The study of semantics as a 
respectable enterprise stopped short of any involvement in 
systematic semantic description of a natural language.

Lehrer (1974) describes semantics as a "vast field, 
touching on most aspects of the structure and function of 
language as well as problems in psychology, philosophy, and 
anthropology", and suggests delimiting the scope of study 
to small areas of the field which can be adequately described 
and eventually placed along with other such endeavors form
ing a "coherent theory of human behavior". This approach 
to the challenge of semantics lends optimistic underpinnings 
to research endeavors, whereas Palmer (1976) begins his 
Semantics with a lament: "Unfortunately, 'meaning1 covers
a variety of aspects of language, and there is no very 
general agreement either about what meaning is or about the 
way in which it should be described". His conclusion re
mains that semantics is not and probably cannot ever be a 
single, well-defined, and we11-integrated discipline.
Instead, he suggests, there needs to be a set of studies 
of meaning relating to the variant aspects of "experience". 
Semantics relates to the whole of human experience and as 
such is not analogous to phonology or grammar as a course 
of study.
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Type. A— Confined Focus. In contrast to this "tradi

tional trepidation" of scholars in semantics (Caton, 1971), 
Katz and Fodor (1963), in the enthusiasm of the early cur
rents of transformational-generative theory, aim high to 
capture semantics. Katz1 Semantic Theory (1972) promises 
to achieve three distinct goals: ,

Semantics is the study of linguistic meaning. It 
is concerned with what sentences and other linguis
tic objects express, not with the arrangement of 
their syntactic parts or with their pronunciation.
Nearly everyone agrees on this. It is also generally 
agreed that the basic question of semantics is 'What 
is meaning?1

With the intention of first, answering this question, as 
well as second deriving a clear conception of the empirical 
constraints on semantic representations— that is, to specify 
the structure these representations must have to make pre
dictions about the semantic properties of sentences— Katz 
then, third, proposes to determine the "boundary between 
semantics and other areas of linguistic communication...". 
Katz ends the explication by reminding readers that to work 
properly, his theory of meaning of sentences depends on an 
"idealization that allows us to focus exclusively on lin
guistic meaning by abstracting away every aspect of language 
use that does not reflect grammatical competence" (p. 443).

Another approach to studying semantics also calling 
for its containment to the narrow confines of linguistics, 
is that of Leech (1974), who stresses the impracticality
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of semantics involving the study of meaning in the wider 
sense of "all that is communicated by language". His fear 
is that using such a broad range of material as its subject 
matter will lead semantics into collapse under a burden of 
describing "all that may be the object of human knowledge 
and belief". Instead, Leech divides the domain seven ways, 
and chooses one, conceptual meaning (denotative), which he 
views as appropriate for study, that is, analogous to syn
tax and phonology. In stating that meaning ought to be 
studied as a linguistic phenomenon in its own right, he 
argues that involvement with other sciences and disciplines 
outside of linguistics constitutes a weakness in studying 
meaning.

With Chomskyan theory of the early 1960's, seman
tics was envisioned as a system which operated on an input 
of syntactic deep structures which were independently gene
rated (Katz and Fodor, 1963). Eventually, others in the 
ranks adopted an opposing view that separate syntactic 
structures were not required, in that all that was neces
sary as input were deeply abstract representations of sen
tence meanings (McCawley, 1968; Ross, 1970). The rules of 
the grammar would supply the appropriate sentence struc
tures, derived independently, with appropriate interpreta
tions. These semantic primitives had to be abstract enough 
to allow for uniform treatment of some classes of words
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which varied in meaning but behaved identically to a given 
level in the derivation. Semantic concepts equivalent to 
syntactic ones were borne in such formats as variables for 
predicates and arguments and in constants for connectives.

This machinery eventually required a language of 
precision, "logical forms", to account for all correct in
ferences in natural language and for no incorrect ones. That 
the logical forms looked like the logic of calculus proved 
to be a persuasion for narrowing the aim of transformational- 
generative descriptive semantics to being the science of 
deduction of all inferences relevant to analytic truth 
(Kempson, 1977).

Semantics proved a problem-child to linguistics from 
the very beginning of its modern period. The seventeenth 
century Port Royal Grammar had separated the provinces of 
grammar into the study of the forms, and the study of the 
meaning of the forms. Chomsky christens the former as the 
birthright of scientific linguistics. The latter, undesig
nated by Port Royal, and unclaimed officially by any dis
cipline, hangs around as a burdensome aside, the subject of 
ongoing debate as to where it belongs.

Lyons (1968) suspects that the rationale for lin
guists' avoidance of semantics is their confusion and doubt 
as to whether meaning can be studied "objectively" and 
rigorously as have been grammar and phonology, not a lack



of interest in the topic. He notes linguists' propensity 
for seeking interface with other disciplines interested in 
the challenge of the problem of meaning. In this way, Lyons 
compassionately excuses linguists for their truancy in the 
matter, voicing rather softly misgivings about the viabil
ity of a model theory of semantics, himself calling it un
necessarily complex (Lyons, 1977a). His excusings are 
well-taken in that neither of his two volumes in semantics 
deals with the topic of metaphor, an understandably fright
ening topic for descriptive semantics or of synonymy, not 
so understandably avoided. By pardoning the linguist, he 
exempts himself.

These theorists have adequately touched on the issues 
related to the complexities of the study of meaning (Stein
berg and Jacobovits, 1971) and each in response carves out 
a restricted domain for close deliberation. From their 
considerations of how best to handle the particular focus 
arise several theories of meaning in language, where mean
ing is produced by rules operating on linguistic material 
within an unchanging context (Chafe, 1970; Chomsky, 1965;
Katz, 19-72) . Language in this view is a set of algorith
mic functions, and meaning is a set of semantic primitives 
triggered by the operation of rules. The semantic theorist 
is to explicate these rules.
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Type A-— Broad Focus, This method of researching 

semantics, that is, of carving out small areas of the issues 
of meaning and semantics has not been the only style of 
research in this field. Scholars such as Bloomfield and 
others discussed below responded to the enormity of the 
questions of meaning and semantics by attempting to handle 
the field in its entirety in their approach.

Meaning as a theory has presented some elusiveness 
in its precise definition in behaviorist semantics, whose 
assumptions include: (1) a distrust of introspection and
mentalistic concepts as valid scientific data; the equating 
for all essential purposes of human and animal behavior 
principles; (2) minimizing the role of innate drives while 
maximizing the role of learning so as to increase the impor
tance of environment over heredity; (3) a pervading deter
ministic explanation for all behavior, leading to the belief 
that only one method, the experimental method, can properly 
and objectively deal with the real world. It follows, then, 
that the natural scientist becomes philosopher, in that, 
within that scientific methodology and objective truth in
heres an implicit and in principle complete epistemology as 
well as a philosophy of reality which rules out spontaneous 
everyday experience as a way of bringing one into contact 
with the objective world. The spontaneous and ordinary is 
replaced by a system of scientific experiences. The problem
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with this point of view quite simply is its presupposition 
that the analyst and the outcome analysis of the data will 
tell people what they are doing— as if people don't already 
know. This deficiency indicts each of the behaviorist 
approaches to meaning, necessarily limiting their usefulness 
in describing what is going on within human discourse.

Behaviorism generally subscribed to these given 
assumptions in order to adequately describe the human organ
ism. Behavior is the responses the organism makes to stimuli 
in its environment. A behavior pattern is a learned chain 
of responses. Language is a behavior pattern created from 
a building up of causal relationships between stimuli and 
responses together with the associative bonds between words 
which govern the transitions from one word to the next and 
those to follow. The strength of the bond is a function of 
the amount of practice of the items along with reinforce
ment of these associations.

Meaning in the behavioral framework of Hockett1s 
(1958, p. 139) is "associative ties between those morphemes 
and morpheme-combinations and things and situations, or 
types of things and situations in the world around us.
These semantic ties are more or less the same for all the 
speakers of a language". He accounts for the individual 
variability in language as simply a matter of "antecedents" 
and "consequences" where such elements vary by speaker. 
Language is a set of acquired habits. A speech act, an



utterance, is not a habit, but an historical event which 
is controlled by habit. Habit is not directly observable 
but is inferred from historical events which are directly 
observable. An approach such as this supposes unchanging 
and fixed correlations between stimulus and response, which 
fails in view of the fact that even in very highly conven
tionalized instances of talk, interpretation is necessarily 
tied to the specific situation. For example, in telephone 
talk, the intonation pattern of the answerer's "hello" will 
be interpreted along such lines as the historical aspects 
relating both participants, current situational aspects, 
orientation to each other, and the like. A theory such as 
Hockett's cannot account for these factors and others. As 
will be argued specifically below, the Pittenger, Hockett, 
and Danehy (1960) attempt to provide a complete description 
of participants' verbal and nonverbal behaviors and to re
late these behaviors to interpretations of the intentions 
of participants is not successful. Inferring for them is 
the same for both the user of a language as well as the 
analyst; the inference project becomes overwhelming.

Bloomfield (1935, p. 23) had characterized the 
enormity of achieving an adequate account of meaning for 
linguistics in warning that meaning would remain the weak 
point in language study until a complete and scientific 
description of objects, states, and situations for which



words operate as substitutes could be advanced, where mean
ings are assumed to be recorded by an operation analogous 
to phonetics thus positing a specific connection between 
the terms of the theory (phonemes) and the data as recorded 
(phonetic properties). The phoneme, significant but per se 
meaningless, combines to make morphemes, that is, the mini
mal unit of meaning. Other categories of elements, order, 
form class, sub class, selection, phonetic modifiers (alter
nation) and modulation (pitch and stress contours) combine 
in various ways to create meaningful constructions. The 
relationships of these levels, rule-governed, definable in 
terms of level in the linguistic system, established the 
task then, as an exact specification of each occurrence of 
linguistic activity, which more than accentuates the total 
massivity of the project. Bloomfield's (1935) often-cited 
description of the speech event involving "Jack and Jill 
and the apple", a reliably secure example, still was fraught 
with the obvious difficulties of having to decide which 
"practical behavior(s)" relate(s) directly to the speech 
event and which are incidental to it. (And this is only one 
event between two speakers!) If a theory such as this is 
to be proposed as accounting, for human interaction, it 
requires that there be fixed characteristics of each situa
tion in which the particular speech event occurs, and that 
there must be fixed characteristics of each and all responses
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to the particular speech event. These fixed aspects of the 
situations of occurrence will act then as cues assigning 
meaning to the speech event or response event (Alston, 1964).

The analyst must observe the linguistic behavior, 
then observe the "practical" nonlinguistic behavior, then 
associate these two entities by a casual relationship. The 
meaning of the utterance, then, consists of the important 
things with which the utterance is connected, namely, the 
practical behaviors.

In summary, Bloomfield's approach appears to be one 
which.will take into account all aspects of the communica
tive event. He discounts all features of the event except 
those directly involved in the language code, the social 
fact or object independent of any speaker or situation.
This code is analyzed, categorized, and described as an 
idealized system extracted out of a particular social event 
or context. Focus is held to the linguistic pattern it
self,. language being a set of arbitrary signs for conveying 
information from one to another. Any other factors in the 
linguistic occurrence are irrelevant. With his insistence 
on studying the form of the speech act as the carryall of 
the message, or simply the linguistic facts as abstract 
elements combined by rules using a natural science model, 
Bloomfield by necessity could not account for any of the 
aspects of the communicative event such as intentions, or
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goals of the participants, and what actually happens in 
the situation within and around talk.

Clues Toward a Paradigm
Concerns of pragmatics have moved linguistics closer 

to being able to talk about issues of human discourse. 
Scholars in this area, for example, Robin Lakoff in her 
early work (1971, 1972, 1973) clearly argues that the syn
tax of the transformational-generative model of grammar 
required pragmatics and semantics to begin to account for 
linguistic events; that is, she and others have demonstrated 
the presence of semantic and pragmatic elements not account
able for within a narrowly confined model of language.

There has also been other significant work completed 
which looks at language and its place in social settings. 
However, theorists in pragmatics still need to look at how 
language is used in discourse to create social action. This 
creation of interaction is especially important in psycho
therapy insofar as the definition of what psychotherapy 
actually is becomes created in the interaction itself. In 
order to make sense out of a psychotherapy session one needs 
to be able to understand how the participants go about 
creating the situation in terms of their orientations to 
themselves and to the other. One needs to understand the 
relationship being created.



In order to accomplish this goal, it is necessary 
to develop the kind of analysis which allows the researcher 
to get close to the interaction itself. Although pragmatics 
has moved closer to social situations than the strict Type A 
theorists, there are some features of current work in this 
field which prevent it from becoming sufficiently involved 
with the data of actual discourse to describe how language 
serves to create social action.

Most of the research completed within the pragmatic 
concerns of speech acts deals with invented sentences and 
highly conventionalized behaviors of educated speakers in 
socially homogeneous settings and as such cannot be simply 
and directly transferable to the issues of conversational 
analysis. In other words, the work in pragmatics which is 
considered here, as well as that in ethnography of communica
tion mainly looks at very formal and highly structured speech 
and behavioral events, and provides analyses and descrip
tions of the rules of these events.

Work in the functional considerations of language, 
with static notions of context as a unit to be added to 
other particles to produce the total meaning--an additive 
approach— works well with isolated texts, as does the prag
matic approach. Although these ways of dealing with meaning 
in human language introduce a differing conceptual frame
work within which the discourse analyst needs to look at 
conversational interaction than strict Type A theorists
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suggest, they cannot totally provide such a basis. The 
veins of research to be discussed:. pragmatics, structural 
sociology, ethnography of communication, and functionalism 
do not claim, no do they possess the tools, to look at mean
ing in a moment-by-moment manner,

Fillmore— Meaning, Frame, Interpretation. Study in 
linguistic pragmatics, well represented by Fillmore (1973, 
1976, 1977) views meaning as having something to do with 
the behavior of persons, with how this behavior relates to 
situations, with what people have to know to act appro
priately in situations, and what happens in discourse gen
erally. He argues for the. necessity of pragmatic concerns 
in being able to get at what is going on in discourse.
"It is by means of establishing the pragmatic conditions 
for the sentence that we can discover its interpretation 
possibilities" (1974, p. V-3). He argues further that 
discourse will be structured syntactically and semantically 
in ways which are only explainable in terms of pragmatics. 
Although he proposes that

the most straightforward principles of pragmatics 
or contextualization are to be found in the nature 
of conversational language, the language of people 
who are looking at each other or who are otherwise 
sharing some current experience in which the hearer 
processes instantaneously what the speaker says 
(1974, p. V-8)

he stays within the limitations of traditional linguistics 
in its attempt to show meaning as a fixed, context-free
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relationship between symbol and referent. This approach, 
elaborating for example what it is that speakers have to 
know about a context in order to appropriately use the sen
tence "May we come in?" (1973) posits a fixed meaning, 
attached to context for sure, but associated as a set of 
relations predetermined and given, operating independently 
of the situation. The meaning is a product of rules relat
ing the linguistic elements to this static context. The 
main problem for this kind of approach to meaning is the
same as has been a barrier in all of the approaches dis
cussed so far— that somehow the notion of meaning being a 
set of fixed relations, independent of the interaction and 
its situation, precludes the researcher from being able to 
adequately describe the dynamic, historically unfolding 
character of discourse where such a view seems to be a 
necessity for interpreting discourse (Cook-Gumperz and 
Gumperz, 1976). As will be discussed below, for purposes 
of developing a practical analysis of psychotherapy inter
action, it is argued that treating discourse as a set or 
even a matrix of sentences is too limiting.

Fillmore is interested in the notions of conditions
of appropriateness, which is conceptually similar to the 
notion of grammaticality. He confines his explications to 
the kinds of relations which rarely get violated, and to 
conditions which participants must follow to be speaking 
English. Although his analyses won't enable one to be
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able to talk about participants' intentions and meanings 
in discourse, Fillmore offers an excellent description of 
those aspects of linguistic events which are fixed. His 
work provides an elaboration of framework of concern for 
considering how social knowledge is related to meaning and 
interpretation.

In demarcating the various steps in the comprehen
sion process, Fillmore offers an anecdote out of a magazine 
article focusing on one sentence of it in order to ask cer
tain questions about text interpretation. The Pete Rose 
anecdote involves the professional baseball player's speech 
to an audience where Rose's four year-old son was in atten
dance.

...While Rose was speaking, unknown to him; the 
child moved up to the speaker's table and stood 
next to him. Rose told' a joke, there was laugh
ter, and after the laughter there was a moment 
of silence. Here, now is the sentence...At pre
cisely that moment a small but amplified voice 
notified the entire room in the most lucid of 
idioms, of a common childhood emergency (1977, p. 72).

Fillmore identifies the pragmatic knowledge of the 
scene: the child's voice, the presence of a microphone,
and so on to elaborate how much the reader knows about the 
scene from the sentence in context above. This exercise, 
Fillmore offers to demonstrate some features of the puzzle 
of the text's being easy to understand, but the process of 
how this understanding is achieved is most complex. He
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offers an exercise of four underlying questions which ana
lysts may ask in order to understand how they understand a 
text.

1. What did he say?
2. What was he talking about?

- 3. Why did he bother to say it?
4. Why did he say it in the way that he did?

Fillmore's approach to meaning arises as a represen
tational theory where linguistic events "key" or "activate" 
cognitive frames. To use this kind of a theory in dis
course analysis one needs to work out first the problem of 
how to get from language as representation to language as 
doing something interactionally.

Fillmore's work shows the analyst how to develop 
constructs by means of which participants match their knowl
edge of the world, which is a set of categories, with what 
goes on in interaction. These descriptions can then be 
applied to explain behavior in new situations. His work 
shows clearly the boundedness of interpretation to context. 
However, a difficult problem arises when applying this work 
to everyday interaction in that frequently there are vary
ing interpretations of what was "going on" during the "same" 
linguistic event. Participants' descriptions of events 
often do not reflect the close agreement as to "what hap
pened" or "what was intended" that is assumed that a piece
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of interaction produced in a certain contextual setting 
would have when examined by this kind of theory. Although 
Fillmore's approach can define meaning in terms of speaker's 
intentions and show that judgments of intention are based 
on more than surface features or referential aspects of 
talk, other constructs are necessary to account for issues 
like variations in interpretation and how people go about 
creating conversational interaction. These four guideposts 
suggest concentration upon first the message, the only ques
tion of interest in traditional linguistics. The other 
three questions move the analyst into the world of discourse, 
involving speech act theory, intentionality, historical con
cerns, relationships of this specific discourse to the world 
of discourse. Fillmore follows with an "informal analysis 
of the interpretation" of the segment, which remains such 
in that Fillmore does not discuss the larger questions 
raised by his four guides for reference. Instead, Fillmore 
inserts text interpretation as proper study in linguistics 
in terms of the relationship of the message to the real 
world of communication acts, historical scenes, memories, 
or activities, and ongoing experience, all of which serve 
as the strategies employed for

...constructing, from the pieces of a text, from 
our knowledge of the world, and from our estimates 
of the author's or speaker's purpose, some single 
coherent view of what is going on, some possibly 
complex but unified scene or story|or world that 
we would recognize has been matched to this particu
lar text (1977,p . 81).
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In commenting upon Fillmore's work,it is immediately 

apparent how tightly the symbolic logic approach underlying 
the frame semantics keeps this author from being able to 
talk about moment-by-moment meaning as a dynamic unfolding. 
To view accomplished meaning as a series of "scenarios" or 
"scripts" is to add unilinear movement to the frames in the 
same way as one adds more box cars onto a train or more 
scenes into a comic strip. The problem here is that mean
ing is seen as static, as given within one scene. The 
linear movement does not effectively dissolve the static 
context-free meaning bind, in that each scene is discrete, 
clicked off from some combination of real world knowledge, 
automatically applicable and shared by interactants, but 
ignoring the actual dependence upon the situation for its 
meaning, as well as the characteristics talk has beyond 
being referential: reflexivity and indexicality, which is
how the talk creates the world for the understanding to 
arise. Each attempt, no matter how sophisticated, to trans
late meaning in discourse into a system of formal logic 
fails for at least these two latter reasons. Without a 
concept of "occasionality" or situatedness, which is a 
dynamically flexible and interpenetrant context, much of 
the data of discourse remains uninterpretable. Artificial 
intelligence as a model for discourse fails for these rea
sons to be an adequate basis for building a theory and 
method of discourse.
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Fillmore's work in calling for a unified theory of 

discourse, seems to be moving into the necessary territory 
for discussing the Type B meaning. The movement of
the frames and a conception of dynamics in general seems 
to be necessary to begin to get at "occasionality". The 
idea of movement, of interpenetration of behavior in con
text, has been of historical concern in Tagmemic Theory, 
which pointed out the Bloomfieldian extraction of form of 
the code at the expense of looking at the function of the 
code. That these two factors, form and function, intersect 
in social behavior is an underlying conceptual frame for 
hierarchical studies of human behavior (Scheflen, 1972, 
1974; Pike, 1967).

Pike explains that:
Meaning occurs only as a function of a total beha
vioral event in a total social matrix. The sharp- 
cut segmentation of meanings or partial meanings 
out of this total structure is therefore in prin
ciple impossible. There are no sharp boundaries 
to the meanings of these parts. Meanings fuse and 
flow into one another...they overlap and occur 
simultaneously and interpenetrate (1967, p. 89).

Here, an attempt to relate these various "levels" of lan
guage into the totality of human behavior provides the 
model for a hierarchical approach to the study of the prob
lem of meaning in human interaction. What this work shows 
is that the discourse analyst needs a way to talk about how 
peoples' intentions are constructed in discourse.
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Interactants don't just convey information in a referential 
sense but work in additional ways as they mutually create 
their experience.

Goffman--Structural Sociology. Goffman (1967) 
addresses the social construction of interaction in terms 
of "face-work". "Face" is one's social image which is 
achieved by personal activity. This activity, the "line" 
is the means whereby one's situational orientation is ex
pressed. The interaction of "face" and "line" create the 
pattern of activity called "face work" which consists of 
the repertoire of face-saving processes. These processes 
are of a social ritual order wherein the self which is

an image pieced together from the expressive impli
cations of the full flow of events in an undertaking 
...and as a kind of player in a ritual game who 
copes honorably or dishonorably, diplomatically or 
undiplomatically, with the judgmental contingen
cies of the situation...Once the two roles of the 
self have been separated, one can look to the 
ritual code implicit in face work to learn how the 
two roles are related (1967, pp. 31-32).

In this manner, Goffman has attempted to uncover 
the practices, conventions and rules that make up a per
son's framework of interpretation. These factors are 
important in this investigation of psychotherapy interaction 
in that they comprise the tacit knowledge which grounds the 
ongoing process of understanding. Also because of the cur
rent concern psychotherapy talk, the analyst needs to note 
especially what might be relevant for individual cases.



59
Goffman points out that in spoken interaction, "The 

human tendency to use signs and symbols means that evidence 
of social worth and of mutual evaluations will be conveyed 
by very minor things.,-" (p. 33). These include changes in
tone of voice, eye contact or movement and other strategies. 
The situation of interaction itself is organized through 
the system of social practices where "The conventions re
garding the structure of occasions of talk represent an 
effective solution to the problem of organizing a flow of 
spoken messages" (p. 3.6) .

Coffman's insights show that the understandings 
people have of ongoing interaction (e.g., "face" and other 
meanings too) are arrived at from the symbolic quality of 
the complex of verbal and nonverbal behaviors whose mean
ing, "significance", is determinable through reference to 
the implicit framework of conventions, practices, and 
"rules" of face-to-face interaction.

However, there seems to be a rather "loose fit" 
between this framework and the specific acts people per
form. This state of affairs shows how there is always 
room for interpretation of the meaning of each encounter. 
Therefore, knowing the observable behaviors and the conven
tions or practices will not tell all there is to know about 
how interactants determine meaning. There is an aura of
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ambiguity around every piece of interactional activity such 
that specific interpretations cannot be predicted with cer
tainty in each case a priori.

Goffman's work, in the structural normative socio
logical tradition, views social experience in the Durkheim- 
ian sense, as does Blumer, and also reflects a positivistic 
pragmatism and character of influence. In this work in 
social theory there seems to remain an open issue that per
haps there is some "real self" hidden and unknown to the 
person himself or to others. This "real self" is the 
theoretical result of the givenness and lack.of freedom in 
human experience within this method's view of society's 
relationship to individual persons.

Coffman consistently fails to look at whether or 
not people actually do have available alternative courses 
of action along with the ones chosen. He assumes there is 
a legitimate way of comportment, and then there are ways 
people get around the social law. These second choices 
are facts people need to hide about themselves. There 
seems an experience of negativity about being a person in 
a society; one finds himself controlled and often a victim 
of it (1961, 1963, 1969, 1971). If Goffman's ideas re
flected more closely how people actually behave and choose 
to act, one would expect to encounter more of a similarity 
among persons in the same society and not the wide varia
tion in persons and their behavior which seems the usual
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finding. Throughout the progression of his works, Goffman, 
complete with the trappings of a phenomenologist, actually 
creates a series of structural studies leading to increasing 
involvement in the microstructures of interaction, as for 
example his discussions of syntax in Relations in Public 
(1971) and Frame Analysis as "the principles of organiza
tion which govern events— at least social ones--and our 
subjective involvement in them" (1974, p. 10).

Symbolic Interactionism is chosen for review here 
as another strong representative of normative structural 
sociological approaches to social meaning. These approaches 
whether transactional, functional, or interactional apply 
their various methodologies (e.g., survey, field observa
tion and others) to describe social interaction in terms . 
of three independent elements: actor, situation and rule.
Theory in the normative tradition generally explains social 
experience as: (1) actors know certain rules; (2) actors
apply rules in social situations. These rules, independent 
of the particular actors and the particular situations, 
include motives, intentions, and expectations.

Although the discourse analyst needs a way to deal 
with peoples' motives and intentions and expectations, the 
theoretical orientation of normative structural sociology • 
proves problematic for such a purpose. The formal logic 
model upon which these approaches is based views social
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action as series of activities wherein actors simply match 
rules to situations. This matching activity takes place 
automatically and consistently. In this way, the meaning 
of the situation is determined.

Blumer--Svmbolic Interactionism. Blumer (1967, 1969) 
builds his "Symbolic Interactionism" upon the philosophy of 
George Herbert Mead, an American pragmatist and social 
psychologist. Mead believes that a man's self is not present 
at birth but develops through the individual1s relations with 
others and to social processes as a whole. The self can 
have itself (in self-consciousness) as an object, but the 
object-self is experienced indirectly, as the individual 
takes on the attitudes of others toward himself within a 
social environment or context of experience and behavior 
in which both he and others are involved. The internal 
structure of the self mirrors the relationship between 
society and the individual, the self, based upon a socio- 
behavioristic principle.

What Blumer contributes to Mead's philosophic treat
ment of human group life as the beginning point of the 
emergence of consciousness— the mind, a world of objects, 
human beings as organisms possessing selves; and human con
duct in the form of constructed acts— is a model of how all 
of these are related. This perspective is developed by 
three premises:
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1= Human beings act toward things on the basis of 

what meaning the things hold for them.
2. The meaning of the things is derived from the 

interaction one has with one's feelings.
3. These meanings are mediated through an interpretive 

process employed by the person in dealing with the 
things encountered.

The meanings that things have for human beings are 
central in their own right. Meaning arises out of interac
tion processes between persons. The meaning of a thing for 
a person grows out of the ways in which other persons act 
toward the person in regards to the thing. Meanings, then, 
are social products. And meaning is derived from a process 
of interpretation. There are two steps to the process:
(1) The person indicates to himself the things to which he 
is acting, pointing out to himself the things that have 
meaning. This activity is an internalized social process. 
The actor interacts with himself. (2) Following this pro
cess of self-interaction, interpretation occurs. The per
son handles the meanings, that is, he selects, suspends, 
checks, regroups and transforms the meanings in terms of 
the current situation in which he is placed and the direc
tion of his action. This process of interpretation is not 
a simple application of meaning but is construed as forma
tive processes, in which meanings are used and revised as
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instruments for the guidance and formation of action. Mean
ings play their parts in activity through the process of 
self interacting with self.

Symbolic interactionism develops a notion of "root 
images" which are its elements. Taken together, these form 
the basic format for viewing human society and social con
duct. Generally this framework identifies meanings as 
derived from society but as necessarily private and dis
crete. Sharing of meaning is essentially equivalent to 
saying that once an actor has identified a meaning, the work 
is done; the meaning is accomplished. The actors learn 
meanings from society; meanings are rules in the sense of 
social facts; and actors follow these rules in social situa
tions .

This position does not escape the criticism applied 
by Garfinkel (1967) or Cicourel (1964) to other normative 
theories. Symbolic interactionism falls into the theories 
which describe social activity as a complex of actors enter
ing situations, defining them, recognizing applicable rules, 
and acting accordingly. Actors match the situation's mean
ing to some automatic self-activity.'

Although Blumer attempts to avoid the pitfalls of 
viewing meaning as being either intrinsic in the object 
itself or a psychic accretion brought by the person to the 
thing, he does not avoid the trap of describing meaning as
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a given, automatically applicable social fact. The person 
acting in the situation in relation to others is directly 
and indirectly compelled to behave as others expect.

What is emphasized is that people enter social 
situations knowing what they can say in such a situation 
and how it should be said. Meaning resides in each speaker, 
is gathered from the social bank, is exchanged and adjusted. 
There is no provision for an unexpected experience— every
thing having been accounted for in the past (Brudner, 1977) .

That the categorical type meaning of the symbolic 
interactionists can not be demonstrated as having a rela
tionship to actual behavior by its statistical measures is 
Garfinkel's (1972) criticism of normative approaches. He 
argues for the thesis concerning "The Relevance of Common 
Understandings to the Fact that Models of Man in Society 
Portray Him as a Judgmental Dope" (p. 23-29). Garfinkel 
shows how social background knowledge is continually re
vealed in the interaction itself and that common under
standings ̂ (despite applicable norms) between interactants 
create their social world of their experience. Social 
activity is cooperatively created rather than given.

Garfinkel shows how everyday life including highly 
formalized rule systems such as legal or medical or others 
all involve the actors interpreting the code by virtue of 
situational considerations. Actors continually work out
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the code which itself is necessarily incomplete regardless 
of its sophistication and specification.

For example, in the situation of psychiatric diag
nosis the actors are the client and the therapist. The 
psychopathology terms are the rules. The incompleteness 
of the rules lies in the fact that the system does not 
characterize how it is to be understood and used nor its 
situational meaning. To understand the diagnostic process 
one must have a means for looking at the participants1 
interpretations of these rules as constitutive of the diag
nostic situation.

Hymes— Ethnography of Communication. So far, some 
research relating to the issues of meaning in language has 
been reviewed along with some comment as to how these 
approaches may or may not shed light on meaning experienced 
by participants. What remains noteworthy about the 
approaches to meaning discussed is that they show only how 
information is conveyed in a referential sense; that is, 
they recognize only this aspect of the meaningful use of 
language and that people use language in various ways. 
Beyond the views considered though, the analyst needs to be 
concerned with constructs such as Hymes1 (1971) communica
tive competence, which is the speaker's ability to produce 
appropriate utterances. The rationale underlying ethnog
raphy of communication is that traditional grammatical
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analyses do not deal with the actual usage patterns of 
speakers, the ways speakers express their meaning. Issues 
of grammaticality become relevant within particular situa
tional contexts, Hymes gives four criteria as a basis for 
determining communicative competence: Systematic potential,
whether and to what extent something is not yet realized; 
appropriateness, whether and to what extent something is in 
some context suitable, effective, or the like; occurrence, 
whether and to what extent something is done; and feasibil
ity, whether and to what extent something is possible. Any 
discourse may be described according to these parameters of 
speaking. Any description of speaking, then, will provide 

- data along the following interrelated dimensions (1974):
1. Linguistic resources available to the speaker—  

how many styles he can choose from.
2. Supra-sentential structuring— how many variantly 

structured linguistic events are recognized.
3. Rules of interpretation by which the set of lin

guistic elements comes to have communicational 
value.

4. The norms which govern different types of inter
action.
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Hymes recognizes that the ethnographer is part of the scene 
observed. He looks at language as a tool; it is used for 
various purposes. Hymes demonstrates the analyst's need to 
become concerned with the intentions of the participants. 
Focus can be on those of either the speaker or listener 
although it may be the case that neither listener nor analyst 
can achieve certainty in interpretations of the particular 
intentions of speech acts.

Ethnographic focus has arisen from a structuralist- 
functionalist philosophy of social acts leading to the view 
that speaking activity is some sort of formal and discrete 
system composed of building block elements, which can then 
be analyzed by virtue of their intrarelationship within the 
system and the concurrent interrelationship with static 
cultural variables. In this manner, the typifications pro
duced are to explain individual behavior. The assumption 
underlying the typification approach is similar to that 
underlying the frame approach. Both identify cultural knowl
edge as a bounded context and both of the approaches fail 
to be able to apply these typifications or frames to ordi
nary everyday interaction, mainly because of the relative 
inflexibility of the ceremonies, routines, or events of the 
typification or frame, and the nearly total flexibility of 
the everyday interaction.

Firth— Functionalism. The outright assertion the 
learning languages is primarily a matter of learning how
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to communicate, particular linguistic structures being the 
means of doing so, is the theme uniting the points of view 
that language-using as communication ought to be a central 
concern in linguistics.

Functional concerns of establishing a formal frame
work within which to interrelate the linguistic form, seman
tic interpretation, and the pragmatic elements as a way of 
understanding communication was the directive of J, R. Firth 
more than forty years ago (1964). He suggests that lin
guists look at conversation for the key to understanding 
how the language is and works. The main concern of lin
guistics should be that of making statements about the mean
ing of utterances, only part of which lies in the contrasts 
of phonology and syntax. His claim that language is the 
fundamental way of behaving and of influencing others calls 
for considerations of context in all linguistic analyses.

In Speech, Firth develops the basis for his version
of characterizing meaning as use:

If we regard language as "communicative"... a piece 
of speech...is a pattern of group behavior in which 
two or more persons participate by means of common 
verbalizations of common situational context, and 
of experiential contexts of the participants. It 
is a pattern without clearly defined boundaries.
And, consequently it is difficult to isolate and 
describe individual speech behavior, if there could 
be such a thing...A speaking man is a corporate man, 
associated through the present with man of all time 
...The problem of linguistics of the future will be 
the experimental study of the social functioning 
of speech (1964, p. 173).
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Firth's behaviorism differs markedly from Bloom

field's in that the letter's hypothesis that meaning is a 
physical process of associative conditioning is directly 
challenged by Firth and the London School. Firth recognizes 
different kinds of contexts in linguistic activity whereby 
meaning is realized. The different contexts are associated 
with different levels of analysis. Firth does not view 
these levels .as hierarchical in a part-whole sense, all 
contribute equally to meaning. For example, on the phono
logical level, the functions of sounds are obvious in how 
they occur and how they contrast with other potential 
choices; the distributional potential in lexical choice 
and the paradigmatic relationships contribute to recogni
tion of the meaning. In the situational level, in conver
sational setting, participants, topic, and other idiosyn- 
cracies are characterized as the extra-linguistic factors 
of the meaning. The total linguistic meaning is the sum 
of all these aspects of the event, "the patterned processes 
...in which language behavior...[is] dynamic and creative 
...meaning is just as much a property of the people, their 
'sets', their specific behavior, the things and events of 
the situation as of the noises made" (1964, p. 111). De
spite his involving meaning as embedded in the context 
and not something apart from the linguistic forms. Firth



71
describes what amounts to a static model of combinatorial 
dynamism. Meaning is the totality of the sum of the arrange
ment.

For purposes of developing a theory of discourse for 
psychotherapy interaction, the functionalist perspective 
with its additive approach and its notion of the givenness 
of shape of social experience does not provide the kind of 
model necessary to account for the uniqueness of an inter
actional event where context, flexible and "occasional" is 
accomplished.

A Note on Inference in Human Discourse
At this place in the discussion it is necessary to 

look closely at acts of inference and to distinguish various 
types of inference. This discussion holds importance for 
questions of human discourse in order to be able to analyze 
how meaning happens during everyday interactions. Formal 
types of inference such as deductive or explicit charac
teristically differ from conversational inference which 
Polanyi (1969) accurately characterizes as a "dwelling in 
subsidiary awareness", that is, an act of tacit inference.

Tacit inference is not simply an unconscious version 
of explicit inference. For example, once one has solved a 
visual puzzle, one cannot return to a state of total ignor
ance of its solution. The controversy of how this subsidiary
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awareness works dates back to 1867 and Helmholtz' interpre
tation of the perception of visual images as "unconscious 
inference" as an equivalent converse of explicit inference, 
where his peer psychologists even then rejected his con
clusions on the basis that optical illusions remain intact 
and are not destroyed by demonstrating their falsity. The 
knowledge of the solution does not ne'cessarily guarantee 
the solution for all times. This contrasts with explicit 
inference, logical inference which necessarily depends upon 
the truth value of its supporting evidence. Optical illu
sions can be altered by moving focus to a new center, such 
as, in the instance described by Polanyi,where the image 
experienced from two pictures being viewed through a stereo
scope becomes destroyed if both pictures are focused upon 
separately. The point is, tacit inference is affected by 
breaking-up and rediscovery whereas deductive, explicit 
inference is not vulnerable to this kind of focal movement. 
Cognitive content in logical inference is independent of 
any sensory quality, and as such, it does not vary among 
its knowers as a Pythagorean theorem remains identical for 
each mathematician.

Discourse analysis calls for looking at meaning as 
Polanyi and Prosch (1975) define it: whatever is in our
focal awareness, whatever is primary recipient of atten
tion, an apprehension of the clarity, and the definiteness .
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of some aspects of one's experience. However, this focal
awareness is possible because of our subsidiary awareness,
that is, the background of our attention. Focal awareness,
what one attends to, evolves in subtle ways out of our
background and thus is always closely related, hence the
possibility of making explicit some aspects of what lies
in the background of our attention, allowing us to reveal
how it is that our interpretation has come to be. Polanyi
and Prosch describe this relationship:

...the presence of two different kinds of awareness 

...When I use a hammer to drive a nail, I attend
to both but quite differently. I watch the effects
of my strokes on the nail as I wield the hammer.
I do not feel that its handle has struck my palm, 
but that its head has struck the nail. In another 
sense, of course, I am highly alert to the feelings 
in my palm and fingers holding the hammer. They 
guide my handling of it effectively, and the degree 
of attention that I. give to the nail is given to 
these feelings to the same extent, but in a differ
ent way. The difference may be stated by saying 
that these feelings are not watched in themselves 
but that I watch something else by keeping aware 
of them. I know the feelings in the palm of my 
hand by relying on them for attending to the hammer 
hitting the nail. I may say that I have a subsidi
ary awareness of the feelings in my hand which is 
merged into my focal awareness of my driving the
nail (1974, p. 33).

Discourse analysis is the process of allowing this sub
sidiary awareness, this background of experience, to appear 
in its relation to what is focal. In practice this amounts 
to making static some aspects of the talk, reflecting upon 
it, making explicit an interpretation of the experience.
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One involves himself in uncovering what is necessarily 
hidden and invisible, recognizing that one necessarily 
cannot ever attain total clarity. In ongoing interpreta
tions, the total meaning is not immediately given. One 
uncovers meaning layer by layer with repeated interactions 
with the whole, moving to a deeper and fuller appreciation 
of the total experience. Interpretation is thus circular—  

open-ended and uncompletable. Man interacts with the other 
creating meaning in his life. Man and other are universally 
interdependent and co-defining (Fischer, 197 0). Man, then 
is self-interpretation, creator of his own experience (Cook- 
Gumperz and Gumperz, 197 6; Laing, 19 61, 1966; and Frank, 
1961).

The role of tacit inference in communication activity 
has been discussed by Cicourel (1978) in terms of his inter
actional model of the study of language and society. This 
work is clearly applicable to the study of discourse showing 
that shared-background higher predicates enable communica
tion to proceed. The important point of this paper for the 
study of how linguistic analysis needs to view discourse in 
relationship to other problems in the field, is its concep
tion of the relation of autonomous syntax to interactive 
processes. Cicourel1s suggestion is that autonomous syn
tax, in its original conception of being detached from 
other levels in language (Saussurean) a la the structural
ists and Chomskyans cannot be a relevant notion in discourse
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theory. Rather, autonomous syntax plays a role in conver
sation in terms of its being a description of the rules or 
conventions, in the speech act sense, which people follow 
to be speaking a particular language. Thus, autonomous syn
tax is part of the higher predication activity, part of the 
tacit knowledge people share which provides for their being 
able to communicate in the first place.

Cicourel shows that syntax as autonomous is not 
directly correlative to the meaning of the discourse, the 
assumption of Stylistics, where attempts are made to de
scribe speakers' intentions on the basis of the syntax of 
the utterance.

Some notions out of semiotics, especially Peirce's 
concept of abductive inference have been applied to inter
action by Cicourel (1978). Abductive inference in logic 
refers to the conditions where a major premise is clear 
and evident, but the minor is so obscure as to require 
further proof. This kind of inference is defined by Peirce 
as reasoning which moves from consequent to antecedent.

Peirce's argument is that the sole function of 
thought is the production of belief which essentially in 
turn consists of a habit of action. The vagueness or 
obscurity in the minor premise relates to the inability to 
explicitly state of what the habit of action consists. 
Peirce's line of thinking is concretized by the example of
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a lemon and how one might act towards it. To call some
thing a lemon is to say that it is a food, its pulp is 
nourishing; its juice is sour, and it would occupy such 
and such an amount of space if put into a bag. There are 
other potential statements to be made such as saying that 
if an object of a certain weight is placed on top of it, 
it will be crushed. All of these factors are related to 
how one will act towards a lemon. To say that a lemon is 
sour is to possess certain habits towards it. The confusion 
arises when it comes to spelling out the exact nature of 
these habits; how one develops them; how tenacious they may 
be; and so on. This is where abductive inference becomes
the tool for clearing up the problem. It defines truth as
that which a community of investigators would agree upon in 
the long run. The truth is that which is most fit to be
lieve. In effect, having obscurity as part of inference 
rules out in principle Cartesian methods and goals which 
demand that the certainty be ultimate and its base intui
tive. Confusion has no place in Cartesian epistemology.

Cicourel contextualizes how this notion of abduc
tion works in interactive processes, Abductive inference 
is the process through which the

observation of acts in the testing hypothesis is
embedded in the particular circumstances that
exist at the time of observation... lead(ing) to 
the recognition or creation of facts that con- 
textualize the inferential, step of making guesses, 
about what is happening under the condition of 
hypothesis testing" (1978, B-28).
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Abductive inference contrasts with inductive or 

deductive as being the basis upon which one would establish 
the tacit knowledge participants have of the aspects of 
social interaction in natural settings, which allows them 
to move beyond the information given of past and present 
to create the situation and its future possibilities. 
Cicourel refers to higher level predication, which is the 
salient cognitive-spcio-cultural principles underlying the 
speaker's ability to produce acceptable discourse. For 
success, one must be able to negotiate among variable con
ditions of comprehension and the variety of possible inter
pretation over the course of an exchange.

Complex memory structures and other cognitive 
capacity underlie one's ability to produce both higher 
and lower predication, the "Internal schemator, or frames, 
or scripts must be linked with the external realization 
we call syntactic, phonological, turn-taking and textual 
representations" (1978, p. B-33). The process of coding 
exchanges for their functional meanings in the context 
leads to the understanding of the interactions of the 
"various modalities in social exchanges and their role in 
providing... information not clearly marked by formal as
pects of speech"(1978, B-26). The functional units wherein 
cultural knowledge converges is the higher level or meta
predicates , the invisible component, and the lower level 
predicate, the visible.



Cicourel describes texts according to his purpose 
of advancing the study of language and society by giving 
close attention to linguistic and cognitive theories in 
the hopes of avoiding "data-driven or...hypothesis-driven 
explanations of sentential or sequential aspects of lan
guage use" (1978, p. B-47). The difficulty with Cicourel1s 
paper is its failure to include an explanation of how he 
himself arrived at his interpretations of the segments of 
discourse presented. This lack is very often present in 
the literature of discourse theory.

Discourse; Type B Meaning,
K Understanding, and Interpretation

How meaning is created by participants and the issues 
of interpretation by participants, as well as by the analyst, 
is the concern of this study. Interactional meaning refers 
to the orientations of participants in an interaction.
These orientations are mutually shared and agreed upon, and 
come to life, that is, unfold in an historical fashion. 
Meaning in this sense is not the correspondence theory of 
signs positing ideas existing in one's head, objects exis
ting in the world, and signs appearing to connect these two 
in a stable relation. That is, meaning here is not a kind 
of entity providing that every "meaningful" linguistic unit 
stands for something. Meaning here is not a set of features 
common to all the situations in which a given expression is 
uttered in a given sense? it is not dispositions to respond
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in a particular way. However, meaning here does have some
thing to do with expressing and communicating, something 
to do with reference to the world, and something to do with 
units of language through usage by people interacting. 
Meanings here are situationally determined, context itself 
being part of the created meaning.

The participants1 interaction structures the mean
ing, that is, meaning is created during the course of inter
acting (Bennett and Reed-Hartmann, 1979; Bennett, 1978b,c). 
Meaning is socially achieved.

To begin looking at meaning in these terms, it 
becomes apparent how it is that the approaches to meaning 
which have been discussed so far have not yielded adequate 
tools to describe the participants' construction of meaning 
in social interaction. Interactionally achieved meaning 
has recently attracted attention in linguistics as theorists 
attempt to analyze "the everyday situation in which two or 
more people address each other for a period of time, com
municating something about themselves and their experience 
in the process...[for the analyst] an extremely complex 
activity" (Labov and Fanshel, 1977, p. 1). Labov and Fan- 
shel continue to note that although much work has been done 
with the data of psychiatric interviews, the research it
self seldom focuses on the speech acts and the particular 
occurrences of discourse in these interviews. They conclude



80
that although researchers have considered such issues as, 
for example, the abstract processes of cathexis, transfer
ence, resistance, and others, along with some superficial
ities of the non-verbal communication, "very few authors 
have addressed the question of what is actually done in the 
therapeutic interview...they do not examine what the pa
tient actually says" (1977, p. 3) at the place of interest 
in the dialogue. To begin to get at what is taking place, 
how such resistance or transference, or whatever, is being 
accomplished in the interview, "we necessarily dealt with 
what speakers were doing to each other, that is, with their 
interaction" (p. 3). Labov and Fanshel call for an inter
disciplinary approach to discourse analysis for linguistics 
insofar as what a person says at any given moment relates 
to his whole life history and the practices of his particu
lar speech community, ,as well as to other operating prin
ciples determined by the specific character of the social 
situation which itself requires definition.

Since understanding.meaning in human discourse is 
the focus of the particularly troublesome problem being 
presented here, looking in detail at more relevant work 
which has been accomplished within the Type B approaches 
to meaning will begin to illuminate the complexity of and 
the difficulties of adequately describing the effortless 
and everyday occurrence of creating and understanding
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meaning in social interaction. The focal issues are what 
it is that participants in interaction know about the 
interaction and how people use this knowledge to make 
sense of their communicative behavior. To deal with these 
issues, the analyst needs to be able to look at interpre
tations of interactions in terms .of not only the lexical 
and grammatical construction of participant utterances, 
which act as constraints upon possible interpretations, but 
also upon the active interpretations of participants. This 
latter aspect is of prime concern for discourse analysis.

Philosopher Hahs-Georg Gadamer (1976) describes 
meaning in this interactional sense as "occasional". It 
is not like an attribute or property of an object, a fixed 
entity or element. Meaning is always the present expe- • 
rience, arising in interpretation. It flows from a context 
and one's social experience, and has various modes of com
munication. Meaning is not a wholly predetermined set of 
rules applicable to particular communicative behaviors.

Gadamer explains:
By occasionality I mean dependency on the situation 
in which an expression is used. ... such dependency 
on the situation is not itself situational, like 
the so-called occasional expressions (for instance,
1 here' or 'this') that obviously possess no fixed 
content in their semantical character... such rela
tivity to situation and opportunity constitutes 
the very essence of speaking...for no statement 
has an unambiguous meaning based on its linguistic 
and logical construction as such, but on the con
trary, each is motivated. A question is behind each 
statement that first gives it its meaning (1976, pp. 
88-89) .
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He then continues to show that language is the way we live 
out our social lives. We not only live in language; lan
guage lives in us. Occasionality is not the case where 
interaction is highly conventional, that is, predetermined 
with already given meanings. The relation of occasionality 
and conventionality is inverse: as one approaches conven
tionality, meaning becomes increasingly independent of the 
specific situation or context. As an interaction departs 
from conventionality, that is, as it begins to depend on 
the participants' acts for its meaning, it becomes increas
ingly "occasional" or uniquely related to the ongoing inter
actional events. It becomes opaque and in its opacity has 
an inexactness and a need for refinement that of necessity 
inheres in linguistic expression and human discourse.

Meaning is a mutual achievement by the interactants, 
who orient themselves in a particular situation. As Cook- 
Gumperz and Gumperz (1976) demonstrate, meaning in conversa
tion is jointly produced and develops out of the interaction. 
Their concern is with understanding, that is, the meaning 
of the situation for the participants as a situated or 
context-bound process of interpretation, by means of which 
participants in a conversation assess each other's inten
tions and on which they base their responses (Gumperz,
1977). Viewing conversation as rhythmic, cooperative 
activity involving commitment to both speaking and listening,



83
Gumperz and Cook-Gumperz and others regard speakers and 
listeners as constantly monitoring the talk (Cherry, 1978; 
Erickson, 1975; Scheflen, 1972; Kendon, Harris, and Key, 
1975).

The essential point here is that context is created 
in the interaction through linguistic means. That is, a 
framework of interpretation is set up through speech by 
means of which specific utterances are made intelligible. 
Context is a dynamic influence on the form and content of 
the message as well as its interpretation. That is, the 
context is not merely a backdrop of setting, topic, and 
socioeconomic characteristics of participants but rather 
a socially dynamic construction affecting the information 
communicated and perceived by the participants. Contex
tual information does not stand outside the linguistic 
aspects of the interaction. It is actively involved in 
the achieved interpretation. The assumption that context 
is a cluster of background social information which, when 
known, elucidates the talk, and that this extralinguistic 
material is outside the linguistic process, cannot hold up 
in looking at conversation, as Cook-Gumperz, Gumperz and 
others notably demonstrate (Bennett and Reed-Hartmann,
1979; Bennett, 1978b; Cicourel, 1974, Garfinkel, 1967, 1972; 
and Sacks, 1972). By relating participants' perceptive 
processes to their explication of the occurrences of inter
action, Gumperz (1977) and others show how to get at some
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of the issues relevant to the present study. It becomes 
important to look at context from not only the scene of 
the activity with its particular historicity and shared 
perception, but also from the participants' individual 
perceptions of the context, all of which is part of the 
communicative activity at the given time.

Looking at meaning as interactionally achieved at 
a given point in time, but never quite fully achieved, 
is an important consideration for serious study of meaning 
in human discourse. This importance lies in coming to 
grips with the problem of being able to determine what the 
meaning of a text actually is. At the juncture of arriving 
at some interpretation of a given text, structuralist or 
functionalist approaches to meaning, the Type A, can then 
rest with their findings. Those approaches revolving with
in the conceptualizations of Type B, must propose their 
interpretations as tentative. That any aspect of or all 
interpretations made at a given occurrence may be changed 
later on in time, thus changing the meaning of the event 
for the participants, is shown by Sacks (1973), where the 
meaning of a pun became different subsequent to a later 
message. Sacks characterizes the historical unfolding and 
ongoing creating of meaning which is the activity of dis
course by showing that, one's ability to continue to inter
pret the pun depends upon one's awareness of earlier
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activity and the ability to work on the past material, in 
a present context. This "open-endedness" of meaning (Gar- 
finkel, 1967) accounts for a usual experience: that the
meaning of what is currently happening, is always subject 
to change depending upon one1s future orientation and 
experience. This quality of human experience is especially 
relevant in this study of psychotherapy interaction. As 
will be argued below, psychotherapy is a specific occasion 
for looking at one's interpretations of experience and of 
understanding them in the light of the totality of one1s 
life. There exists no pre-given or established end-point 
to these interpretations until one decides to close him
self off from new understandings of the experience, all 
endpoints being in effect interpretive, situational, or 
practical.

Garfinkel continues to investigate situational 
experience and offers two other characteristics of this 
kind of meaning: that it is "indexical", referring to the
fact that part of the meaning inheres in the situation, and 
as such it is relevant for the participants. In defining 
this quality of "indexicality" in talk, he cites Husserl 
who:

...spoke of expressions whose sense cannot be 
decided by an auditor without his necessarily 
knowing or assuming something about the biography 
and purposes of the user of the expression, the 
circumstances of the utterance, the previous 
course of the conversation, or the particular 
relationship of actual or potential interaction



86
that exists between the expressor and the 
auditor (1967, p. 4).

Additionally, talk is "reflexive" in its usual presence in 
social interaction and its ability to fold back over it
self. That is, the presence of talk carries a significance 
through which participants create their experience. The 
talk, besides conveying meaning, also creates the context 
for itself. Mehan and Wood (1975) illustrate "reflexivity" 
through using an analysis of greetings:

To say "hello" both creates and sustains a world 
in which persons acknowledge that 1. they some
times can see one another; 2. a world in which 
it is possible for persons to signal to each other, 
and 3. expect to be signalled back to, by 4. some 
others but not all of them. This is a partial 
and only illustrative list of some of the things 
a greeting accomplishes... a greeting creates room 
for itself (p. 13).

When such a greeting works, that is, when the other replies 
as expected, the talk, itself "reflexivity", occurs un- 
noticeably. Should the other reject the overture, one does 
not immediately deny the reality of the act of greeting. 
Instead one creates the meaning of the event, being quite 
aware that something has gone wrong. Reflexivity of talk 
itself creates the context where in this instance, occa
sions of greetings can be either accepted or rejected.
In either event, greetings become reaffirmed as a social 
reality.
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Thusly, Garfinkel contributes to the mode of think

ing which views human activity as ongoing creativity and 
the mutual construction of everyday life happenings offer
ing a broad and informal approach to communicative events 
which includes the investigator as a co-creator of the par
ticular event. He becomes concerned with interpretive 
processes related to particular acts and shows that, as a 
joint activity, meaning is constructed. He points to the 
incompleteness of situations and the "imperfect information", 
the fragmentariness of the data which participants work 
upon.

Meaning is "situated", that is, meaning is construc
ted from participants in contexts actively interpreting what 
they experience, from their way of making sense in a situa
tion. Garfinkel names this study of the interpretive pro
cedures, this everyday practical reasoning constitutive of 
human activity, "Ethnomethodology" and demonstrates his 
premise of how meaning is "situated, self organizing and 
reflexive interaction between memory, practical reasoning, 
and talk" (Cicourel, 1974, p. 100). One is cautioned to 
begin to view the orderliness, rationality, and accounta
bility of everyday life...as a contingent, ongoing accom
plishment ... a kind of work...or doing (Garfinkel, 1967,
1972).

Garfinkel contradicts a usual point of view in 
communication theory that common understandings involve a
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measureable amount of inter-speaker agreement (Borden, 
Gregg, and Grove, 19 69) but contends instead that conver
sation is intelligible resulting from participants1 agree
ment, at a given point in time, on how the discourse is to 
be accomplished and how it will be interpreted. Partici
pants expect that their utterances will be intelligible 
and interpretable in the interaction. As turns occur and 
the talk itself works, participants interpret, that is they 
understand what is going on; they know where they are in 
the talk. In instances of talk, Garfinkel (1962) proposes 
that participants fill in for each other material not on 
the^surface present during the course of the conversation. 
Participants work together to create their meanings and 
cooperatively contribute to the interaction in orienting 
themselves to common understandings in discourse, from the 
totality of meaning in one's lived experience. That mean
ing unfolds only within a situation and that it can never 
exist isolated or apart from some social context (Cicourel, 
1964) that participants inform the world with meaning, 
their interpretations being the meaning of the world,and 
that the nature of human beings is "world-forming subject 
processes freeing objects for their discoverability in our 
surrounding world" (Boelen, 1978, p. 39) is the viewpoint 
of this study.

Meaning in this sense differs from meaning in sign 
theory (Type A) where meaning is the relationship of three
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analytically separate elements: ideas in one's head,
objects in the world, and signs that are symbolic repre
sentations of such. Signs correspond in a one-to-one rela
tionship to these thoughts (ideas) or the objects; meaning 
is stable across time and space and is not dependent upon 
participants or situational context.

These theories typically formulate the problem of
analysis as, "What are we saying about a linguistic expres-

\ " sion when we specify its meaning?" or "How is the concept
of linguistic meaning to be analyzed?" (Alston, 19 64, p. 11). 
These formal structural approaches to meaning allow a pre
cision, a replicability, an orderliness which enables the 
linguist to describe the various constructional regular
ities and rules operating in the talk on the structural 
levels of syntax and semantics with clarity and obvious con
sistency. Microanalyses of texts allow the researcher in 
Type A tradition to "explicate the specific features [of 
the particular conversation] so that the application of 
general principles can be seen" (Labov and Fanshel, 1977, 
p. 8). However, no Type A researcher has done successful 
microanalysis of actual talk which has been able to focus 
on the participants' interaction.

Relating to the issue of the viability of currently 
available models in linguistics for looking at conversa
tional understanding and interactional meaning, Charles 
Fillmore comments:
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My own current work in linguistic theory is not 
so much concerned with developing an integrated 
formalism for capturing and expressing the prop
erties of natural language and defining operations 
on these, as it is with striving for a sense of 
the total range of phenomena for which some day 
a serious question of formalization might come 
to seem relevant. I believe, in other words, 
that current familiar formal models within lin
guistics are not hospitable to the kinds of 
questions about language that I am of a mind to 
ask, and I have found myself dissatisfied with 
the answer that such questions are for that rea
son outside the scope of linguistics proper 
(1976, p. 7).

The established structural and functional approaches to 
discourse, with their methods of collecting data and form
ing generalizations to describe it, continue to bear sig
nificant import in the study of language competence. Even 
further, an understanding of linguistic competence will 
remain incomplete unless one learns how meaning is nego
tiated in actual interaction. In this study, it is sug
gested that these structurally-based methods by themselves 
will not lead to understanding how meaning comes into being 
in human discourse and that looking for formulae which can 
"extract" or "predict" meaning in discourse will not clarify 
the nature of meaning in interaction.

Linguists, so far, have not concerned themselves 
with the fundamental nature of the acts persons perform 
in creating meaning in daily interaction and of looking 
from this perspective at processes of psychotherapy inter
pretation of concern in the current research. The renowned
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linguist Edward Sapir suggests that if linguistics wishes 
to play a role in returning human sciences to concrete 
lived experience that its "definitions, meanings, and 
classifications must be capable of significant restate
ment. . .which transcends the best, we have been able to 
offer" (1949, p. 593). Ricoeur notes that in linguistics 
tremendous progress came about through its looking at lan
guage as a set of discrete entities systematically related 
"involving only the interplay of oppositions constitutive 
of the system in a self-contained whole" (197 6, p. 5). 
Language, as an object of study, is conceptually removed 
from the people who create the talk. Constructs such as 
"grammaticality", "well-formedness", "constituent structure" 
are used to describe particular utterances, although even 
these constructs are dependent upon interpretations of in
formants. While linguistics uses as its data utterances 
such as sentences or short texts of discourse, where con
cern is with the particular analytic categories, focus 
remains on the particular analytic categories and such 
variables as rules and syntactic feature matrices, and not 
upon the actual process of how the informants arrived at 
their conclusions. Pragmatics, as discussed, in looking 
at what people would have to know to be able to interpret 
certain messages, restricts its data to the same kind of 
material which, as has been noted, is highly convention
alized talk. Work in lexical semantics provides elaboration
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of the particular associations presumed to be sorted in 
speakers1 and hearers' minds between real world scenes or 
situations, moving thus to greater insights into the nature 
of word meanings for purposes of study of universals of 
language, dictionary or thesaurus construction, and other 
important pursuits in the science of linguistics.

The point here is that linguistics in its concern 
with understanding human discourse, among other interests 
(e.g., artificial intelligence, animal communication, etc.), 
does in fact have the means for developing a method for 
describing "occasional" (Gadamer), "situated" (Garfinkel), 
or interactional meaning. What is proposed in this study 
is a practical way for linguistics to work within' the frame
work outlined by social scientists, phenomenologists such 
as Schutz (1967); sociologists Goffmann (1971, 1974); Gar- 
finkel (1967, 1972); Cicourel (1964, 1974); anthropologists 
such as Hymes (1969), Erickson (1975) , and certain symbolic 
anthropologists, like Geertz (1973, 1976), all of whom 
recognize reality as social construction; and, that it is 
a unique quality of human beings to be able to develop and 
sustain a culture, and to manipulate in subtle ways the 
nature of their experience of the world.

A difficulty in approaching the issues of the social 
construction of meaning is that although the Type B re
searchers have provided a conceptual apparatus for rethinking
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the fundamental questions concerning the nature of human 
discourse, they all have only given a general guideline 
within which to develop practical analyses. This con- 
stricture of having only a very generalized direction 
through which to examine human experience has often proved 
a stumbling block for.-studies, completed in the Type B 
tradition, to be received as scientific research by other 
competent theorists.

Structural Linguistic Analysis 
and Psychotherapy Talk

The purpose of this section is to examine in some 
detail, two Type A but superficially variant approaches to 
conversational interaction and to demonstrate why these 
approaches are unproductive as models for analyzing how 
meaning is accomplished in psychotherapy. The last section 
of this.chapter will be continued elaboration upon the 
Type B approach to conversational interaction focusing more 
specifically on the work of three theorists who have estab
lished a firm direction for analysis of human discourse and 
whose insights are freely applied in the analyses and con
clusions offered in this study.

In reviewing the literature on therapeutic communi
cation, what becomes quite evident is that this curious 
chapter of intellectual history has as its main concern how 
to integrate itself with the basic question of What is the



94
nature of human being? There is effort and much struggle 
to clarify the human condition in order to develop the 
specific psychotherapy which, in effect, is itself a theory 
of human existence.

'In view of the fact that the actual and obligatory 
topic of work in psychotherapy is always the struggle of 
human beings to become fulfilled according to some larger 
mode, the reviewer needs to be aware of the nature of the 
claims invested in the particular point of view being advo
cated. Some offerings in the field have failed to recog
nize the depth of responsibilities resulting from the unique 
aspects psychotherapy holds as an academic pursuit where 
practitioners learn how to be helpful to other human beings. 
Any conceptualizations of ideal adjustment or "optimal per
sonality" (Coan, 1974) are essentially assertions of what 
it means to be a functional person, and as such apply to 
people in general, not just to the people who have become 
patients or clients of psychotherapy.

There has been a long-standing problem in the prac
tice of psychotherapy that a number of prominent researchers 
and therapists have investigated over the years but without 
much success. This is the general problem of relating, in 
some systematic and empirically consistent manner, psycho
therapeutic theory to the events of specific therapy inter
actions and to the therapy behaviors of the interactants
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themselves. Therapists know what is going on in therapy 
sessions, but are not always sure how they know.

How do participants arrive at their particular 
understandings and interpretations in therapy sessions?
How do they determine the goals of the interaction? How 
do they reveal (or conceal) their intentions of the moment? 
Questions like these have often been overlooked in discus
sions provided by leading theorists and practitioners. Yet 
their importance cannot be underestimated. For it is on 
the basis of their interactional experience in therapy ses
sions themselves that therapist and patient arrive at par
ticular understandings of the possibilities of therapy.
Out of this understanding, sometimes inexplicit and only 
vaguely formulated or felt, the participants derive their 
own specific interpretations of each other's intentions, 
and from this basis they negotiate what the therapy is to 
mean in each particular instance. Out of this basic under
standing the therapist arrives at his or her own particular 
views of the patient's problem and develops particular 
means of providing help. It is on this basis also that the 
patient derives a sense of what would constitute help in 
terms of finding some way to relate what happens in therapy 
sessions to his or her own life outside that framework.

In the works specifically reviewed in this section, 
some members of the research team are practicing psycho
therapists. The significance of this factor is that these
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authors at least represent the large group of psychother
apists who have very deep concerns with learning how to 
"do" therapy better, which in effect means to learn how to 
talk about what goes on in explicit and verifiable ways. 
Currently, higher level training for therapists consists 
of new slants on what constitutes psychopathology, new ways 
of classification of chronicity, and new techniques for 
manipulating the therapeutic encounter so that maximal bene
fit is derived from the sessions. In each of the teams, 
the linguists have attempted to provide the explicit-direc
tion necessary to find out what is going on in the inter
actions. What these linguists offered was an attempt to 
uncover the structure of psychotherapy by means of the 
application of structuralist methods of linguistic analysis.

A Note on Structural Approaches 
to Human Interaction

The issue here concerning the methods of structural 
analysis is whether or not these methods are in fact appli
cable to all aspects of human communication, particularly 
to the study of meaning as it is situated in a context of 
interpretation, and secondly whether in fact the claim of 
such structuralists as Pike (1967) and Scheflen (1974) 
that all human behavior is structured in hierarchical fashion 
and patterned within a patterned context subject to the same 
theory can be substantiated.
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In their applications of structuralist methods to 

studies of human interaction, researchers have hoped to 
provide an empirical and inductive basis to their own and 
participants' understanding of what is going on within the 
interactions. Recurrent patterns are abstracted from rela
tively large bodies of data such as narratives of particular 
socioeconomic subpopulations (Labov, 1972a), openings of 
telephone conversations (Schegloff, 1972) and psychiatric 
interviews (Labov and Fanshel, 1977; Scheflen, 1972; Pitten- 
ger, Hockett, and Danehy, 1960); and statements are made 
correlating directly these observed patterns and such agenda 
as the researcher's evaluations of the quality of particular 
narratives (Labov, 1972a), rule systems for the guidance of 
behavior (Sacks, Schegloff, and Jefferson, 1974), diagnoses 
of interviewees (Labov and Fanshel, 1977; Pittenger, Hockett, 
and Danehy, 1960), and in general the meaning of actual dis
courses as situated in real contexts. As will be demon
strated in the analyses below, without making a claim of 
such, these authors do make interpretations of situated 
meanings of the particular discourses, by evaluating these 
discourses, but in the published works give no basis for 
their interpretations other than the observed structural 
patterns or rules being described. There is no doubt that 
something else is going on in the particular texts but this 
something else, which is in fact the authors' interpretation



as to what is going on, is not mentioned nor included in 
the outcome descriptions of the texts.

Pittenger, Hockett, and Danehy
The emphasis of the work The First Five Minutes;

A Sample Microscopic Interview Analysis (Pittenger, Hockett 
and Danehy, I960) is on pure behavioral description based 
in inductive reasoning. This approach led to the authors' 
determining how the data would be handled, delimited, 
analyzed, to what would be called "meaning", to how to 
interpret what "went on", what to consider appropriate for 
enumeration and other design features. Actually, this 
group developed a painstaking, thorough, inductive approach 
to the data, providing exhaustive analyses of a very brief 
segment of face-to-face talk. One clearly sees that these 
researchers equate scientific with exhaustive description 
which not only leaves them with the problem of the impossi
bility of a completely definitive description of the stream 
of behavior, but demands their neglect of a valuable source 
of data, namely the judgments of participants themselves. 
Their completely "objective" design, clearing the way for 
such neglect, is best appreciated by the following material

To a psychiatric interview, as to any human encoun
ter, each participant brings certain habits, certain 
capacities, certain needs and desires, certain ex
pectancies, some of them deep and long-lasting, 
others ephemeral, all as the living functional resi
due of the experiences of his whole preceding life.
What transpires during the engagement— what sort
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of relationship is developed between the partici
pants— is then the product of this behavioral 
potential of each, insofar as it is actively 
evoked by the behavior of the other and by the 
setting in which the encounter occurs -..Each is 
influenced in what and how he communicates by 
the.communications of the other, including the 
"feedback" responses of the other to his own 
communications. As the engagement proceeds, each 
participant becomes at least a slightly different 
person, with an at least slightly altered set of 
habits, capacities, needs, desires, and expect
ancies (1960, p. 1-2).

This beginning sets up an insightful and most acute 
set of observations concerning what goes on in face-to- 
face interaction: that participants have histories which
they bring to each encounter; that each mutually contributes 
to and changes within the context of the interaction.

Their introduction to the problem continues:
The patient cannot leave his problems at home, even 
if he wants to or thinks he has, since they are 
himself, or something about himself, and go where 
he goes. He may not be able to describe [them] very 
accurately (compare the engineer, who has a very 
precise terminology for what [is wrong] with the 
bridge), but there is an excellent chance that 
sooner or later he will demonstrate them in the 
way he comports himself vis-A-vis the therapist 
./.the discovery of the [patient's] basic trouble 
is part of the work to be done... It follows that in 
the psychiatric interview...the most important 
thing is what actually happens during the inter
view ...And their interpersonal relationship is in 
turn wholly mediated by their communication...To 
assume...that diagnosis and therapy via psyciatric 
interview are sometimes possible is to assume also 
that what goes on in a psychiatric interview is 
susceptible to observation, understanding and de
scription, and that the techniques of therapy can 
be taught and learned in a way devoid of any appeal
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to the esoteric and mystical... Part of what goes 
on... is ... transmission of information...within 
[shared] cultural conventions...not absolutely 
identical for any two people...If all this is 
possible for the participants it is also possible 
for an observer (1960, pp. 2-4).

The reason for excerpting such a lengthy passage is 
to stress the depth of these researchers' basic assumptions 
concerning the nature of human discourse and the kinds of 
issues an analysis of such must address. That is, the 
method must be able to handle the observable communication 
data, the cultural practices and the specific context 
wherein the participants, each having his own history, be
come engaged during psychotherapy. They promise that their 
method will

bring to bear...in as close-grained a fashion as 
possible just what happens during the five minutes 
...What does each participant say? Why does he 
say it? How does he say it? What impact does it 
have on the other participant? When and how is 
new material brought into the picture, and by whom?
What is being communicated out of awareness? How 
does the orientation of each participant change 
as the transactions continue? and why? and how 
do we know? and does the other participant know? 
and if he does, by virtue of what evidence? (p. 210).

They formally state their purpose:
We wish to understand and describe what transpires 
in psychiatric interviews. In order to do so we 
must make some kind of observation direct or in
direct, of actual interviews. There are various 
ways of doing this, of varying utility for our pur
pose... The weakest sort of observational procedure 
is to ask one of the participants, after an inter
view, for an account of what happened. Even the 
most experienced therapist will omit thousands of 
details. For us... [these] assertions...must be
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classed as a 'conclusion of the witness1, since 
it is not after all, a description of the patient's 
behavior; rather, it is a summarizing inference 
made by the therapist from his observations of the 
patient's behavior. Furthermore, however valid 
such reported inferences may be, they are bound 
to be only a few selected from a whole sheaf of 
inferences that could be made from the actual be
havior. The participant's account, then, is 
inferential rather than descriptive, and selec
tive rather than conclusive. What concerns us, 
however, is precisely the nature of the behavior 
on which the inferences are based, what other 
inferences could be made, and the conditions under 
which the inferences are valid...the conditions of 
human existence require that an individual become 
so skillful in communicative behavior that a very 
high proportion of the actions and perceptions 
involved are reduced to the state of atomatisms, 
performed precisely and appropriately, but also 
effortlessly and out of awareness...When we pass 
the information on, we may code it in a differ
ent way...What society has demanded of a psycho
therapist is that he be skilled in the use of 
certain modes of communication to certain ends, 
it is really quite irrelevant if he cannot supply 
a systematic exposition of the conventions in
volved. Such systematic analysis and description 
is left...to the linguistic anthropologist (p. 6).

It is not here disputed at all that participants 
can offer only the sketchiest information about the struc
tural aspects of a conversation. However, when one wants 
to know what the participants are actually doing, there is 
no other way of interpretation than that of making infer
ences based on observations of the communication data.
The conclusion that the researchers, the detached observers 
can tell more about what is going on than the participants 
can, operates within the belief that the researcher, because 
he is the scientist, can produce a piece of objective



102
description of behavior which will have high validity and 
reliability in terms of its replicability and consensus by 
other researchers. In some areas of study of human behavior, 
namely in research topics of motor learning and motor be
havior, this kind of paradigm meets the replicability stand
ard .

However, in developing appropriate designs for 
studying human discourse, recent research has been able to 
show that the participants of interactions can produce 
both useful and consistent (that is consistent across par
ticipants and observers) judgments about the nature of 
interactions (Bennett and Reed-Hartmann, 1979; Labov and 
Fanshel, 1977; and Erickson, 1975). This contribution to 
the analysis of the data can be accomplished when the right 
questions are asked. The critical point of this argument 
is that anyone, observer or participant, must base infer
ences on interpretation. Therefore, a more detailed analysis 
does not of itself yield a true or more accurate inference.

As the structural linguists including the transfor
mational generative linguists realized, native speakers of 
a language can not explicitly state the rules of the lan
guage they speak, even though they know them. That is, 
they speak the language in accordance with rules which the 
linguist can derive from actual speech behavior.
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The Pittenger study applies this finding on only 

one level, that of grammaticalness but not on the level of 
judgments about the nature of the interaction at any given 
place. The bias toward total descriptiveness and clean 
data forced the researchers to avoid participants' judg
ments but allowed them to include their own inferential 
judgments. It is true that participants may make differ
ent sorts of specific inferences about what they and others 
mean or intend by any particular utterance or action, but 
they tend to be able to agree on such matters as when the 
interaction changes, where there is miscommunication, when 
things are going smoothly, and when they are not. If the 
researcher can make hypotheses about such things, he can 
then get participant reaction to check against his hypoth
eses, which in effect provides a strong basis for judging 
whether the differing inferences of participants about 
what is being said or what is being intended at any place 
in the discourse are incompatible and if so how they are so.

In terms of their method, equating exhaustiveness 
with scientificness, Pittenger, Hockett, and Danehy were 
further hampered from achieving their goal of describing 
"just what happens during the five minutes", by the kinds 
of decisions necessarily made concerning the delimitation 
and definition of the data, of the techniques of the analy
sis, and of the conclusion as to what counts as meaningful 
in conversation, and what it means.
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The problem of demitation of the data, in view of 

the wealth of data and of the bias towards exhaustiveness 
was resolved in two related fashions neither of which is 
quite adequate. The amount of data potentially to be cate
gorized, labelled, divided and described in a virtually 
infinite number of ways insofar as it is a continuous flood 
of physical phenomena manifested in a variety of modes, was 
made manageable first by limiting the size of the segment 
of interaction to five minutes, a rather small segment, 
and second by applying the very useful notion of hierarchy 
of levels from linguistic structural analysis.

The first limiting strategy caused Pittenger et al. 
to choose the first five minutes of an initial interview 
between a psychiatrist and a new patient: "We thought that
it might be more interesting and revealing--and perhaps 
easier..." (1960, p. 7). And so, they performed a micro
analysis of this piece of interaction using a set of sym
bols to mark prosody, phonology, and extralinguistic be
havior. Symbols were used indicating: degree of drawl
(considerable drawl, extreme drawl); clipping; open vs. 
closed mouth (including relative degree of mouth opening 
during exhalation and inhalation); degree of glottal fric
tion; pharyngeal constriction; pitch register (six degrees 
of pitch); loudness, six of these; breathiness; slurred 
speech; glissando effects; rate of speech, six of these.
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The features of some of these descriptions appear 

unscientific from the point of view of a purely descriptive 
approach to the data since the characterizations of these 
things such as rate of speech, clipping, drawl, pitch level, 
are linguistic interpretations rather than numerical order
ings.

For some of these features, pitch and rate, numeri
cal descriptions could be assigned while for the others, 
clipping vs. drawl, numerical categorization would be dif
ficult. However, even if numerical descriptions could be 
given, the problem still remains of what these 'units' of 
behavior actually mean to the participants, which is the 
problem to which their research is addressed. The trans
cription as will be shown below, bulges with meaning for 
the analysts but may hardly be related to the meaning of 
the interaction for the participants.

The second strategy for limiting the data was using 
the notion of hierarchical levels in behavior, which seemed 
to give some reliably systematic means for describing the 
interaction. The assumption is that speech is built up out 
of sets of minimal units combined by rules into increasingly 
larger structures. Thus, for the Pittenger group, the 
various features marked by the symbols were candidates for 
being minimal units themselves or larger units constructed 
from other minimal units.
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Here, it is important to note that while these units 

can be described and validated, the basic question as to 
what role they play in communication remains unanswered.

This unsolved problem created real difficulties for 
the Pittenger study in making decisions about what the par
ticipants were doing. Thus, when the analysts asserted the 
meaning and implications of particular utterances in the 
interview they made statements primarily based on their own 
impressions, some factors related to psychoanalytic theory 
and other sources having little relation to principles of 
interpretation. They seemed to have no alternative way to 
develop an adequate direction for text analysis.

The following argument begins with an excerpt from 
The First Five Minutes; A Sample of Microscopic Interview 
Analysis which includes the beginning utterances of the 
interview whereupon the authors discuss the text. The 
interactants are P (patient) and T (therapist). The rather 
long excerpt is included here in order to allow the reader 
to become familiar with the way in which Pittenger, Hockett, 
and Danehy (19 60) construct their study.

Text i
Tl: Will you sit there?
T2: What brings you here?

P2a: Everything's wrong.
P2b: I get so irritable, tense, depressed.
P2c: Just everything and everybody gets on my nerves.



T3: Yeah.
P3: I don't feel like talking, right now.
T4: You don't? Do you sometimes?

Authors' Comment:
P2b shows unmistakable signs of rehearsal. In 
anticipating the interview, P has planned certain 
things that she is going to say, and now simply 
reads this one off from memory. (Many therapists 
put a premium on spontaneity of patient's response 
during therapy; we must therefore make it clear 
that in the present context we imply no adverse 
judgment of P.) The pause with glottal closure 
after so, and then the spacing-out of the three 
adjectives, the first two with non-final intona
tions and the third with a distinctly final one, 
are reminiscent of "dramatic reading", and are 
not characteristic of ordinary informal conversa
tion. The wording-'-particularly the non-use of 
and between the second and third adjectives—  
also contributes to the impression.

A sort of pedantic itemization, of which P's 
rehearsed statement is reminiscent, is customary 
in schools and in certain other situations where 
a student or junior is addressing a teacher or 
other senior. This style is perhaps especially 
emphasized by doctors. We learned later that P 
is a nurse. Her experience as a nurse may have 
reinforced earlier school experience to supply 
the basis for the pedantic itemizing style; one 
need only think of a nurse delivering a report on 
a patient, partly from written notes (*The patient 
was sleepless, uncomfortable,...). P knows, and 
has known in advance, that this interview is with 
a doctor, and knows from experience that the 
"nurse's report" style is one of the appropriate 
ways to address a doctor. Though perhaps neither 
T nor P could recognize the fact at this point, 
the rest of the interview suggests that P2b is 
an amazingly full and accurate statement of P's 
complaint. Even the order of the three adjectives 
is significant. Apparently in her family life, par
ticular vis a vis her husband, she repeatedly goes 
through the cycle of first being irritable and 
irritated, then developing tension (and anger), and 
then depression. (At one point in our repeated
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listening, we even flirted with the impression 
that P's delivery of irritable is irritable in 
style, that of tense tense, and that of depressed 
depressed. The wording implies acknowledgment on 
her part (in or out of awareness) that however 
much external circumstances may be involved, she 
herself shares responsibility for her troubles.
The squeeze and second-degree oversoft on I get so 
may be due to her dislike for making such an ac
knowledgment. Such overt recognition of herself 
as an active agent does not recur until much later 
in the interview (Pittenger et al., 1960, pp. 21-22).

Probably the initial impression one might have re
garding this comment upon the text is that these analysts 
know an incredible amount of facts about the patient! 
Actually, the inferences about what P's speech means indi
cate that the analysts felt they knew about P's intentions 
and personality hopefully on the basis of what is going on 
in the talk. The commentary on P2b begins in an interpre
tation that at a certain point in the talk P's speech is 
a "dramatic reading" because of the presence of glottal 
closure after "so" and the prosodic pattern of the three 
adjectives having certain non-final contours on the first 
two and a final on the last. The ad hoc character of these 
authors' impressions becomes evident when one notices that 
they fail to make clear what the term "dramatic reading" 
actually means here. Their observation is based on the 
pause after "so" along with the glottal closure and spacing 
out of the three adjectives.
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The reader, at this point in the discussion of the 

Pittenger group's interpretation, may begin to appreciate 
the difficulty of the structuralist position in recognition 
of the fact that what is being attempted here is some kind 
of association of observed behavior with some particular 
meaning. In a totally improvisational and speculative orien
tation to their wealth of etic data, these authors appear 
to define meaning as a style of expression appropriate to 
a framework, which includes specific kinds of role relation
ships proposed to exist between participants. There is the 
assumption that the analyst can directly relate observations 
of the data to conclusions about the qualitative character 
concerning the meaning of the interaction with nothing in 
particular to connect these two entities except one's sug
gestion that they are connected, a purely subjective, not 
necessarily verifiable claim.

In a sense, their approach demands the close concern 
with the actual data which is of prime necessity for any 
interpretative analysis. However, their method of arriving 
at their interpretations appears impressionistic. Pitten
ger et al. consistently attempt to correlate some specific 
"units" proposed in structural linguistic theory such as 
the glottal stop, pause, and prosodic patterning of the 
adjectives with an overall stereotypical set of expectations 
for defining the role relationship of the participants.
These authors fail to interpret the participants' behavior
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within the larger background of human practices, and, as 
such, subject their analysis to considerable obstruction.

From their inferences surrounding the orientation 
of P to T the conclusion is reached that P's talk is re
hearsed. One might arrive at a conflicting interpretation 
that perhaps P is simply being emphatic in her presentation 
or maybe some other equally justifiable rationale for her 
behavior.. These kinds of alternative interpretations do 
not receive consideration by the Pittenger group. Instead, 
the authors presume that since P is a nurse, she is "re
citing" to a doctor and therefore, as a nurse would give 
an accurate medical history of a patient to a doctor, so P 
is giving an accurate account of herself to T, who is a 
doctor as well as a therapist. There need not be a problem 
accepting this kind of an interpretation as long as one 
views it as ad hoc and impressionistic. One might well ask 
whether the absence of the glottal stop would sufficiently 
change the "dramatic reading" interpretation of P's talk 
or whether the lack of both the stop and the pause would 
have such an effect.

The inference following the interpretation "dramatic 
reading" leads to some other interesting aspects of the 
analysts' knowledge which Pittenger et al. do not address.
As they go about their analysis, the authors impute motive 
to the participants of which the interactants might not be 
aware in an attempt to combine linguistic structural analysis
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with the process of psychoanalysis. In other words, the 
inductively based structuralism is aligned with the deduc
tive Freudian system. The problem with this part of their 
approach is that in the Freudian view, the behavior of per
sons holding particular social roles is predictable to a 
great extent. In combining the structural linguistics with 
the psychodynamics, the assumption clearly arises that the 
behavior which is defined in discrete terms according to 
role, for example, psychiatrist, nurse, schoolgirl, patient, 
and so on, can be defined by a specific configuration of 
microlinguistic features such as glottal stops, spaced out 
adjectives, and pauses to support the interpretation. The 
belief becomes reinforced, then, that the analyst can simply 
correlate the "unit" of social role with the "unit" of 
linguistic analysis and arrive at the meaning of the inter
action. The fact is that Pittenger et al. have little in 
the way of empirical or culturally salient evidence for 
their claims, supporting such with a random milieu of spec
ulation concerning unconscious motivations of not only the 
patient's but also the therapist' s behavior.

T perhaps believes that at certain points in an 
interview the patient needs to be told that he 
is being heard and understood, and that he should 
continue; but that this information should be con
veyed in a way which is free of any overtones of 
emotional reaction or moral judgment-passing on 
the therapist's part— except possibly for a very 
generalized sympathy (Pittenger et al., 1960, p. 26).
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The rationale for criticism of The First Five 

Minutes is that, first, direct correlations and associations 
between the occurrences of predetermined units of behavior 
and the consequent meanings such behavior holds for inter
actants is problematic at best. Even if one could demon
strate that behavior is really organized in rule-governed 
hierarchical structures making it possible insofar as the 
analyst knows what is going on in one level to predict what 
is going on in another level given application of the rules, 
one still, through a strictly behavioral description de
spite elaborate detail, could not reliably reach a knowledge 
of the participants' beliefs or motives themselves.

Accordingly, when the authors suggest that the 
"back channel" (Yngve, 1969) response, where T says "yes" 
after P's talk, has built-in clues as to what his beliefs 
are concerning her talk, one must look to their evidential 
base for support. That "back channel" responses do not 
conventionally provide knowledge of the listener's opinions 
of the speaker's behavior is usually understood by conver- 
sants. This neutral relationship between what is being said 
and the listener's response is even more verifiable if the 
facial expression and the prosody contour are. relatively 
flat in comparison with the kind of sound one would asso
ciate with a behavior where the listener would be, besides 
conveying understanding of the talk, communicating disagree
ment or agreement in terms of a certain level of enthusiasm
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for the orientation taken toward the speaker's position.
In order to support the interpretation of T's beliefs, 
Pittenger et al. would have to address the issue of specify
ing why they did not interpret the "yes" as back channel, 
as well as looking at some other evidence such as comparison 
of different speakers in similar situations involved in the 
same kind of activity.

Throughout the analysis, the Pittenger group does 
not follow through with some principles of interpretation 
which, though also problematic, at least look like a profit
able way to develop linguistic discourse analysis. Their 
use of the structural linguistic elicitation procedures 
constitutes the framework of this part of their analysis.
The elicitation was based on a process for determining in
formants' judgments of grammaticality which are automatic
ally signalled by the presence or absence of some linguis
tic feature. The authors transposed this set of procedures 
to the realm of discourse, where instead of providing in
formants with minimal pairs for grammaticality judgments, 
they listed possible alternatives for the various features 
and elicited from themselves the "meaning" of the various 
patterns. Thus in reviewing T2, the authors provide varying 
intonation patterns, moving primary stress to different words 
and substituting lexical items, syntactic units and the like 
for the ones the interactants actually used.
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On the level of phonology, if one asks a speaker 

of English the difference between [be] and [pe] and he re
plies that the variance results in a difference in meaning, 
what one has isolated is a significant linguistic contrast.

Because contrastive analysis is empirically based 
and operational in phonemics does not necessarily promise 
a similar troublefree applicability when the data is dis
course. With conversation, as is demonstrated below in 
Example IV-5, a simple presence or absence of either single 
features or combinations of features is not sufficient evi
dence to support interpretive claims of the meaning or the 
nature of the behavior. Clearly one must involve the cul
tural background knowledge of the differing ways of saying 
things with the conventional meanings associated with these 
variants. However, with discourse, meaning is not simply 
a product of components or the sum of individual meaningful 
elements in the utterance. Pittenger, Hockett, and Danehy 
(1960) did not have a theory of meaning with which to guide 
their analysis. Lacking this, they could not develop the 
principles of conversation which would have empirically 
verified their inference. Instead they constructed a lengthy 
and laborious series of interpretations which reflect an 
improvisational approach to the data, ingenious to some ex
tent, but which fails to provide not only a reliable basis 
for the analysis of the verbal aspects of the utterance,
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but also precludes their ability to develop a combined analy
sis of verbal and nonverbal channels, in effect eliminating 
their method of analysis from consideration as a pregnant 
model for linguistic discourse analysis.

Despite the fact that the work of these researchers 
is of interest both on a theoretical level as well as on the 
level of the many observations derived from the data, it is 
here suggested that a purely structural analysis by itself 
is unable to lead to an understanding of how the participants 
accomplish understanding in face-to-face psychotherapy inter
actions. Additionally one notices readily that the reason
ing of the research just discussed is of necessity frequently 
circular. And so, if the combination glottal stop, pause, 
and "spaced out" adjectives means "dramatic reading", we 
could only know this by knowing what a "dramatic reading" 
is and how it might sound. If the patient is "reciting" 
her symptoms to a doctor, the analysts might have discovered 
the validity of this by means of the fact that they happen 
to know that she is a nurse and the therapist is a doctor.

The only difficulty with circular reasoning of this 
kind is that the fact that it is circular must be acknowl
edged. When such an acknowledgment is made it may still be 
possible to make sense of ordinary conversation within a 
frame of orientation that is, if not scientific in terms.of 
a natural science model of research, scientific in the 
sense of its being a reflection of how people do practical
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reasoning. Such an orientation being based in empirical 
observation would be capable of generating testable hypoth
eses.

Labov and Fanshel
Recently, Labov in association with Fanshel (1977) 

has addressed the question of meaning in the use of lan
guage in social, and intepersonal interaction. Their inten
tion is to move beyond Labov1s past work of describing 
certain variables and correlating them with macro-sociological 
indices, to showing how meanings get conveyed in conversa
tion. The relation of the linguistic variables remains as 
dependent to independent social variables, which, though 
conducive to the creation of statistical correlations be
tween the sets of variables, will not allow their theory to 
describe the actual relationship between participants in 
conversation nor the relationship between language and cul
ture, that is, language as discourse. This contention will 
be supported by arguing from a non-structural perspective.

Labov and Fanshel present their primary objective 
as the development of a comprehensive approach to the analy
sis of discourse which includes many formats for communica
tion. This primary objective is to be accomplished through 
an examination of conversation within the context of thera
peutic interaction. After a review of past work in clinical 
interviewing and therapeutic technique Labov and Fanshel
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conclude, as do others in the practice of psychotherapy, 
that as a whole the texts have been idealized and there is 
no "explicitation" of how the reader is to examine the 
text; and when interpretations are offered they appear to 
be quite arbitrarily related to the text (pp. 17-18). The 
end result of their study of the fifteen minutes of inter
action is a multi-level system, "a scaffolding" (p. 26), 
built upon sequential examination of text, paralinguistic 
cues, expansion, and interaction in the successively more 
inclusive dimensions offered in the analysis.

On their way to discovering "...what happens in 
therapeutic discourse... and desire to extend the scope of 
linguistic analysis to conversation as a whole..." (p. 349), 
given the text, "The central innovation of our own approach 
is the view that sequencing rules operate between abstract . 
speech actions and that they often are arranged in a complex 
hierarchy. There are no necessary connections between 
utterances at the surface level, though sequencing patterns 
may take such surface structures into account" (p. 350).

Within the nine steps to achievement of the analysis, 
the discussion here will concern these authors1 theoretical 
approach to psychotherapy as conversation as an abstract 
theory of speech acts, which though offered as having been 
based on the text, works out of Lubov's method, actually 
takes the text for granted.
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Early in their discussion, the authors note a cur

rent interest in linguistics of attempting to view dis
course as well-formed as sentence production. Ill-formed 
sentences have been described in terms of rule violations 
but "patients confined to mental hospitals provide examples
of discourse that seems to be incoherent" (p. 2):

Dr: What is your name?
Patient: Well, let's say you might have thought

you had something from before, but you 
haven't got it anymore.

Dr: I'm going to call you Dean.
(from Laffal, 1965, p. 85).

And so ends the discussion of "incoherent discourse". 
Labov and Fanshel do not draw on this example beyond accept
ing Laffal's opinion that the patient in this exchange does 
not make sense and the doctor does. Considering this 
example, one will readily be able to note that the patient 
does not act like a patient in the conventional sense. Cul
turally, there is a way of being a patient as well as a way 
of being a doctor. At first, if one believes Labov and 
Fanshel and Laffal, one's conclusion would have to be based 
on some knowledge of the "doctor-patient relationship" and 
how this particular interaction contrasted with it. Looking 
closer, though, there is another way to look at this inter
action. The doctor asks the patient his name; the patient 
replies that he no longer has a name; the doctor ignores
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the reply and calls the man by the name listed in the hospi
tal record whether the patient wishes to be called by that 
name or not. •

From a structural point of view where a speech act 
"question" is to be followed by an "answer", this example 
of discourse merits labelling "ill-formed". From a non- 
structurally based perspective where the theorist has no 
predetermined cache of rules on how things go, having to 
wait to see the situation, this example can be characterized 
as discourse where the participants do not share control; 
hardly ill-formed. Labov and Fanshel's approach in this 
example illustrates a difficulty which becomes apparent 
throughout the book, that difficulty being that the authors 
go about making interpretations of the text without calling 
such "interpretation", and perhaps expect the reader's 
"interpretation" will coincide. An example of this is their 
discussion of the background of the study whereupon they 
"...selected a therapeutic session with Rhoda P., a 19-year 
old girl with a history of anorexia nervosa. In this inter
view, the patient displayed a wide range of communication 
styles, with sudden and dramatic contrasts from one section 
to the other" (p. 7). The propensity is for making inter
pretations like this one whenever interactions are analyzed. 
However, these authors do not justify their assertions.
And the transcription of the session does not hold any



textual clue as to what Labov and Fanshel are relating to 
about the interaction to arrive at their conclusion.

One of the interactions and its subsequent expan
sion can be considered to show the method:

Text: 
1.2 (a)

(b)

Sunday . . urn— my mother went to my
sister's again.

Th: Mm— hm.

Expansion:

(c) R: And she usu'lly goes for about a day
or so, like if she leaves on Sunday, 
she'll come back Tuesday morning.
So— it's nothing.

1.2 might be summarized as 'Rhoda gives 
orientation to the present problem by 
beginning a narrative of the event that 
led to her mother's being away from 
home...' The therapist's "Mm— hm" seems 
to provide general reinforcement and 
acknowledges the orienting information 
contained in Rhode's first sentence; 
but a closer examination shows that there 
are counter-currents and subsidiary actions 
within 1.2 which make it desirable to 
analyze at least three components sep
arately. "So— its nothing" at the end 
of 1.2 shows Rhoda responding to the

(A) therapist's intervention with notice
able affect. She seems to have seen the 
therapist's "Mm— hm" as an expression of 
sympathy which she did not want at that 
point, and goes on to evaluate her own 
account as not requiring sympathy— thus 
far. In fact, the next sentence suspends 
the narrative: it's not an account of
anything that happened that week, but 
rather a statement of what usually hap
pens. It can be understood as Rhoda's

(B) evaluative reaction to the therapist's 
expression, carrying out the same inter
active task as "So— it's nothing". We 
therefore distinguish three subsections
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of 1.2 as action and interaction in the 
final analyses:
1.2 (a) Rhoda initiates a narrative from

everyday life by providing orien
tation on time, persons, place 
and behavioral setting.

1.2 (b) Therapist responds by giving
sympathetic support.

1.2 (c) Rhoda gives evaluation of the
narrative thus far as not re
quiring sympathy, thereby assert
ing her adult status and thereby 
refusing support.

We might have further...divided 1.2 (c) into
two units... Rhoda gives orientation to her 
mother's usual behavior. The second would 
then be the evaluation and her refusal of 
support (pp. 39-40, emphases added).

This example occurs in the section called Units and 
Unitizing which directs their study (pp. 38-40) . They look 
for the "units" which are "sequenced" to discover the rules 
which "do not appear to relate words, sentences, and other 
linguistic forms, but rather form connections between ab
stract actions such as requests, compliments, challenges, 
and defenses" (p. 25). Labov and Fanshel do not define what 
an abstract action is, thereby making it difficult to follow 
their discovery of these existents.

The focus of discussion of this example of dialogue 
and interpretation is: (1) to review what Labov and Fanshel
say is happening and to see how they arrive at their con
clusions, and (2) to look at what other understanding one 
could have of the interaction.
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The first point relates to the italicized interpre

tation of how Rhoda regards the "Mm-hm" of her therapist 
(A). Labov and Fanshel attempt to second-guess Rhoda1s 
motives and her perceptions especially when they suggest 
that she doesn't want sympathy. Since there exists no sur
face way to know that this is what Rhoda means, since 
"... the original sentences are not in any one-to-one rela
tion to the actions being performed" (p. 40), the expansion 
given for the segment attempts to establish the meanings of 
the turn and actually is based on an arbitrarily assigned 
meaning by the authors.

Relating to Labov and Fanshel1s claim that Rhode's 
turn was a "reaction" to T., one might wonder how they 
arrived at that conclusion as opposed to seeing Rhode's turn 
as constituting a planned point. The expansions are 
inferences, based on interpretations which are in actuality 
non-structurally based. The only problem is that Labov and 
Fanshel claim to be doing something else. Their imputing 
of motives to Rhoda follows the same format as did the inter
pretations of the Pittenger group in their assigning motives 
to the patient. The bind is that removal of the interpreta
tion from the interactants actual understanding forces Labov 
and Fanshel to conclude that deep actions differ from what 
the. participants experience. Through concluding this, per
haps Labov and Fanshel have confused motives, such as
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Machiavellian intent which are high-level inferences with 
social intent as is accomplished in actual ongoing interac
tion.

The problem with trying to understand the meaning 
of an interaction and then show how the participants create 
the meaning is that the analysis does require verifiable 
interpretations. Consequently, if there is no empirical evi
dence for arriving at their conclusions based on what is in 
the "surface" of the text, the authors could have provided 
validity to their interpretation through asking Rhoda to 
comment upon it. Labov and Fanshel did include the thera
pist in their study. For example, "...we are able to draw 
upon^comments made by the therapist in a playback session 
..." (p. 7). • The point is, since knowing what is meant in
any interaction is situational and interpretive, in lieu 
of having comment by the participant who is the client, 
these authors could well have recognized the tentativeness 
of their interpretation in more than the superficial manner 
in which they discussed it: "...there is still no agreement 
on the categorization of paralinguistic clues, and linguists 
still find it difficult to deal with the multiple ambiguity 
which these signals show in isolation" (p. 29). In this 
way, Labov and Fanshel recognize the indeterminateness of 
discourse; however, they do not go about their analyses 
with this recognition in the fore (p. 42). Perhaps the 
authors would have offered a more convincing argument
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for their interpretation had they analyzed the prosody of 
the therapist's "Mm— hm" to show how "So— it's nothing" 
might be regarded as a reply to it.

These authors assume the signals, units, rules, 
and presuppositional structures, posit the existence of 
"abstract acts", and view nonverbal behavior as merely sup
portive redundance around the verbal. For Labov and Fan- 
shel, discourse is a matrix of manipulations and serves to 
cover up via mitigation, the "aggressive mechanisms of 
conversation...[making it]...very difficult to publish such 
material without causing serious damage to the personal 
relationships involved" (p. 352-353).

Labov and Fanshel acknowledge a debt: "...our work
is informed more by the approach of Goffman than any other 
...[it is] conversation as a type of human interaction, 
taking place within as social frame" (p. 26). In this view 
of human interaction a person must be careful concerning 
what others are up to and one must always be on guard to
maintain his place lest someone else grab it away.

Because of these authors' method, in a sense, Rhoda
was destined to be understood in this Goffmanian perspec
tive. Despite how she felt or what she did, the fact of 
her Anorexia Nervosa, Labov and Fanshel's conceptualization 
of it, and how they construed her talk to mean, she as a 
unique person is taken for granted and treated as an object 
in the analysis.
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"A person who requires psychotherapy is marked 
by social stigma (Goffman, 1963, p. 3)". He may 
be recognized as honest, dependable, and morally 
sound, yet his act in seeking help from the thera
pist is socially defined as a statement that he is 
not fully able to take care of himself (Labov and 
Fan'shel, 1977, p. 32).

The therapist fares better,
...is seen as a person who can take care of him
self and, furthermore, can help others to take • 
care of themselves. Through his training he has 
been able to work out his personal problems... 
this asymmetry— the weakness of the patient and 
the strength of the therapist--is reinforced by 
any direct help that the therapist gives the 
patient (p. 32).

With a social structure like this given, Labov and 
Fanshel cannot support their claim that their analysis will 
find out what is done in interactions. They already know! 
They fail to be able to see social activity as mutually 
constituted by the participants or discourse as an unfolding 
revelation of oneself to another, both of which factors may 
be crucial to discourse theory.

And so, when Rhoda says:

Text
1.8 R: An-nd so— when— I called her t 1 day, I said,

"Well, when do you plan t 1 come home?"
and her utterance becomes construed as a mitigated form of
"...Machiavellian intricacy, and hostilities that are
latent and unobtrusive become overpowering and oppressive"
(p. 51), demonstrated in the following:
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Expansion
R: When I called my mother today (Thursday) , I

actually said, "Well, in regard to the subject 
which we both know is important and is worry
ing me, when are you leaving my sister's house 
where (2) your obligations have already been 
fulfilled and (4) returning as I am asking you 
to a home where (3) your primary obligations 
are being neglected, since you should do this 
as head of our household? (pp. 50-51).

Maybe all Rhoda was doing was pleading, expressing her need, 
in a place where she was willing to share her world.

Non-structural Approaches to Human Behavior 
Therapeutic theory--and cultural knowledge in 

general--plays a central■and pervasive role in providing a 
basis for the interpretation of particular behaviors and 
actions of participants. Yet the ways in which this knowl
edge is related to perceptions of actual events is little 
understood in therapeutic circles. Recent work in anthro
pology, socio-linguistics and the study of face-to-face 
communication by means of the microanalysis of videotaped 
conversations provides a starting point and framework for 
the study of therapy interaction. This work, in the last 
five years, has been applied most intensively to the study 
of cross-cultural communication problems and to the study 
of classroom interaction, but has only very recently been 
applied to the analysis of therapy talk.
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Gumperz and an Interactional Model

The work of John Gumperz provides a thorough and 
well-constructed foundation from which to begin solidify
ing an approach to psychotherapy discourse which views the 
interactive experience of the participants as the meaning 
of the therapy. In order to communicate, both client and 
therapist need to know how to cooperate with one another 
in order to achieve a positive outcome in the therapy.
There are many incidences of miscommunication in therapy 
but only some of these actually become identified and re
paired. There are occasions where one or both participants 
feel(s) that something is wrong. However, all too often 
this uneasiness gets translated as some sort of element 
of pathology in the client, and the struggle which is expe
rienced by both participants earns the title of being some 
sort of war against this psychic enemy (Console, Simons, 
and Rubenstein, 1976).

To be able to look at the therapeutic interaction 
in terms of learning what actually is going on there, the 
analyst needs a true interactional model of discourse which 
will delimit the scope of the question to a manageable one. 
Gumperz (1976, 1977) and Gumperz and Herasimchuk (1973) 
have provided such a delimitation in terms of contributing 
a theoretical framework for developing a comprehensive 
theory of meaning in conversational interaction as well as 
actual findings and demonstrations of how the framework
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allows the analyst to furnish empirical support for the 
theory in terms of verifiable conclusions concerning the 
text. Additionally, Gumperz presents a particular method 
of transcription, description, and textual analysis, and 
suggests practical applications for the theory and the 
method to interethnic interactions as well as to other con
tact situations where the misunderstandings which may occur 
often carry tragic consequences for participants.

As has been described above, Gumperz views meaning 
in the panorama of the Type B theorists. Meaning is a 
socially constructed phenomenon which depends on the con
ventional communicative competence of the individual but 
is continually being achieved in each social interaction.
His term denoting this plexus of accomplishment is "situated 
interpretation", which results from conversational choices 
of lexical and grammatical forms which signal certain expec
tations. These anticipations arise from background cul
tural knowledge and beliefs and control the possibilities 
for how the discourse will develop and what it will come 
to mean. The possible thematic progression is a semantic 
issue and as such must be incorporated into the compre
hensive theory of meaning. Gumperz offers the argument 
that there is a wealth of additional discourse material 
which must be described in order to account for conversa
tional inference.
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Viewing meaning as accomplished, pragmatic knowledge 

of the underlying logical properties of utterances in terms 
of prepositional content, presuppositions and illocutionary 
force, in addition to the syntactic,lexical, grammatics, 
and semantic form is still not sufficient to interpret a 
particular piece of discourse. Gumperz looks on these as 
only part of the fabric for the interpretive process. He 
argues for the critical role that selection among phonologi
cal or prosodic variables plays in relation to the other 
linguistic factors in that these former features communicate 
indirectly by inferential judgments based on some notable 
directionality of change or deviation from an expected form. 
Meaning then becomes determined by the presence of a lin
guistic occurrence of some logical structure but also by 
the choice of the form used from among others (Blom and 
Gumperz, 1972). In effect, Gumperz takes the shifting of 
participants within conversation as a feature of all con
versational interaction.

Beyond this, Gumperz (1977) hypothesizes that both 
the speech act type and the nature of the prepositional 
content are also negotiated in part, determined by the 
presence or absence of certain surface features of the 
talk, as for prosody which interpenetrates with all the 
other material of the framework and which designates the 
possible interpretations. An exemplification of this is



130
in American English. Extreme nasality in speech is a cul
turally marked prosodic feature which, having several 
potential interpretations, carries a derogatory meaning in 
certain circumstances, as well as a comic or some other 
neutral interpretation in others. What the nasality ac
tually means depends on everything else in the situation—  

everything compenetrating with everything else. Gumperz's 
notion of context is a flexible one in that it also gets 
constructed in the inferential process of the interaction. 
Sociological categories such as features of the speaking 
situation, including time-place considerations, relationship 
and social background of participants, purposes for inter
acting and others, are not the context in toto. These are 
to some extent the givens in the exchange and vary in impor
tance depending upon other orientations and meanings 
achieved in the course of the situation itself. Context 
is a mutually constructed part of the meaning of the event, 
a framework within which participants interpret particular 
utterances.

The overall implication of Gumperz's work is that 
sociolinguistics has been offered the tools to show how 
language serves as the means of constructing and maintain
ing the complex of social experience called culture, and 
how language works in social interaction. His theory of 
discourse directs analysis and description of the ways of
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conversation showing how symbolic systems become used and 
how meanings are created and judgments are made. His inter
actional model shows how communication works and leads to 
the possibility of identifying the reasons related to 
instances where the communication does not work.

Bennett and Thematic Progression
Bennett (1977, 1978a, b) identifies and describes 

the subtlety of participants1 interactional strategies and 
in Bennett and Reed-Hartmann (1979) goes on to demonstrate 
that those interactional strategies and variables and the 
principles related to their interpretation ca'n be isolated 
and made available for reflection among interactants them
selves as well as for discourse analysts. That the judg
ments people make in constructing their social worlds arise 
from inferences related to communicational activity itself, 
and that the inferential process is indirect in terms of 
its operating below the level of focal awareness and derived 
from linguistic and nonlinguistic characteristics of the 
interaction, is empirically documented. Bennett's work 
opposes structural approaches generally in that they suggest 
a direct correlation between linguistic and nonlinguistic 
cues and the meaning of the talk (Labov and Fanshel, 1977; 
Labov, 1972; Scheflen, 1972; Sacks, Schegloff and Jeffer
son, 1974). Such work fails to look at the actual
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interaction and to describe it before creating the sets 
of rules (Bennett, 1978a,b).

Bennett participates in the approach to discourse 
established in sociolinguistics by John Gumperz and offers 
to this tradition a way of empirically grounding itself in 
the tradition of existential-phenomenological views of the 
nature of human experience and its constitutive relation 
to the social world.

Erickson and Rhythmic Patterning
Some work illustrative of using participant's 

intuitive judgments as well as analysts' judgments and 
measurements in the process of arriving at interpretations 
of particular discourses is that of Frederick Erickson since 
1973. This work, based on research on rhythmic coordination 
in interaction provides evidence that verbal and nonverbal 
aspects of behavior are correlated rhythmically within each 
speaker and between speakers. Erickson uses these concepts 
and extends them into the ethnomethodological concerns of 
the mutual construction of interaction, and by using natur
ally occurring situations, such as videotapes of academic 
counseling interviews of junior college students by career 
counselors, demonstrates that communicative ability in 
establishing and maintaining synchrony in the interaction 
is related to the participants' ethnic background. Rhythmic 
coordination was most easily achieved and maintained where
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student and counselor shared background which was made known 
in the interaction. "Helpful" information, in terms of 
how best the students could achieve stated goals, was 
directly related to communicative rhythms and mutual par
ticipant comfort in the discourse. Sharedness of cultural 
conventions and the ability to use this sharedness were 
factors in each interview deemed "successful" by the par
ticipants, later on and separately viewing their videotapes. 
Analysts' and participants' opinions converged as to par
ticular places where the interaction changes or begins to 
go wrong, again according to cultural sharedness or infor
mation possessed concerning certain communicational strate
gies working in particular ethnicities. Degrees of cultural 
co-membership proved the pivot upon which predictions of 
"success" of interactions in this kind of situation could 
be formulated. What this finding means is that both the 
participants and the analyst need to be aware of the in
visible factors in interaction and how such can contribute 
to understanding certain of the problematic aspects of 
interethnic communication.

Erickson's paradigm has been applied to classroom 
interaction (Erickson and Mohatt, 1977). Using videotaped 
interactions between an Anglo teacher and Odawa students 
and an Odawa teacher and Odawa students in separate class
rooms, outcome variables were isolated quantifiable into
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nonparametrie measures allowing for comparison of teaching 
styles. The two styles varied along such lines as time 
spent in transitions between activities, in movement about 
the classroom, and in number of explicit directives issued. 
In all these measures the Anglo teacher rated higher scales 
than the Odawa. Here, Erickson reports the value of his 
techniques of analysis of the recorded data to reveal rela
tionships among variables that may not be accounted for in 
the conscious awareness of school practitioners but may be 
suggested by recent research and theory development in the 
social sciences.

Where this study of psychotherapy interactions de
parts from and moves beyond that of Erickson's is that 
interest in psychotherapy as discourse necessarily includes 
the total communicative event. The attempt is to set a 
direction for looking at human discourse as one's rela
tionship with self and relationship with others. The 
analysis will include more types of data in order to make 
explicit how the participants arrived at their interpreta
tions of the interaction. For example, if an interpreta
tion of a particular therapy interaction, perhaps by an 
observer or a participant, is that "this session has gone 
well", one would have to have some basis for this asser
tion. This basis would in effect be made explicit as, for 
example, a comparison between interpretations of the
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particular instance in focus as successful and sessions 
that have not gone well. Additionally, making explicit 
how the particular discourse proceeded and the "gone well" 
achieved is in fact relating the visible to the invisible.

Here is added this next step of looking at the par
ticular linguistic aspects in relation to all other factors 
of the discourse focusing on the interactive process in 
such ways as, for example, thematic development, prosody 
and other paralinguistic attributes, along with grammatical 
aspects, all of which are happenings in visible behavior 
grounded in the cultural invisible knowledge, the latter 
holding Erickson's nuclear attention. ,

The purpose of the present study of psychotherapy 
talk is to deal with the gap between the structural char
acteristics of situations and the experiential aspects by 
relating such in terms of the assumption that persons inter- 
actionally engage in constructing the social worlds in 
which they operate. This construction is ongoing and 
actively achieves the meaning, the significance and the 
reality of their experience in psychotherapy.



CHAPTER 3

THE METHOD

In this chapter a direction is suggested for prac
tical analysis of what a hermeneutic of conversation par
ticularly psychotherapy discourse would involve in terms 
of both a theoretical foundation and a method.

The notion of circularity both in the nature of 
language and of the method of illuminating meaning in lan
guage calls for a need to acknowledge pertinent issues of 
first, the nature of truth in what would constitute a 
scientifically valid argument upon which observations would 
be verifiable, and second, the relationship of truth to any 
method.

Given the hermeneutic structure of social experience, 
language itself being a dwelling place of that experience 
not a whole built up of discrete elements organized by rule 
or program— meaning is how humans are involved in language: 
a primordial experience. And, the task of the analyst 
follows, to make explicit what is primordial, invisible, 
and implicit in human experience. Such an interpretation 
would arise out of the primordial, invisible, and implicit 
which would be described in relationship to the observable, 
visible, and explicit, all of which finds rootedness and 
sharedness in background cultural experience.

136
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Discourse analysis is a skill which can be learned 

through practice. The system used in this investigation 
involves breaking the description into five parts. The 
literal prepositional content and the general function of 
the utterance within the discourse with relevant comment on 
its overall structure is given first. Next the utterance 
is tied to other utterances semantically and the manner of 
the tying is noted. Third, a description is offered of 
the underlying chain of implications concerning the target 
utterance. Following this, the qualitative aspects of the 
utterance such as rhythm, prosodic phrasing, general style 
of delivery and any changes in these factors are given. It 
is important to note changes in the quality of the talk as 
such may signal changes in the interaction. Lastly, the 
linguistic cues, the grammatical and prosodic features which 
serve to signal the inferences underlying the talk are 
stated.

Still, though, the conclusions remain tentative, a 
relative endeavor in that the understanding the investigator 
has presently, necessarily arises out of personal experience 
having certain characteristics. This tentativeness is not 
a case of the analyst's having failed to choose the best 
statistic or the best computer program by which to operate 
upon the data. This tentativeness springs from the expe
rience of having interpreted the data simultaneously leaving
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open the possibility for new meanings to arise. Also, the 
analysis remains relative to the virtual impossibility of 
relating and interrelating all invisible background expe
rience to specific interpretations, understandings, and 
visible experience. Forming a full and complete theory and 
method of human social experience or a final conclusion as 
to the meaning of a discourse is neither possible nor neces
sary.

The purpose of this chapter is to develop the thesis 
that a hermeneutic approach as applied in the study of how 
human discourse comes to have meaning for the participants 
in a situation can provide an empirical basis for the lin
guistic analysis of texts. To ask the question "What allows 
one to arrive at his particular interpretation of his expe
rience" is to attempt to uncover certain aspects of the act 
of meaning-creation itself which are important to the inves
tigation here. The method must be able to account for the 
fact that under close observations of structural regularities 
and informants' reactions, it appears that specific construc
tions in a text may be understood in apparently contradic
tory ways. Thus, the interpretation is chosen from among 
several possible ones.

Although it is clear that a number of structural 
regularities do exist in the levels of syntax and prosody, 
in order to treat these entities as more than interesting 
constructional patterns, that is as resistance, cooperation
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or interruption, or other occurrences participants them
selves understand as happening in talk, it is imperative 
to have a non-structurally based means of identifying these 
phenomena in order to decide what is to be dealt with.
In other words, the method must be capable of dealing with 
the kinds of qualitative judgments regarding talk which 
interactants make, for example whether an interruption has 
in fact occurred; if so, what is its nature: cooperative,
rude, or the like. This means that the method of interpre
tation needs to make ordinary understanding explicit, trans
forming it into something about which assertions can be 
made without thereby losing all sense of the discourse under 
examination being an organized text. The method needs to 
direct attention to the meaning of the discourse by enabling 
the analyst to get a sense of the particular conversation as 
an unfolding of certain specific possibilities and closing 
off of other possibilities as well as discussion of how the 
understanding is achieved. Taking an instance of, for 
example, an interruption, then specifying what might have 
potentially taken place otherwise in that instance as well 
as how what might have occurred would be related to what 
has gone on before, the analyst achieves an understanding 
of the quality of the interruption in terms of its existence 
in the whole of the text. The interruption is drawn into 
focal awareness in the subsidiary field of the whole dis
course .
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This way of investigating texts does not force the 

analyst into the dilemma of having to formulate "rules" 
which enable the reader to "derive" the "meaning" of the 
text from observed patterns or structures. The dilemma 
of such analysis, as has been noted by review of Pittenger 
et al. (1960) and Labov and Fanshel (1977), is that although 
certain patterns or structural regularities do seem to appear 
in conversation, one cannot know the status such regularities 
actually have for participants through applying rules to a 
text. In the present study, interruptions and other hap
penings in discourse will be considered a problem of inter
pretation and not as "functions" of syntactic patterns.

The judgments arising out of the particular dis
courses are grounded in an understanding of the situation 
of the conversation at a particular moment, which in effect 
argues that the judgment of what possibilities are available 
to the participants right then are in an important sense 
unique to that situation itself. Another way of saying this 
is that at any given point in a discourse, the understanding 
participants have will arise out of their beliefs of the 
moment. It is only within this framework of expectations, 
assumptions, and values of the participants themselves, 
that an analysis arising in organized ways out of the dis
course will lead to an understanding of the processes in
volved in the creation of discourse. If an analysis is to
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illuminate for linguistics the nature of human discourse, 
not only must a thoroughgoing concrete analysis of observable 
phenomena of specific discourses be completed, but also, 
the analyst must come to terms with the relationship of 
human beings to the world of discourse generally. The con
versational analyst attempts to clarify the way meaning is 
achieved in language, which is the way humans make sense 
out of their social world. Necessarily then is required 
an examination of both the particular acts involved in 
interaction and the invisible cultural practices or under
standings which are the background of the activity. The 
task for the conversational analyst is to illuminate the 
meaning of the text as the meaning arises out of the text. 
This making explicit is certainly a relative endeavor since 
any understanding one may have, arises from a background of 
practical knowledge. It Would be an impossible task to 
make the totality of this background the foreground.
Exactly what is made explicit depends upon the analyst's 
discussion as to what target knowledge is worth finding out. 
The intent of the analysis here is to develop some explicit 
understanding of how client and therapist mutually create 
meaning in psychotherapy, how they accomplish understanding 
through language, and to indicate particular aspects of 
difficulties experienced by the client and therapist in 
their psychotherapy interaction.
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The present study is intended to explore a direction 

for performing discourse analysis which includes framework 
for the conversational analyst to make explicit (insofar as 
this might be possible) the implicit and invisible back
ground of human interactional practices which make possible 
particular communicational meanings. Whether what is made 
explicit is in fact illuminating is not guaranteed by any 
methodology no matter how carefully systematized, but depends 
on the investigator's particular purposes.

A Note on Circularity of Method
A circular approach may inevitably prove the most 

appropriate way to begin an investigation of meaning in 
psychotherapy conversations. Interest is in the accomplish
ment of meaning as a social achievement not as a psychic 
reality in a person's head.

Being aware of the fact that the methods of struc
tural linguistics raised the science of linguistics to a 
position of high esteem among the social sciences, a re
searcher in this field must uphold the position for lin
guistics as a science even while proposing an expanding 
frame of theory and method for discourse analysis. That 
the discovery procedures of Bloomfieldian and post- 
Bloomfieldian theory and the method of transformational- 
generative theory have proven amenable to the method 
developed in natural sciences does not mean, however, that
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this method can necessarily claim to be the only method for 
investigating human discourse.

The hermeneutic approach which is here proposed as 
a way of getting at what participants do in creating mean
ing in interaction is circular. Traditionally, circular 
arguments are viewed as invalid arguments, and yet the 
scientific method as it is applied to human experience is 
also a circular method. Underlying this study and other 
investigations as to the meaningfulness of human behavior 
lies the question of how human sciences can be 1 scientific' 
at all. Two problems confronting all inquiries as to the 
nature of the science of human behavior are those of truth 
and inductive inference.

The Concept of Truth in Human Discourse
The usually mentioned criterion for identifying 

knowledge is that of truth. The argument, in terms of 
determining factual or empirical truth (not formal or mathe
matical) is, that when one claims to know something, it is 
implicitly understood that this "something" is a true prop
osition. The judgment, "The client knows p" (where p is a 
proposition), means that "The client knows that p is true". 
The argument goes that a person cannot reasonably claim to 
know something about the world unless he agrees that what 
he claims to know is true. It then follows that if and 
when what one thought what he knew to be true is shown to
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be false, one is obliged to acknowledge the error and re
tract the claim. It is the role that truth plays in the 
ground of knowledge that has impelled philosophers to in
quire into the nature of truth.

Theories of truth are differentiated by the manner 
in which each conceives of the form taken by the relation
ship of the proposition to that which warrants its truth.
In the Aristotelian Correspondence view, an assertion is 
true if what it asserts about the world corresponds to what 
the world is actually like, and false if there is no such 
correspondence (Locke, 1924; Austin, 1961, 1962). The 
Euclidean Coherence Theory asserts that a proposition is 
true insofar as it is entailed by other propositions within 
a system of beliefs, a system whose members are necessarily 
accepted as true. There is a relationship-of necessity 
linking one judgment with another in such a way that if 
one judgment is accepted, the other also must be accepted 
(Blanshard, 1939). The classic version of the Pragmatic 
Theory (James, 1907) does not ask how judgments agree with 
reality but rather asks what makes one's judgments true.
The truth of the judgment, thus, is constituted by the prac
tical difference it makes in one's day-to-day experience, 
and should not be construed to be a static relationship 
between an idea and an unchanging, fully completed reality.
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The Semantic Conception of truth restricts its 

notion to separating 1 truth1 from 'confirmation', its data, 
the sentences of a specific language, where truth does not 
relate to epistemological analysis. Truth is a problem, 
purely deductive in nature, an assertion of an analytic 
or logical concept which is simply the outcome of a certain 
degree of confirmation based on the strength or weight of 
evidence presupposed. Its restriction of application to a 
specific language concerns the view that the problem of 
truth can be solved only for those languages whose structure 
has been exactly specified. A sentence, then, is true if 
it is satisfied by all objects, and false otherwise (Tarski, 
1970) .

The Historicist Theory amplifies the question of 
What is Truth? by pointing to the necessity of communication 
among human beings in order to arrive at the answer, the 
correctness of any of the sciences being only a part. Com
munication is the path to truth; and man is what allows 
truth to appear. Through communication with others, one 
becomes aware of truth in its possibilities: its extent.
Historicist notions of truth argue for a 'truth' which is 
what men at a given epoch are willing to believe. Phil
osophy is the ideal of self-knowledge: definition and
classification, thus understood, are the principal methods. 
It's purpose is to place a concept in a scale of forms and
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categories, working in a manner which is neither inductive 
nor deductive— since it neither begins nor ends in general
izations— but has nevertheless its own internal logic. The 
method is to ask the question How have philosophers actually 
proceeded? What method have they in fact adopted? "Facts" 
exist at a certain place and a certain time. To understand 
philosophy or even natural science for that matter, one must 
understand it as related to its context in history. No one 
can answer the questions of philosophy or of natural science 
unless he knows its history.

The character of the notions of truth listed, all 
very clear and precise, seem to be able to get at the "truth" 
however it is defined. With the Historicists, representa
tive of the way in which this study of psychotherapy dis
course approaches the question of the nature of the truth., 
another factor in determining truth is openly introduced.
This factor, the social construction of 'objective truth1, 
also operates within the other three schools of thought 
although this social construction is not mentioned in those 
formal theories if indeed it is even recognized. That all 
the non-historicist notions of truth are derived from a more 
basic epistemology, is claimed by some contemporary philos
ophies of science using as a departure point the situation 
of everyday practical activities, rather than beginning 
with highly abstract arguments. These particular philosophies



of science describe the fundamental error in traditional 
epistemological inquiries as the insistence of a disinter
ested reflection as the method of knowledge, and absolute 
certainty with systematic doubt of personal experience re
quisite for investigating the whole range of human activi
ties. This disinterested approach, a detached observation, 
which has been held up as the paradigm or model'for the 
social sciences is in fact impossible for human beings to 
perform. These "disinterestedness" theories presuppose the 
certain kinds of practical and involved knowledge and skill 
which cannot be accounted for in the traditional views 
where truth is certainty, reality is objectivity, and ra
tionality finds its model in universal logic. The tradi
tional positivist views are continually challenged as being 
far too narrow conceptions of scientific truth. There 
arises the alternative: an approach to viewing the nature
of scientific truth as an "ongoing research in a changing 
problem situation which is interpreted and resolved accord
ing to the resources of a particular historical and con
ceptual context" (Kisiel, 1977). Emphasis moves away from 
the "theory", "fact", or "method", of positivism and begins 
to center around: (1) "research or discovery", (2) the
"interrogative mood of a problem--situation"; (3) "the 
process of interpretation in a finite context"; (4) "the 
context: language as the place of dwelling" (Kisiel, 1977)
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that is, one feels at home in it and relates to other people 
in terms of it. Accordingly, focus is on the dynamis- of 
truth in via rather than on the stasis of truth once and for 
all; on the holistic context rather than on the atomistic 
objectivity; on an interrogative approach rather than a 
declarative or imperative one; on the less clear and dis
tinct rationality and more finite sense of truth away from 
the security of eternal verities. The importance of sensi
tivity to contextual determinants as guides to the interpre
tation of texts, where the logic of selection of what is 
said and what is talked about is imposed by the situation 
itself, shows that the context decides the direction of the 
thought, and meaning is interpreted in terms of what the 
context allows.

It is not the intention here to elaborate the argu
ments of these historicist challengers to traditional views 
of the scientific method. Rather, it is important to state 
why the historicist conception of truth is the tradition 
within which this study is set.

The situation of psychotherapy is, for purposes 
here, defined as what two or more people do with each 
other, a relationship. a face-to-face occasion for look
ing at client and therapist interpretations of their expe
rience, and of understanding themselves in the light of 
their humanity. Psychotherapy involves the way a person



orients himself in his world. It involves the manner in 
which a person constructs his own truth. In psychotherapy, 
truth is not necessarily a correspondence, or a coherence, 
or even pragmatic; but truth is how a person orients him
self as a self to himself, and as a self, to the other, and 
as an other to others. Truth is a never-finished experience 
and knowledge is a never-finished disclosure of meaning. 
However, the relativity of truth is not interpreted in a 
relativistic fashion. Truth is absolute, but in relation 
to the subject. Therefore, a recognition of historicity, 
an understanding, a continuing emergence, and transhistori- 
cal quality describes truth for this study.

Writers like Kuhn (1970), Dreyfus (1977), Polanyi 
and Prosch (1975) and others propose the role of "practical 
skills", or "know-how", or "personal knowledge" in which 
the "discoverer senses the presence of the hidden truth... 
by entering into the inherited interpretive framework of 
science... a matter of 'getting^ a feel for'..." (Kisiel,
1977, p. 174) the particular problems in the acquisition of 
scientific knowledge. This implicit understanding accom
panies all human researchers in their investigations of 
science. Detachment as the ideal of science is merely a 
socially agreed upon way of dealing with data. Items such 
as null hypotheses, control groups, homogeneous or hetero
geneous groups, "controls" for age, sex, socioeconomic
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background, blind studies, and others are all ways that 
scientists have agreed upon to handle the data. Statisti
cal designs and other mathematics to be applied to the 
data are developed prior to the data and then laid onto it 
in order to achieve some "findings". Recognizing this seems 
to enhance the possibility for empirical study of human 
discourse as an everyday experience by way of a circular 
theory which admits of circularity where nothing is marked 
out in advance; but rather the analyst inserts himself into 
the discourse, orienting himself to it and to himself as a 
way of cooperating with the text in order to arrive at 
explicit interpretations.

This is not to communicate a negative attitude 
towards the method and logic of science. Instead, the pur
pose here is to show why the notions of meaning which are 
employed in current linguistic discourse analyses are limit
ed in their value for rich discourse analysis, primarily 
because of their beginning points in a deterministic philos
ophy, which assumes a certain range of appearances constitu
tive of its domain of concern. These notions of meaning 
rest on theories or positions regarding the domain, which 
are in fact metaphysical positions which cannot be proven 
or even adequately taken up by the scientific method. What 
meaning is cannot be decided by semantics as semantics.
When the semanticist amplifies his data, he addresses them
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as a metaphysician, as a philosopher, necessarily in that 
such a consideration of the domain precedes authentic knowl
edge. The techniques of the domain establish a direction
ality, an orientation to the investigation, but, they are 
not the understanding nor do they "produce" the findings.
The kind of thinking espoused here in this study of psycho
therapy discourse is a self-reflection, the recognition of 
the knowledge hidden in every science, natural and human, 
the uncovering of which to its certain extent remains the 
goal of the particular- science. This study approaches dis
course with an ordinary curiosity, and the'analysis of the 
text as simply a foregrounding of the meaning of it in the 
current moment, always open to an uncovering of further mean
ings.

In this study, what is meant by the disclosure of 
truth will relate to viewing truth as a dynamic unfolding, 
never totally unambiguous,. Truth takes into account that 
the analyst is involved in the analysis. Truth, for the 
theory of interpretation here, will lie in uncovering the 
meaning of the specific discourse world through a dialecti
cal interaction with the text. It is not a report on what 
the text is about, but rather a creation, a new occasion 
of understanding. Truth is what a person constructs his 
everyday world to mean.



The Circular Method
To perform hermeneutic analysis, one begins with 

one's own immediate awareness of an interpretation of a 
discourse, and then commences to explain what it is in the 
relationship between the text and one's own prior experience 
that leads to the interpretation. At this point, the inter
pretations need to be held tentatively for an important rea
son: while they are always correct for the interpreter and
empirically verifiable in their having arisen out of the 
experience of the text and one's background of prior expe
rience, they may not be correct for the participants.

To get at the correctness for the participants, the 
analyst continues the explicit interplay of the unfolding 
interpretations and the observable discourse data itself.
The critical aspect here is to notice the behavior of the 
participants as they orient to each other in the interac
tion. As in the example of dialogue given in Chapter 1, 
to find out what T "really meant" or A "really was saying", 
the analyst must take note of what has gone on before in 
the interaction, who the participants are, the kind of situa
tion they are involved in, so as to arrive at what might be 
the intepretation of the discourse for the participants. 
Exchanges need to be viewed in the light of the context 
created by participants.

For example, the analyst would not be able to inter
pret Example I, Turn 9 through Turn 12 as joking if the
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cultural practice of brief metaphorical dueling were not
known as a typical kind of play between adults who are
familiar to each other and have a past history of being
available to make or receive gestures of this sort. The
interpretation can then be contrasted with other potential
interpretations had things happened differently. For
example, if A had immediately returned to his original
opening regarding the topic of praise for his accomplish-.
ments without taking a turn in the joking, or if A had
responded to "I hope'I never said xthat" with a reply marked 

<ttc
as "N1 I don't think 11 you ever ‘’did", that is, with a pejor
ative tone, the interpretation of that particular exchange 
as joking would not be the case. It might instead be under
stood as an insulting interruption or an instance of disap
pointment in that someone who potentially can praise him 
has not. A could have chosen any of several other possibil
ities. The point is that the hermeneuticist must attempt 
to take into account the totality of the communication in 
all its possibilities.

Following this kind of active dialogue with the 
text in terms of having interpreted the visible behavior 
to be an aspect of the behavior in relationship to the 
interpretation, the analyst can then move to comparing 
specific sections of the discourse with other sections.
How these comparisons will be accomplished will be deter
mined in light of the investigator1s view of what is
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important to know. In the instance of psychotherapy dia
logue , if the question is How is the discourse managed? 
several examples of (see Chapter 4) turn-taking, interroga
tion, explanation, and the like,may be examined, for, as 
an example, "similarity" or "difference". These judgments 
of comparison cannot be fully determined prior to the exami
nation of the segment within the text itself in view of the 
hermeneutic quality of language, for what on the surface 
seems as a "same" behavior may not be interpretable as the 
same in the different instances. For example, any decision 
as to what counts as "same" or "different" emerges from the 
background of cultural knowledge and specific experience 
of the participants and the interpreter.

Finally, in a hermeneutic approach, an interpreta
tion by a participant, an account as to what was happening 
in a particular interaction, serves as a valuable asset.
The analyst decides the appropriate questioning direction, 
using requests such as, "Tell me when you feel that some
thing is going wrong", or, "Tell me when the interaction 
changes", and other open elicitations which can begin to 
delimit the focus.

In the instance of psychotherapy, when the outcome 
has serious implications in the lives of the participants, 
it is necessary for each to know whether the interaction 
is proceeding effectively or not. And, for the analyst.
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his experience as a member of a culture where psychotherapy 
occurs, would specify the importance of a positive outcome, 
or the significance of a negative outcome, and whether the 
interactional meaning moves towards either of these poles 
or somewhere else.

Seemingly contradictory is that the interpretations 
of the analyst are necessarily rooted in his own (or an 
informant's) experience with the cultural practices out of 
which the discourse unfolds. It is this kind of knowledge 
that the analyst makes explicit, that is systematically used 
to arrive at an understanding of the dialogue of observable 
behavior and specific interpretations.

This characteristic of analysis needs to be stressed 
in order to comprehend the value of the approach to dis
course being advocated here. As has been suggested above, 
there is a tentativeness around every piece of interactional 
behavior which prevents prediction of specific interpreta
tions of such behavior with certainty. There appears to be 
a reason for this ambiguity. There needs to be room for 
"negotiation" between participants in each situation as to 
what symbolic acts will "count as" symbolizing; as to what 
practices, conventions, or rules will be applicable in 
determining what utterances and behaviors will mean.

This negotiation is implicit in most instances.
That is, one makes a "move" and notices how that "move" is
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treated by coparticipants. The way the "move" is treated 
tells the person something about how interpretation is to 
be grounded and about future possibilities for such happen
ings as topic selection and treatment. Understanding "moves" 
is critical to understanding the psychotherapy interaction 
in Chapter 4.

Other theorists have uncovered the practices, con
ventions and rules which make up the framework of interpre
tation and tacit knowledge grounding the process of 
understanding. The discourse analyst who is looking at 
psychotherapy interaction needs first to use these findings. 
Then further, the discourse analyst needs a way of revealing 
processes of negotiation: what strategies do participants
use (without necessarily being able to make these explicit 
to themselves) to govern what each phase of an interaction 
will reveal and/or conceal, what will be examinable and what 
will remain background; what will count as satisfactory 
therapy and what not so; what will constitute a matter of 
interest and what uninteresting; what will be an area of 
restriction or taboo; what will be considered as true or 
false; what will be taken as serious or not; and on.

In psychotherapy, although these matters are sup
posedly determined beforehand by personality Or clinical 
theories, the author suggests that all of these matters are 
actually determined in each session by participants. To 
illustrate, in Example I, Turn 10, the assertion "cut out
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my tongue" could have been viewed in a Freudian light and 
treated symbolically as referential to castration. The point 
is that it is not treated this way but rather it is treated 
as "joking".

Therefore, a hermeneutic approach is a requirement 
for discourse analysis because only a close examination of 
particular instances of interaction can reveal how negotia
tion is (indirectly and through implication) managed. Tradi
tional linguistic approaches and field method approaches 
such as querying informants can contribute to this examina
tion. However, they cannot of themselves provide full an
swers for discourse analysis. This is the case because each 
situation of negotiation has its unique aspects. And it is 
these aspects which are vitally important in psychotherapy.

Procedures
The purpose of this section is to provide a detailed 

account insofar as is possible in view of the recentness and 
tentativeness of the technique for performing non-structurally 
based interactional analysis. The method is based upon the 
work of Gumperz and Herasimchuk (1973), Erickson (1975) , 
Bennett (1978c), and Bennett and Reed-Hartmann (197 9) . The 
method remains currently in an ongoing evolvement process of 
sophistication and modification. The provisional nature of 
the method may be a limitation of this research but the 
issue is open to question.
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Subjects. The participants in the interaction are 

a male client. A, seeking therapy for life problems, the 
origins of which he feels are unclear although he has some 
hunches about it. A was a forty-six year-old resident of 
the urban northern section of a southern Arizona county 
when he initiated contact with the treatment agency which 
is a state-funded community mental health center.

A scheduled himself for weekly therapy. Audiorecord
ings occur during four sessions over an eighteen month 
period. The recordings are requested by the other partici
pant, T, according to stipulations imposed through the Human 
Subjects Welfare Research Review Committees in both the 
treatment agency and in the university sponsoring the study. 
Among other requirements, the subjects always know when they 
are being audiotape recorded.

A presented himself as a Caucasian, of middle class 
socioeconomic background and aspiration, originally resid
ing in the midwest. He reported having graduated from high 
school and having subsequently enlisted in the United States 
Army for a three-year tour of duty in the early nineteen- 
fifties. Army training consisted of schooling and assign-

iment to the electronic communication system repair section.
A is the only child of parents who are approxi

mately forty years older than he. He reported having some 
other relatives who lived close-by during his youth. He 
has been married three times, has two children, only one
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of whom he specifically mentioned, a daughter through his 
first marriage, and now two grandchildren. He maintains 
regular contact with his daughter as well as with his 
former spouses, one of whom died as the result of violence 
during the period A was actively involved in therapy. He 
reported cohabiting with a forty year-old woman and her 
thirteen year-old daughter.

Employment history for A shows most jobs having 
been in the area of public relations work. He reported 
experiencing disappointment that he has not achieved the 
level of financial security he had expected of himself 
earlier in his life. He offered various reasons for his 
alleged lack of achievement and has several substantial 
goals set for himself to be attained by the time he reaches 
fifty years of age.

A has sought mental health counselling or treatment 
services three times prior to his contact with the current 
agency. He reported having felt helped by some of the ser
vices, but also added that he feels there has been something 
missing for him in his past. He spoke with high regard of 
the personnel in the other agencies and faulted himself for 
being in the position of "having" to seek more help.

T is a thirty-seven year-old female Caucasian who 
had been working at the treatment agency for a three-year 
period prior to meeting A. Her position is unit director
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for one of the divisions of the adult outpatient services 
of the agency. She has many years of experience in treat
ment services and psychotherapy. A became known to T as 
the result of a referral from another local agency, the 
fees of which were beyond A's ability to pay. This is an 
ordinary referral practice. A agreed to the referral.

T's education consists of graduate training in 
clinical psychology with several sub-specialties in rehabil
itation services for diverse populations including severely 
physically disabled, hearing or speech impaired, and sub
stance addicted clientele. At the time of this study, T is 
pursuing a graduate degree in linguistics. T is the author 
of this study.

Recruitment of Subjects. Persons selected were six 
individuals currently enrolled in the Adult Outpatient 
Services Section of the agency. Each was involved in indi
vidual and/or group therapy with T as primary therapist.
The subjects were recruited by verbal request during a con
versation which included the particulars of the study to 
be completed. The criteria by which this was accomplished 
is in accordance with the current requirements of the Human 
Subjects Committee of The University of Arizona.

Particular criteria for selection meets five fac
tors : '

1. Well-known to the Investigator.
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2. No identified crisis situation in the subject's 

life at the time of data collection.
3. Willingness to participate as indicated by signing 

a form explaining the research and its liabilities 
and benefits by allowing the taping to occur; and by 
not indicating a desire to not participate within a 
ninety-day period after the data collection comple
tion.

4. Adult male or female over twenty-one years of age.
5. Capability in terms of personal judgment at the 

time of data collection, to comprehend the nature 
of the request and the information on the consent 
form; and the ability to choose to not participate.

Each subject was asked to permit audiorecording of 
one ten-minute free speech monologue the instructions for 
such being: "Please talk for ten minutes on any subject
you wish". The investigator then indicated that the subject 
decide whether he or she wished to do so alone in the office.

At a later date, each subject was asked to allow 
audiorecording of at least one therapy conversation. During 
the time period of the data collection period, varying num
bers of conversations were recorded of the six subjects.

In this study, the data of only one of the subjects 
is used. This decision is based on the intention to provide
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a more thoroughgoing analysis of the series of four inter
actions with the same interactants as opposed to a highly 
generalized description of the total data of twenty-four 
protocols.

Instrumentation. The audiorecorder is a Marantz 
Superscope C-104 which was placed in plain view of the par-- 
ticipants during the psychotherapy sessions. As had been 
agreed in advance, either participant could disconnect the 
recording apparatus at any time and for any reason. The 
actual tapes were of no special brand or quality and were 
of either ninety or one-hundred-twenty minutes in duration.

The tape recording began by T's activating the pro
cess as the participants entered the office. During this 
time, the talk consists of initial greetings and occasion
ally talk about the fact that taping is going to occur. 
Talking continues during the startup process and in each 
of the instances the therapy "begins" by either participa- 
pant moving the talk to therapy issues.

A limitation of this study in terms of its instru
mentation is the use of only audiotaped data. A more power
ful presentation of the process of analysis would have been 
available through the medium of videotape with slow motion 
capability.

Transcription of the Data. Written transcripts of 
the tapings provide a record of the speech of each partici
pant. These transcripts indicate overlapping talk.
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conjecture on the part of the transcriber, prosodic phras
ing and intonation, and other characteristics such as rhythm 
of the talk. The coding system used (see below) is borrowed 
from English specialists in prosody.

The intent here is to avoid cluttering the text with 
unfamiliar and unnecessary markings. Symbols are used where 
relevant to the research goals. The symbols are a short
hand for indicating the tonal groupings or prosodic phras- 
ings, and major or minor breaks in utterances. In each 
tone group there is a nucleus which carries the major phrase 
contour. Within the nucleus there is one place of greatest 
stress. The method here will mark only the nuclear syllable 
within the major tone group itself. For other markings of 
rhythm and speed in the utterances, underlining or symbols 
from musicology will be used.

Treatment of the Data. The first task is to listen 
to the tapes several times looking for changes in atmosphere 
or general overtones of interaction in order to divide the 
tapes into chunks most usually based on topic of the inter
action. For example, one tape beings with a rather conven
tional discussion resulting from T 1s opening remark "How 
are you doing today?" after which A elaborates his bout 
with an upper respiratory infection and its discomfort.
This would be topic 1 "greetings". Continuing this process, 
one listens for topic changes. This first list becomes a



164
guide for further chunking into what Gumperz and. Herasimchuk 
(1973) and Erickson (1975) call "episodes".

After the chunking is completed, focus can move to 
what each speaker does in terms of length of turns, inter
ruptions, questioning, and so on. There is very usually a 
substantial amount of either interspeaker or interobserver 
agreement as to when the interaction changes and how it 
changes (Erickson, 1975; Bennett, 1978b,c; Bennett and Reed- 
Hartmann, 197 9). Further focus on these places where 
changes occur— boundaries, so to speak— shows how the tran
sitions are made in the interaction. Both being able to 
make transitions as a participant and being able to recog
nize when transitions occur is part of the communicative 
competence in social interaction. Interactants know how 
to proceed. A participant's ability to function appro
priately affects the judgments made on his competence as 
well as a host of other related affairs. Additionally, 
rules of inference shift according to how the interaction 
unfolds. Thus, the initial chunking of the tape into major 
portions brings to explicit attention the analyst's intui
tive judgments about the nature of the activity being per- 
.formed by participants at any given place in the interaction. 
This involves the assumption that the nature of the inter
action and the changes in it are related to observable 
indications internal to the interaction accompanying such



165
changes and are to some extent personal choices by particle 
pants in the interacting process.

Beyond the focus upon the boundaries and transi
tions between chunks of interaction, the analyst needs to 
follow the particular text as to further findings. Making 
the overall judgment of the chunks of conversation helps to 
systematize the data for a closer look at the communication- 
al strategies and cues of interest. What happens next can 
be of several directions. For example, the analyst might 
compare several chunks in terms of some variety of aspects, 
looking at how the participants achieve the particular com
municative accomplishment according to some judgment of 
quality. To use a particular occurrence in talk such as 
turn taking, the analyst would clarify how the turns occur, 
when they occur and the content/ the relative ease of them 
or other notable features. Looking at turns in the talk, 
the analyst will notice the character of the information 
whether new or old, if there are any presuppositions and 
how they are treated, and if there are rhetorical strategies 
and interpersonal variance, and other such features.

The analyst's decisions depend upon two prelimin
aries : (1) the particular text and (2) larger research
goals. If a goal is to analyze how information gets com
municated, one's questioning of the text will be different 
from such if the larger goal is to count constructional
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regularity. In the current study, the larger goal is to 
investigate the viability of using a non-structurally based 
method of analysis in looking at psychotherapy conversa
tions. This goal, then, defines the area of questioning 
which is employed to analyze the chosen text. The same 
sets of questions do not necessarily work well in analyzing 
other psychotherapy interactions also audiotaped by T. It 
is necessary to make in advance some decision as to what 
the larger goal will be and to perform the preliminary
chunking and noting of boundaries and transitions of the

>data. This prevents the analyst from being overwhelmed by 
a wealth of data.

Data Description System. The process for working 
out a system of description to accompany the transcript 
remains tentative and continually under modification. The 
description itself is intended to provide a running com
mentary of the text based upon the chunkings which have 
been made. These may be described singly using an utter
ance by utterance approach showing thematic progression 
within the chunk. Also, chunks can be combined in terms of 
any relevant relationship, as for example, their semantic 
affinity, syntactic pattern, prosodic arrangement, or what
ever. The point is that the description must provide the 
analyst with an adequate and systematic account of the par
ticular data in order to serve as a basis for making
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comparisons within chunks, between them, or between the 
particular text and other texts. "Explicitating" the char
acter of the talk, and other cogent textual occurrences is 
the means by which the systematization is accomplished. 
There is a larger demand of the account of the data, that 
it also serve as a basis for making some generalizations 
about the nature of conversation and of human discourse 
itself.

The description includes statements relating to:
1. The illocutionary force of the utterances--the 

literal prepositional content and the general 
function of the utterance in the text. These 
statements are interpretations relating to the 
type of act a given utterance is taken as in 
terms of the cultural knowledge and the particu
lar experience of the participants and analyst.

2. The combination of the utterances according to a 
stated affinity--indicating which utterances are 
related to other utterances and how this relation
ship is signalled.

3. The general linguistic, prosodic, and rhythmic as 
well as overall emotional character and tone of 
the delivery. It is critical to note changes of 
these aspects of the quality of the text in that 
often, these features relate to a shifting in the 
interaction.
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4. The inferential implications based upon the inter

pretations of the utterances and the text, the 
basis for the general conclusions as to the nature 
of the particular interaction and a way.to talk 
about the text as discourse. These inferences 
arise out of the repeated interaction with the 
text and the systematization provided by the 
method of considering the text and of verifying 
how the analyst arrives at the conclusions.

The indeterminacy noted as to the fact that this 
system of analysis is not a set of completed techniques 
does not hamper the empirical verifiability of the data.
In each instance of discourse, that is, in each new ex
change with a same person or with another person, a new 
communicative opportunity happens. In effect, this is 
tantamount to saying that each conversation is a new learn
ing of how to communicate and, as such, remains open to new 
possibilities for the interactant. A system for describing 
individual variation needs to be accommodating to the situa
tion of new possibilities, and must remain an open system 
itself.

Prosody is used meaningfully, being neither super
fluous nor redundant, but interpenetrant with the total 
interpretive process. As such, it is not amenable to 
analysis as an independent system, but must be viewed as
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part of the total textual cohesion where thematically, the 
discourse unfolds through the interaction of the partici
pants oriented in particular ways therein.

Prosodic Coding. The coding of the prosodic fea
tures of human speech provides only an approximation of 
these attributes. Acoustic analysis of speech by means of 
pitch extractors, sound spectographs, and other machines 
can be helpful in prosodic analysis. However, simple knowl
edge of the acoustic properties of the sound wave patterns 
of speech cannot of itself tell what particular patterns 
of variation mean to speakers and listeners. For example, 
a rising tone at the end of an utterance is usually associ
ated in English speech with some experience of open-endedness. 
Yet some tones rise more sharply than others; some rise less 
than others. These differences do matter to speakers and 
listeners. No machine can tell what particular configuration 
of frequency variation counts as a high-rising tone and what 
counts as a low-rising tone. Machines can only indicate 
whether a frequency variation has in fact occurred. They 
cannot determine how variations in frequency, intensity, 
and duration.will actually be perceived by listeners. As 
a result of this situation, work on prosodic analysis must 
rely on careful isolation of prosodic variables as tested 
against informant reactions. The intuitions of native 
speakers must be relied on for characterizing particular 
patterns. '
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The notational system below is described in Bennett 

(1978c), applied to the data in that study, and later used 
in Bennett and Reed-Hartmann (197 9) which is a short presen
tation of conversational analysis in psychotherapy interac
tion.

The symbols for the prosodic cues, borrowed from 
work done by John Trim (n.d.) including the manuscript and 
audiotape recordings, has served as the basis for ascribing 
the intonational pattern to the text in this study. An 
early version of this system appears in Gumperz and Herasim- 
chuk (1975) from which the later work by Bennett (1978b,c) 
and Bennett and Reed-Hartmann (1979) emerged. The symbols 
themselves accomplish the same goal as does the method 
offered by Bolinger (1958a,b; 1961; 1972) whose coding pre
cedes by means of spreading the letters of words in utter
ances over a vertical cohtinuum using a horizontal dimension 
to indicate the tonal configurations of the talk.

An utterance has potentially a wide variety of con
trastive renditions within which variation in the acoustic 
signal changes the significance of the talk. These changes 
in significance consist in alterations in the usage condi
tions or in affective content.

Insofar as prosody is meaningful in the interpretive 
process in terms of developing textual cohesion, it is 
difficult to talk about its form and significance separate 
from other parts of the interpretive process.



. 171
Prosody generally is concerned with a continuum of features 
including sighs, clicks, claps, pauses, and hesitations 
through such features as vocal quality, manner of delivery 
and others. Here, prosodic coding has been confined to 
three features:

Tonality; The division of all utterances into major 
and minor tone groups.

Tonicity; The placement of tones within these groups. 
Tune; The particular tonal configurations within

the tone group.
These terms dre used by Halliday (1967) and are discussed 
in Schmeall (1977).

Conceptual convenience seems the predominate reason 
for talking about distinctions among these features. Tonal
ity functions as the informational flow including topic, 
presupposition, new and given information, contrast, and so 
on. Tonicity specifies the illocutionary force of particular 
phrases while tune characterizes the utterances as statement, 
question, angry, or so on. Actually, there is considerable 
overlap of function in these features. This overlap is dis
cussed in Schmeall (1977).

The rationale for providing intonational description 
to this text is to communicate in a simple fashion the 
prosodic patterning of the five examples. A perception of 
this patterning is critical to achieving an understanding of
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what is going on between A and T, both visibly and invisibly. 
Prosodic patterning as well as other aspects of communication 
behavior is usually in the background of our attention as 
speakers of listeners. These phenomena contribute to one's 
experience of time and to the raising of particular linguistic 
expectations which must be satisfied or not in specified ways. 
If one anticipates the occurrence of a prosodic peak and the 
peak does not occur, this event will be as meaningful as if 
the anticipation were met exactly. However, the meaningful
ness will be of a quite different texture.

In contrast to the Trager-Smith (1951) and other 
earlier absolute intonation systems, the Trim (n.d.) System 
used in this research is intimately related to the interpretive 
process. According to this approach to prosodic analysis, 
the unit of organization of intonation in English is the 
major tone group. Utterances can be divided into sequences 
of relatively independent major tone groups without remnants. 
Each major tone group may consist of a sequence of minor tone 
groups. Every major tone group and most minor tone groups 
contain a tonal nucleus.

Trim assumes that the intonational contour of a clause 
or sentence as a whole is a unified entity in itself. Usually 
the "major tone group" corresponds to a sentence, and "minor 
tone groups" to syntactic constituents varying in length with, 
the tempo of the utterance (tonality). Insofar as the clause
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or sentence becomes the domain of discourse, interest lies 
in the placement and shape of the "nuclear tone," which in 
English ordinarily appears as the last prominent syllable 
(tonicity). Tones signal the relationship of the group, 
which will then be interpreted according to conventional 
conversational strategies (tune) „■

Besides the boundary and the nucleus, this system 
identifies "stressed words" in the utterance. Stress 
functions as a marking of the contour for focus, packages 
the information, and relates it to other aspects of the 
discourse. Through ascribing the intonation patterns to the 
text in Chapter 4 by notating these three features, the 
strategies by which A and T interact become adequately 
specified and it is shown how these features of the text 
affected the interpretation process.

Coding Symbols;
Minor tone group boundary
Major tone group boundary
Untranscrible portion of recording
Transcriber's uncertain guess as to what 
a speaker is saying
Overlapping portions of speech between 
speakers
Upward register shift over a whole 
tone group
Downward register shift over a tone 
group

/
//
(. ) 
(word)

[
r
L
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Stress Levels:

it word extra high stress
'word high stress
,word low stress (but still relatively stressed)

Nuclear Tones:
,jvord low falling
Vord high falling
^vord low rising
zword high rising
^word falling-rising
Aword rising-fealling
Hvord level tone

The following symbols are added to the above for ease in
understanding the text in Chapter 4.

Pauses:
Q J  Time stated in seconds



CHAPTER 4

THE ANALYSIS

This chapter examines the four recorded therapy 
interactions of A and T. Initially, an interpretation of 
the overall characteristics of the interactions of these 
participants taken as a whole is given. Analysis of the 
recordings shows that A and T communicate through an unfold
ing of four basic orientations towards each other. These 
interactional orientations are designated as "moods" and 
consist of various perceivable verbal and nonverbal beha
viors of the participants. These moods include personal 
feelings, outlook, perspective and other characteristics. 
Examples of each are given below.

Following this introductory discussion, larger seg
ments of the text are presented in order to.show the un
folding of the moods and the transitions between occurrences 
of each mood. Each of these segments is described in terms 
of its prepositional content, its underlying logical in
ference, and its affinities with other parts of the text. 
There is general discussion of the prosodic framing and the 
linguistic cues which signal the inferences made about the 
passage.

At this place in the discussion. Example IV-4 is 
used to demonstrate a full hermeneutic analysis of

175
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interaction. This kind of analysis begins with an inter
pretation and then, following the steps outlined in Chap
ter 3, proceeds to discuss what in the text accounts for 
the interpretation. The interpretation thereby is empiri
cally verified.

There is further elaboration relating to the situa
tional idiosyncracies of psychotherapy as a social event 
and some historical aspects of the kinds of contradiction 
that exist for A 'and T. Some confusion concerning A's 
orientation to alcohol is exemplary.

Lastly, implications for psychotherapy for A and T 
are presented. The consistent finding that their inter
action rarely achieves shared intelligibility articulates 
overwhelming evidence that the interaction did not achieve 
even the very beginnings of communication much less the 
larger goal of psychotherapy.

The purpose of this chapter is to provide a demon
stration of analysis using selected portions of the communi
cation activity of A and T during four psychotherapy 
interactions. Focus is upon the interpretive process: 
both the specific meanings created by the participants 
and the way in which these meanings are brought to bear 
within the situation. The larger goal is to provide a

1. A preliminary version of this analysis having 
for its data the initial three audiotapes appears in 
Bennett and Reed-Hartmann (1979).
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discourse analysis which maintains form and content as a 
dimension of both the visible and invisible aspects of the 
interaction. It is important to not separate the talk into 
form and content, signifier and signified, because these 
kinds of divisions presuppose that there exists an under
standing of how the visible relates to the invisible. In
sofar as such understanding is not currently available in 
the social sciences, the talk in its unfolding is inter
preted as it is available to participants and the analyst, 
one of the participants.

The main issue for psychotherapy revolves around 
the experience that after an extended period of time and 
several conversations as to whether or not the therapy was 
of benefit, a non-contradictory resolution is never 
achieved. Two of the conversations regarding this issue 
occur during the audiotaped sessions and in neither in
stance is the understanding clear.

During the course of therapy, A did not sponta
neously indicatevwhether he felt he was receiving "help" 
as the result of his participation in therapy. Upon ques
tioning on occasion by T during the first year, he responded 
emphatically that therapy was helpful. At the sixteenth 
month, T initiated a conversation relating to her feelings 
of frustration regarding the fact that after such a period 
of weekly interactions with A; she still felt unclear about
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how he experienced himself, which effectively precluded 
her feeling that she could be of help to him as she wished 
to be. Two sessions later, A brought up the subject him
self in relationship to a discussion concerning a new 
therapy group he had begun to attend. During this conver
sation, A construed T's remarks about her feelings of frus
tration with the therapy interaction to be an historical 
assertion of T's concerning what must be A's experience 
with the therapy also— itself a confusing exchange.

Additionally, over the twenty months duration of 
the therapy sessions, there seems to have been little in 
the way of demonstrable quality of the client's experience 
in terms of resolution of problems, feeling better about 
himself, and other potential improvements. The quality of 
the therapist's experience became increasingly confusing 
in time. In discussion with the client as to this fact,
A agreed to work with two other highly skilled therapists—  

one a hypnotherapist, the other a psychiatrist, both of 
whom attempted to assist A in centering his attention on 
himself while simultaneously maintaining a state of relax
ation. Periodic contact with the psychiatrist was maintained 
for twelve months; however, contact with the hypnotherapist 
ended after four sessions whereupon A rescheduled himself 
with T and did not return for hypnosis.
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An Interpretation of the 
Interactional Situation

Based upon the subsidiary experience of the entire 
history of interactions with A, with explicit focus on the 
four audiotapes, the relationship between A and T remains 
indirect and remote, a kind of hyperborean estrangement 
quite complicated to describe. A appears to be aiming at 
manipulating T into accepting some measure of responsibility 
for his being. That is, somehow A wants T to assure him 
that he is adequate, that he is okay, that he is doing good 
things for himself. In orienting himself this way, A in
volves himself in contradiction. Is it possible for A to 
achieve this kind of goal? If so. A, in seeking to be con
trolled by another through allowing or manipulating T into 
such an orientation, experiences himself as usually wanting 
to do something else, but instead just goes along with the 
wishes of the other, which is self-contradictory, a way of 
denying his responsibility for himself. If it is not pos
sible for A to achieve the goal, for whatever reason, the 
continual effort to shift his responsibility to T is in 
effect a self-contradiction, which upon direct questioning,
A reports he does not want. What A does want is "success" 
which A defines in terms of achieving a certain income and 
ownership of property by the time he reaches fifty years 
of age— about a year hence at the time of the last recorded 
session.
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A necessarily experiences a bind of some sort in 

that he is far from his goal set two years ago, and recog
nizing the inflation in the economy in the United States, 
he becomes fearful that he may not succeed. If A chooses 
not to succeed, he will actually choose to avoid the pos
sibility of fulfillment.

So choosing, he could carry a mirror-in-mirror 
reflecting of his having failed again. Other goals such 
as being open to other people, sharing his world, relation
ships with women and others change frequently enough that 
what these goals actually are remains open to question con
tinually. A chooses by his actions to remain alone and 
lonely, simultaneously voicing disturbance that he has no 
closeness to anyone. When someone from his social world 
wants to be with him, he participates for a while then 
abruptly terminates contact, reporting adamantly that what 
he desires is to be alone. In actuality, A seemingly may 
not be able to choose success of any kind, for to succeed 
would project him into vulnerability and discomfort of some 
kind. With the passage of time, A becomes involved in a 
trend of dismay over the meaning for himself of success and 
fulfillment. This struggle consists of two opposing forces 
of equal power which are present at every decision. Even 
within his moments of fantasy construction he is not free.
A finds reasons for how other people force him into the
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bondage he experiences— his too-limited world--where he 
cannot escape into the unbounded exterior world of freedom, 
because he is the result of all these other forces. How
ever, his own world seems of paper-thin familiarity. Any 
questioning by people he associates with, including T, aimed 
at determining the structure of his world, that is, his 
ontological experience, A takes as a challenge to his exis
tence as an independent adult. He does not answer clearly 
what his experience means but rather compounds his expe
rience of chaos by providing logically contradictory descrip
tions. In one of A's digressions where he reports upon what 
had happened during a stressful experience, his exclamation 
"Oh...woe is me I can't get out and they can" achieves the 
meaning of how frightened he feels, how defensive and vul
nerable by his own choice. This format of A's experience 
seems critical especially in relation to T who keeps seeking 
contact with him, whereupon he keeps Coming back for more.
A offers his parents, his boss, T, alcohol, his woman friend, 
his total experience as the reason he is unhappy, the rea
son he struggles painfully in a fragmenting and fragmented 
experience. In an ultimate sense, whatever the turmoil A 
experiences, these persons and situations are the figures 
of his battlefield ground, the meaning of his loneliness.

In her role as therapist, T attempts to enter A's 
world of experience by asking A direct questions. Where A
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does not allow this to happen, T enters into "conflict" 
with A. T increases energy as time goes on varying man
euvers to enter A's world but finds increasing conflict, 
the point of which somehow does not communicate to A de
spite explicit conversations on the topic. T seems to 
believe that understanding A necessarily involves communi
cating with him. To understand A (for T) means to be present 
for him, to be open to him as one human being to another.
To enter into another's world in this way requires mutual 
acceptance, allowing the other to be present, a being present 
for the other, dropping of one's defenses. Both persons, in 
effect, would be saying: "I am letting you see my self and
experience as it is for me". Where T wants to help-most she 
finds frustration, and consequently attempts to change her 
orientation to A. It is never a certainty that A will not 
open himself and his world. T's way of helping is to be 
present to him inviting him to be present to her, as well 
as trying to help A find other persons whose orientations 
to him might feel more attractive. In this sense T expresses 
personal inadequacy in being able to help A, and, despite 
the other arrangements, finds that A chooses interaction with 
her terming his experience with the other therapists as 
"hurried", "like interacting with a textbook" and other ob
viously depreciating commentaries. T experiences a dual 
questioning: What possibly is achieved in the interaction?
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and Is the achievement satisfactory as therapy? T's un
certainty as to the nature of A's invisible experience con
founds her ability to help. The fact that after an extensive 
period of interaction, participants' goals are not achieved 
raises the question of how mutually acceptable possibilities 
could have materialized for A and T. An understanding of 
their dilemma might open up a path towards achieving insight 
as to new potential for their creating communication.

The Interaction
The analysis of the audiotape recordings shows that 

A and T communicate through an unfolding of four basic 
orientations towards each other. These orientations are 
interactional moods defined as the perceivable verbal and 
nonverbal behaviors of participants and the meaning the 
interaction has in their experience, including personal 
feelings, outlook, perspective and others. The mood char
acterizes the orientation of client and therapist toward 
each other and toward self, and is the living experience of 
the self-to-other and self-to-self. In this sense, the 
mood is "lebensformen"’(Wittgenstein, 1953)— the forms of 
life— the way in which the participants create the meaning 
of the therapy interaction. It is important to recognize 
that a mood, though having some characteristic features 
and attributes, does not always appear in exactly the same 
format. An occurrence of a mood bears a "family resemblance"
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ten another occurrence of the mood; however, each remains 
definable according to its place in the unfolding of the 
discourse. The goal of describing the moods is not to 
provide a for-all-time list of attributes but rather is to 
show how the discourse comes to possess its meaning for 
the participants. In other words, the interpretation of 
the interactional situation provided above, arises out of 
the discourse and its formats of unfolding.

The Moods
Each of the moods has been designated informally 

by its predominate character. (1) Challenge and Duel,
(2) Instruction, (3) Joking, (4) Bewilderment. These moods 
do not include conventional greetings, further appointment 
arrangements, nor session termination particulars. Addi
tionally, the moods are not totally defined by construc
tional regularities in the talk.

Items such as sharing of topic selection and turn- 
taking, listener responses which take up reference and 
predication appropriately, allowing focus to shift within 
the topics, and others appear in the discourse. All are 
important to the analysis insofar as these factors show the 
discourse to be cooperative, that is, maintaining standards 
of politeness and personal satisfaction.

Moods include all the functional aspects of speech 
events; the participants, codes, setting, forms of

t



. 185
messages, attitudes and contents of messages. Focus is 
upon the interaction of the participants not on the speech 
event per se. After repeated listenings to the recordings, 
the fact that there is little if any mutual understanding, 
little recognition or knowledge of each other's experience, 
and that there is an ongoing conflict of a kind that serves 
to hinder development of the deeper relationship necessary 
for therapy interaction bedomes apparent.

It is important to appreciate how the mood is the 
interaction: what gets said, what is understood, and what
is accomplished by the participants. This is not to say 
that what is accomplished is explicitly intended to be 
accomplished by the participants. One cannot "know" inten- 
tionality or personal motives conclusively from any source 
and there is no claim that the observable aspects of the 
discourse in the analysis of it are of equal' importance to 
the participants. The analysis will specify what in the 
talk serves as the basis for the interpretation as a way of 
hypothesis testing.

Each occurrence of a mood, although tied to another 
through affinity, arises in formats of variable configura
tions not in a fashion of regular correspondence. The vary
ing formats of the moods are non-problematic by virtue 
either of their occurrence or of their tentativeness, based 
upon the recognition that there is no necessary relationship
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between the behavior and the meaning of the talk. Rather, 
this affiliation is jointly produced by the interactants 
and is thus occasional. The hemeneuticist defines beha
vioral variation as the life of discourse.

After a general discussion of each, an example of 
the mood is excerpted from its text and presented for the 
reader to begin to get a feel for the quality of the mood 
and for how the meaning of the discourse is achieved.
Examples IV-1 through IV-4 are taken from one session. The 
time sequence of their actual occurrence within the session 
is Example IV-1, IV-4, IV-3, IV-2. Example IV-5 is a seg
ment of a session occurring about two months later. There 
had been three intermittent sessions between them.

Throughout the text all names of persons with the 
exception of T's name (Example IV-5, Tn 84) have been changed 
to safeguard the anonymity of A as a human subject.

Mood 1. Challenge and Duel
This mood typically arises out of Mood 4 talk.

T creates a change from earlier talk by shifting topic focus 
away from what A has been reporting. A generally has been 
relating beliefs about other people, actions of his of the 
present or the past related to the others, thoughts or plans' 
he has or should have had, why things are as they are in his 
life and so on. T focuses upon A by asking him a direct 
question about his experience. A construes T's utterance as
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a challenge of sorts and typically delays answering the 
questions treating them rather as issues requiring further 
elaboration in the format of talk which appears relatively 
brief, often literal and formulaic. T will often interrupt 
A but the reverse case is quite rare. A responds in the 
direction of his earlier talk but does not overtly return 
the focus to his point.

There are sometimes long pauses consisting of two 
to ten seconds following T's shift. The prosodic features 
of A's talk differ from the longer turns in Mood 4 in being 
more rapid here, less emphatic, muted by comparison in such 
features as less extreme modulation of stress and pitch.
This mood is sometimes embedded in Mood 4 talk whereupon 
the Mood 4 will resume. At other times it arises out of 
Mood 4 and is followed by Mood 2.

The following Example IV-1 is an excerpt from the 
text clearly characterizing the challenge and duel activity.

A: And I've never 'met anybody in ^AA/with that with
that 'feeling// [4]. so I'm gonna give that/
another %shot// (sigh)

1 T: [4j So do you^feel/that you got some
^relief// (I mean) do you feel ^relieved//

2 A: About ^what//



188

5 T
6 A
7 T
8 A
9 T

About ^anything // SoundsNlike /like when 
you were explaining to^me/ your thinking
and your feelings ̂ about/ being 'overwhelmed 
and/ kinda dragged'out/that^uh/ y 1 know what 
you fwanted was some kind of relief//
Uh [%] I think I ,think there's'some ^relief//
I get a I feeling of relief coming from/[2] 
this one man at ^work [2] uh uh//
How 11 about jfrom 'yourself//
^huh//
How do you feel in^yourself//
Right / now//
/Mhm//

This dialogue occurs during the early part of a 
session. A has been describing his recent binge where he 
had been drinking large amounts of alcohol secluding him
self in his home. He has reported how he came to decide to 
begin the drinking by way of a story of how things had been
going at work, the story, a Mood 4 interaction. T has
shifted the topic to the nature of A's experience in arriving 
at that decision insofar as he has not had a binge for a year 
during which time A had continually described his life as 
finally becoming exciting and himself as feeling that he 
would definitely achieve his personal goals. There has in 
the past been a longer time of abstinence for A amounting 
to an eighteen month period some years before. In the time
of interaction with T, A has the one prior binge a year
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earlier which happened two months after the one which had 
been the original occasion for referral.

In terms of A's goal relating to the drinking, he 
has surprised himself by breaking the regular six to eight 
week cycle of drunkenness which had been his pattern for at 
least the preceding four years. In the current year, A has 
had one drink of champagne during a celebration of his 
employer's wedding anniversary. He has not consumed any 
other beverage alcohol even though he has kept brandy in 
his house which his woman friend drinks occasionally. This 
bottle of brandy is the first of nine which A consumes during 
the binge. A had missed two therapy appointments and had 
phoned T's secretary requesting an emergency appointment.
The goal of the session for T is to assist A in detoxifica
tion from alcohol, an experience he greatly fears.

The interaction has proceeded through the above men
tioned story, the conclusion of which T challenges. The 
session is interrupted by the secretary's bringing some 
papers for T to sign. As she exits, A continues his talk. 
Immediately A begins another story relating an incident of 
the day before where one of the men from work came over to 
A's house at lunch hour finding him drunk. A reports that 
he told "Bill" that he had started drinking again. There 
follows a rather long story of what happened for the re
mainder of the day during which "Bill" tells A that he also



has had a drinking problem and has been abstinent for nine 
years. A spends the evening and overnight in "Bill's" home 
meeting "Bill's" wife who also had had alcohol problems, 
having seven years abstinence, along with another house- 
guest from out-of-town who reports to A that he has accumu
lated fourteen years of abstinence from alcohol. The four 
persons attended a meeting Of Alcoholics Anonymous (AA) 
which A describes as a "super super meeting". A plans on 
going to another "AA meeting" that night. A has belonged 
to Alcoholics Anonymous many times in the past and has 
repeatedly disparaged the helpfulness of this group offer
ing multifold reasons to support his opinion.

Example IV-1 begins with A's conclusion about this 
group of newfound friends. Turn i (Tn), beginning in a 
change of speaker, is T's focus shift to A's experience 
of the drinking. A treats T's talk as unclear (about what) 
then T explains her point. In Tn 4, A resists attention 
to himself and his feelings focusing instead on Bill. T 
renews her question to which A adds a back channel response 
and T again poses the question. Tn 8 is A continuing resis
tance. T communicates "yes" in Tn 9, after which A relents, 
offering some conclusions which T also questions through 
several turns of a long stretch of Mood 1. This moves into 
a Mood 4 format interrupted by one set of Mood 1 Turns and 
resumes Mood 4. At this place in the interaction Example 
IV-4 occurs.
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Mood 2. Instruction

In this mood T does most of the speaking via long 
stretches of material relating to her experience of A and 
what he says about himself, the others in his awareness, 
his plans and the like. She interprets her feelings and 
beliefs concerning the interaction of A and herself, as 
well as what she takes to be the nature of personal growth, 
human experience, and other matters of concern. A provides

it

frequent listener responses, appropriately spaced which 
differ from his responses in Mood 4. A's Mood 2 responses 
generally show agreement of a rather certain type or a hesi
tant questioning surrounding the agreement. A rarely inter
rupts T (also quite the opposite within Mood 4). Long 
pauses occur between turns, during which pauses A does not 
take a turn to speak and T picks up again where she left 
off. Instructional mood arises after the sessions' are well 
underway and instances of Moods 1 and 4 and sometimes 3 
have taken place. The predominate character of this mood 
is apparent in the following Example IV-2 excerpt:

1 T: Well//I1d say probably since you were about
three or ^four// just based "on/ so we're 
talking^about uh// quite %dramatic/
^incidences/ of you 8 doing something 
^different//

2 A: Yeah/^yeah/ that's ̂ true//
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3
4
5

6
7

8
9

10
11

12
13
14
15

T:
A:
T:

A:
T:

[^Okay.. it's really stretching *out ^now//
^Yeah laughs//

y, Okay// but that1 s xwhat/ that's what 
goes along with ̂ when/. .when ̂ you/when you 
1 get to the fpoint where you emight ̂ succeed//
^Yeah//
Y' know some'something is saying/don't xsucceed^ 
[4J cause there is/jnothing about that
job that you didn't know what to ,do \about//
xRight//
You you^knew/*all of the ^hassles// 
yuhm//
YouNknew/'all of the'problems/ you knew 
where the , good parts ̂ were/you ,had it 
xall//you '•'have

Yeah.
it all^figured Nout//

L- Yeah//
You're "not lacking in ^skill// 
vNo// 
zokay//

Example.IV-2, part of a lengthy stretch of suppor
tive interpretation, follows a Mood 3 episode based on T's 
understating A's age. This particular segment is the fourth 
occasion of Mood 2 and occurs as the ending of the session 
whereupon the arrangements for further meetings are dis
cussed. T's talk is slow and regular in rhythm in compari
son with her talk in other Moods. Most of the sessions end
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in Mood 2 discourse whereupon A notices the amount of time 
which has elapsed; T agrees; and the session ends. There 
is highly conventionalized talk while participants walk to 
the lobby.

Mood 3. Joking
These instances of joking, involve brief excursions 

out of any of the other moods, and consist of mutual banter 
of a personal nature having foundation in the therapeutic 
interactional history. These excursions have shared laugh
ter and, although in the taped sessions T begins this mood 
more frequently than A, T's impression is that participants 
create this mood quite equally. Within the mood there are 
also frequent instances of another way of humor, somewhat 
asymmetrical, which occur. The primary difference among 
the utterances of joking and humor construction is how the 
laughter happens. In asymmetric instances, the listener 
laughs quietly, underlapping sometimes with commentary be
neath the humorous utterance while the speaker continues 
the talk. With the symmetrical format both people contrib
ute specific joking utterances and laughter to the con
struction.

Rhythm is regular with the turns, and the laughter, 
the tempo being slower than Mood 1 or Mood 4 but faster 
than Mood 2 as here in Example IV-3.



194
1 T: D1 you believe all thefbullshit you just

got done telling me about helpin'/ n
you're gonna do 'this and 'that and all
/that// Is that for z real// [4]

2 A: It's "real in my vmind// What d'ya

3 T:
4 A:

5 T
6 A
7 T
8 A

•mean 'bullshit//
.huh
I can sit here and say any any (taps table) 
any eighteen thousand *things toxyou/ 
and you'd call 'em 'bullshit//
No I uh/ just once a month-;

laughs, j
rLaughs noILaughs coughing-
I,can't/ all,right/ ,believing^ I don't 
firmly ̂ believe that AA is^gonna/ is gonna 
do it ,for xme/ or is is ,going to be that 
xavenue/ but I'm willing to (try^it//

The talk in this excerpt arises out of a long stretch 
of Mood 4 Bombast (see below). There is one turn where T 
presents a challenge, A responds "I don't^know" which is 
very subdued by comparison with his last turn of Mood 4.
Tn 1 here is T's continued challenge which seems to be T's 
unwillingness to take seriously A's long stretch of Mood 4 
talk wherein he describes how he intends to solve his cur
rent dilemma. Tn 2 is a duel in the sense he adds defen
sive responses. The first utterance of A's turn is timid 
in comparison to the second which picks up in tempo and in
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pitch approaching what might be a low level of anger. T 
responds, with a rather surprised high rising "huh" after 
which A elaborates with an overstatement of the case. T 
begins her turn which continues the serious quality of Tn 3 
when A begins laughter to which T adds the comment. Then 
in Tn 7, T begins talk which A follows up on, immediately 
developing the Mood 4.

The Mood 3 episode is asymmetric in that T takes 
A's Tn 4 as serious and A begins the mood through his laugh
ter, which is loud in comparison to his instances of ner
vous laughter which are of low pitch and register, choppy, 
and of very short duration. Typically T does not contribute 
laughter when A is communicating anxiety. The nervous 
laughter seems to occur primarily in Mood 2 where it appears 
as A's listener response and is quite infrequent. The usual 
status of joking laughter for A and T is an accomplishment 
of Mood 3. One example of the nervous laughter occurs in
IV-5, where, in Tn 47, T laughs in her talk, which culmi
nates in her making the point of her talk with characteris
tic frustration through several turns of A's continued 
unwillingness to accept even the lowest level of plausibil
ity of T's interpretation of A's relationship with his 
father. Tn 48 has two seconds underlapping T's laugh which 
arises in the first "don't" then ends. Other instances (not 
given here) of nervous laughter occur with T not laughing 
and A underlapping the talk with his laugh.



Mood 4. Bewilderment
In this mood A does most of the talking to which

T supplies listener responses that typically do not indi
cate agreement. A's talk is characterized by frequent use 
of parenthetical asides in comparison with his talk in the 
other moods, prosodically marked relative to his talk before 
and after, with longer stretches of talk between pauses.
The format of prosodic experience of A's parenthetical 
asides seem quite similar to the formality of television or 
radio news personnel's manner of delivery. However, in 
terms of prepositional content, the asides appear quite 
loosely connected to the content before and after. Fre
quently there is logical contradiction between propositions, 
and the rhythmically regular prosodic experience of the 
talk often does not lead T to the point that A will even
tually make. Rather the elaboration can result in the 
exact opposite conclusion from what T expects.

T's experience of A's speech in this mood is one of 
making maximal effort to follow A, which requires more 
energy than she expends in the other moods. The main theme 
and subsidiary material often are difficult to distinguish 
and the long introductory material connects disjointedly 
with the talk which is being introduced. Often it is 
difficult for T to get the point A is making while he's 
making it, especially in view of the frequency of contra
dictory propositions.
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Main body talk, as opposed to the asides, prosodi- 

cally includes frequent, regularly spaced, relatively long 
pauses, an unusual finding in expository or narrative dis
course . Pauses each last from two to four seconds. The 
peaks and nuclear tones occur regularly, allowing the lis
tener to anticipate them. A uses frequent parallel con
structions as well as elaborate introductory phrases which 
serve to hold off the appearancesof the main theme.

There are three usual formats involving qualitative 
distinctions in the way Mood 4 unfolds. The most usual is 
the Bombast which primarily provides the experience of being 
something very serious and important while in fact little is 
actually communicated. During the third and fourth audio- 
fecorded sessions, the shifting character of this mood be
comes noticeable. Essentially, the format Blur arises in a 
similar prosody and tempo as the Bombast. That is, the over
riding atmosphere is that Mood 4 is happening. In terms of 
the logic of argument, A does not offer overt illogical prem
ises although the coherence of the propositions is somewhat 
muddled and, while the point is apparent, the construction 
of the reasoning is loose and wandering.

With Mood 4 Rhapsody, the aura is of Bombast in 
rhetorical framing which eventually gives way to nearly 
complete confusion prosodically and propositionally by vir
tue of its speed increase. Rhapsody moves faster with
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shorter turns for A and longer ones for T than either Bom
bast or Blur. Additionally, A characteristically fumbles 
for premises for the particular argument at hand and an air, 
based upon the clarity of the conclusion in relation to the 
confusion of supporting material, that at least some of the 
talk— notably the themes themselves— is planned discourse.

A's talk though is of variantly confusing kinds in 
this mood while T's talk ordinarily stops his thematic 
progression by contributing utterances aimed at grasping 
what A is saying now in terms of how it relates historically 
to what has gone before. The typical finding in Mood 4 over
all seems to be A's telling a story as an illustration of his 
point. The stories most frequently do not accomplish this 
goal but rather serve more to obfuscate the point.or to 
effectively contradict the original point.

T customarily seems to take A's talk in this mood- 
to be in contradiction to his feelings present or past as 
is evidenced in the transcripts. Mood 4 arises anywhere in 
the sessions except the very end. T's talk arising out of 
this mood usually unfolds into Mood 1, Challenge and Duel.

Here the participants have just completed a long 
stretch of Mood 1 discourse followed by Mood 4 holding 
contradictory propositions as A muses over how he has failed. 
T questions these and A counters, essentially arguing in a . 
reluctant manner with T's challenge "Aren't you still okay?" 
as a response to A's talk where he recounts how he decided



to go ahead and get drunk. He reports that he had talked to 
his boss who had agreed to A's demands to change some of his 
tasks, whereupon A comments to T, after describing his past 
thinking of how to escape the situation, that even though the 
employer agreed, it was too late by then " it had all cul
minated by that time...". T had earlier questioned A as to 
when he had stopped ingesting Antabuse®, a prescribed medica
tion which interferes with alcohol metabolism and is frequent 
ly used by persons who drink compulsively to help themselves 
change their habit. A has avoided the issue by deflecting hi 
talk into a Mood 4 outpour which begins in Tn 1 continuing 
through Tn 5, which is a confusing elaboration of theme hold
ing some contradiction of a special kind. (This will be dis
cussed below.) In Tn 9, A has developed what seems to be the 
point of his discourse which thematically develops in Tn 11. 
T's discourse varies only in number of syllables of the back 
channel response.

There is interaction between Tn 14 and Tn 15 here 
which include the remainder of this Mood 4, the occurrence 
of the discourse in Example IV-3 which unfolds into 'Mood 4, 
which is then challenged by T's Tn 15 question relating to 
how A is going to be able to decide when he is deceiving 
himself. A's retort does not answer the question, moving 
rather to an aside, the point of which T fails to comprehend 
demonstrable by her Tn 17 question, the reference of which



is confused, whereupon A simply repeats his last utterance. 
The talk following this example precedes IV-3 and IV-2 and 
is described in relationship to those interactions.

Example IV-4 provides a characteristic passage of
Bombast.

1 A: vYeah uh/ vyeah / I feel a 'hell of a lot ^better/
uh. ./ about my Nself// On a 1 scale of gone to 
%ten/ last time I came off a xdrunk/ I was 
probably about a Ntwo // Now you could put 
me about ,f ive or six// Ya ̂ know/ ^Uh// I 
I I uh 1 do feel ,that much better about 
xmyself// and I-11ve got a 8 period now of 
^adjustment/ I have to go ythrough/ 'at 
%work/ because I'll be 1 going ^out/ 6 into 
the field Amore/ . and xuh// xuh /
and 1 buying ^houses/ and and 1 selling 
\them/ I won't be - * taking any more 
8 complaintzcalls/ and and all that sort of 
xthing// I'll still be "renting ^properties/ 
which IHdon't like the idea\of/
..but it will Abe/ for the timexbeing/ a 
little ybit/ on the income xside//

2 T: xMhm
3 A: >cuz I can go out and °buy xone/ and then turn

around and ,rent sit/ I'll get y ' xknow//
4 T: xMhm//
5 A: (For me)// 8uh [4] gbut I was ^saying/ uh.

^today/ to ^Bill/ that uh * uhh I 
^resented/^resent/ being shut up in the ^office// 
I "resent [4] being 1 stuck sthere/. in many 
xrespects// stuck either in the ^ office/ or
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A: with jsomebody's ycomplaints/or «out on the 

yjob/,xwhen/ (other Zpeople/Oin the ̂ office/ 
were •coming and Agoing/ . and jl wasn't 
being Apaid by the vhour// ,No/ I . put in 
as.. al-almost as many hours as ^Dave/ 
not \quite uh// so I was,■ I was 
feeling sorry for myself vthere/,,saying 
Oh woe is vme/ L\huh //{I can't get out 
and,they\Can/ I,don't like Athis/ because 
I can't do Nthat// And'all I'd had to do was 
°say/ ^realize/ that I'm ( ) t-who am I .
to ySay okay (claps hands) I don't wanna 
do ^thjs/ I wanna do ^that/ ^but. I'm falso 
caught xwith/ i in property management/
m  there 'is al-uh more or less a^guarantee/ 
there's more \security/ than when you're on 
straight

6 T
7 A
8 T
9 A

10 T
11 A:

12 T:
13 A:
14 T:
15 A:

CUhmhm//
,commission/ making it on^yourself//
\Uhmhm//
so *1 want my 0 cake and ^eat it <^too//
\Mmm//
I wanna be able to *work when I wanna Awork// 
W  but I (won't have any bread)//
xMhm//
yIknow/ to do it xwith// 
yMhm//
xSo/ 1 all this *now 6now I understand xit// 
what I've been 1 going ^through// but it took 
(maybe) nine quarts of booze.(to get^it)/ 
(claps hands) [2] to get it Agoing//
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16 A: But I would /

.over...// (put

17
18
19
20

21
22
23

kept ^clouding it 
a ̂ little)/ when I'd talk 

^about/ peeling layers^of£/ I was%also/ 
putting a lot of layers%on// 
deceiving myself that I was feeling 1 one 
xway/ when in^reality I was 'feeling 
Yanother)//
xMhm// So how ,can you get 'at xthat//
(coughs)
How1 re you gonna xknow//
fPractice xit// [4] Practice is the only 
xthing/ I can’think xof// Because I've 
had ienough ^insights (hell) to remember 
I what ̂ I' ve / to watch ̂ the/ the 1 danger 
^signals/ the ‘warning xsignals/ (or^whatever)/ 
and I 'think/ I8think / (it's) not being

T:
A:
T:

too 'positive about 
of /AA// r a
To think'what//
Application ofXAA//
Like ywhat//

.that /an application
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The Unfolding: More Selections from the Text
' ■ * of Moods and Transitions

This section contains long excerpts of the inter
actions, the purpose of which inclusions is to provide the
reader with experience of the development of the talk. The 
flowing of the moods into one another is shown in an attempt 
to demonstrate how these participants accomplish their dis
course.

Example IV-5
"So whatever comes my way in the way of a stroke...

I discount...I do not fully accept it...I refuse it okay..."

Mood
2 1 T: \0kay//TzTJ urn [z] what I'm responding to

\is/ your ‘relationship with your ̂ parents//
2 A: All fright// (sighs)
3 T: And how much energy/it is taking ^you//
4 A: ,Uhum//
5 T: to/ [ 3] allow ̂ yourself/ to ysay/I , hate

my ^father//
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.6 . „ Umkay .//
7 T: yOkay//
8 A: "All Nright// .'All Nright

9 T: L that's ,that' s what I'm/ 
referring xto/ that that particular 
observation or statement/ that I,made/ 
that/1 really/ I,really ^question whether 
you are in 1 fact o'kay in^saying/that it's 
1 okay to 'hate your ^father//
Allyright//
I don't I feel that you'be lieve it' s <pkay// 
All-right/ r maybe subconsciously/ I don' t tknow

[ and 'so
I'm I'm saying <that/ I'm expecting that you're 
’treating xthat/ the same as you ̂ treat/ , other 
^elements in xyourself/where you will verbally 
say it' s *okay for me to 1 do xthis/ but 
then you will 'punish Nyourself/for having
II done ^something/that 00 you xsaid/it was 
11 okay to xdo//

14 A: y0kay//
15 T: r (So)
16 A: Lnow we get down to the •same 9goddamn 6question

Mood 3 I've been,asking ̂ you/for a 'year and a Nhalf//

[with uh .laughter
18 A: With or with0out a crystal yha.ll//

19 T: /Yeah//
20 A: and 9you've been 1 asking vme//

10 A:
11 T:
12 A:
13 T:

Moving 
to 

Mood 1
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21 T: right//
Mood 4

22 A: Why the ,hell am I "punishing myself// and
that's what I'm trying to Aget %at/ where in 
the helled'/ maybe I'm going too Ifar with 

I have a habit of 'going too Nfar with 
^hings/ all/right/ but it‘still comes down 
to the fact that xuh/ that I ’Jam punishing 
^myself/ 11 know I'm punishing^myself// I've 
caught myself 1 doing it^lately// and I've 
"checked^it/ all-right// It doesn't^mean/ 
the feeling goes away fromAhere/ all that 
xmuch// Although it^does// it 'does xmean/ that 
I feel a little more ^peaceful// •not 1 quite 
as Gnervous or /jumpy/ not"quite as 
"emotionally "always in a ̂ turmoil// QfJ but 
it's"better than it'was// I'm‘calmer//

Challenge 
Mood 1

23 T: But Oyou 1 have had'"relief Abefore//
24 A: rthat's "'it
25 T: Lyou

have 8 felt better ^before//

Begins Mood 4
26 A: and I keep

jumping back into the'one'holer ^dammit// 
and// [2] I I/ okay/ here I go,back xagain/ 
maybe it "isn't (taps chair) all ^right/for 
"me to hate my xfather// maybe Ixdon't/ 
maybe I don't"feel it's all-right//
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A: Consciously I feel it's ''fine// rbut

Challenge 
Mood 1

27 T:

Mood 2

28
29

you Ldon't •feel
^consciously//
You come to that ^conclusion/ out of your ^head/
based on the following ^evidence/ that ya1
^know/ the old man ̂ ever,/

V—  ya \know/L
yeah xall right//

did not ysupport x you//
30 A: all /right//
31 T: I xmean/

that's the 5biggest^thing//
32 A: xyeah//
33 T: That all this'evidence of/ y ' you name the

'situation/ you were not ^supported/ as a 
'■•person/ as a 'child//

34 A: .right//

35 T: and you 8 still see him as not^supporting syou// 
You see him as somehow taking Aaway//

36 A: xmhm//
37 T: he ■''detracts from ^support//
38 A: îtihm//
39 T: /Okay// * that's \thinking// [2] 

it's 11 not  ̂feelings//



207
T: I •think you rdesperately 0 love your »father

40

41

Mood 3
42
43
44
45

Mood 2

A:

T:

A:
T:
A:
T:

sighs

and you'd do,everything/but get down on your 
knees/and I beg him/to flove <you xback//

xBullshit// 
C uh1laughs

.can't// you've said a

Anaughty xword// that's /my/ my experience 
of xof/ of ,you and your xfather//
I I believe that you do not /allow ^yourself/
[2] •the the xspace/ to have^your/ y' t' have 
yourxlife/.the 'way it \is// that you (want 
something xdifferent//

46 A: / yeah// 

ix,rv-vn,̂a,%'va,%v'v'x,'x,'\,'x,-x,'wv'x,Talk continues in Mood

47 T: Because/you ndon't (laugh) you' don't^want
\that//
( )laughs
you don't ^really/ want/ to "be that xway//
Sighs xOkay// when my'father says to
xme/ and * he xhas/within the recent xweeks/ 
we ,love ,you I |love xyou// and in my head

48 A:
49 T:
50 A:
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I'm ̂ saying/ ^Bullshit// [4]
I uh/ 'reject \it •//

Mood 1 Challenge
51 T: ^you ®have to sayxbullshit// if you said

jwow/ya ̂ know/ I I ^would/
52 A: [ sigh'
53 T: I'd do Nanything/ if I could 1 feel that you

,loved xme// you'd have to %eat 'crow// 
how could you face yourself in your tmirror 
in the x morning// if you gave in to 
your '‘father/after all these ̂ years/of his 
,discounts of ̂ you// if 1 you just let him/

Embedded
Mood 3 & be that xway/ and loved him 'anyhow//

figure you can't pick your old Aman/ but 
you can pick your 'own xnose// ^kay/ and 
that's how > it Agoes//

54 A:

Mood 2 with 
Mood 1

laughs quietly.

55 T: Ya 'get your ole Xman/ ya 'get ^him// but you
don't 'wanna be xable/ you don't 'ever want to
be in a position of having to *do xthaty 
of having to say/ okay ,(jiame) or ,faamd/ or 
whatever the aname xis// what's your 
,father's  ̂name//

56 A: xFred//
57 T: jOkay//<^Fredric// you've ,been a ( )

ihowever/ you've /(been/ how you've  ̂been//
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58 A: All-right//

59 T: I've been how ll've ^been/ I don't like how
Iyou xare/ but I'm gonna I love ya ^anyways//
[3] cause I your're Imy I old ^man//
[4] How would you ever /face^yourse1f// 
your I glasses ' d pssteam//>

60 A: | laugh
continues in Mood

Mood 4

61

62
63

T:
A:

What I-h'/ okay now what I ,hear/ on the
,other \hand/ is if you (turn me inside ''out// 
[2]
[2]

then it w '/then I would be the'opposite/ 
from what I ^am// pLet ̂ me/

Veil
1let me 'elucidate//!

Holding Back 
of Mood 4

64 T:

65
66

Mood 4 
67

A:
T:

A:

Vif/
till I

if‘wait a^min'/just just'repeat <̂ now/
*get \that//^if/ if Iyou turn inside ^out/ 

then I you would 'be the ^opposite// Is gthat 
what you /said//
^kinda//
tokay// go .ahead

yuh// [4] nAnyone who 'says to 
^me/ "A" you do a , good xthis// ̂ uh/ I don't 
know wh' 'you or'somebody had said something 
^onetime/ hey you're 1 really coming ^along/ 
it's'really you^know/ jgood to see you doing 
'this and .that//



210
68
69

Mood 3
70
71

72

Mood 4 
7 3

74
75

T: I hope ?I never ,said xthat//
A: £ Z ] N 11 don't thinkjyou

, ever Ndid//

T : ^(laugh) cut out my *tongue//
A: xGod/ I 1 hope %not// . cut your heart

rout// laughs
laughs , ( ):

A: Laughs But 'any ytime/ that if if ,1 can
explain this ^properly// uh’any ̂ time/someone 
has 11 praised ^me// [2] and this has 8happened
for one particular xthing/ or ^another// uh 
there're times I would feel I good about \it// but 
even feeling 1 good about xit/ there was a 
1 doubt in my ^mind/ about xit// that [3]
^uh// why did they 9really ,say ,it// [2] 
uh 11 didn't 'think it was ’all that "'good// 
[2],uh/[2] that's a 'bunch of ̂ .bullshit//

I Intercom Ring 

T: Okay/so you you//
A: so what'ever comes my \way/ in the way

of a %stroke// I ̂ discount//*1 do ' not fully 
■accept xit// I 'refuse xit/ y(.okay//[2] ̂ um/ 2 
andjthis has beenshappening/ I don't^know/ the 
last few xyears//

T: x mhm//
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77 A: uh really ’noticeably ,to ^me// and ll've icaught

^myself/
Mood 1 
Challenge

78 T:

then l//

.probably - the last forty- Af ive//
79 A: ̂probably/ ryeah//
80 T: Ljhow ,old did you ,say you zwere//
81 A: f or ty-^seven//
82 T: forty-six and nine-,tenths Nyears//

83 A: forty-seven and ,nineteenths// I'll be forty-
leight in xMay//
(sigh)

Mood 3
84 T:  ̂hm// I didn't know «people 1lasted that xlong//
85 A: up |yours "Barbara//
86 T : laughs

Mood 4
87 A: laughs Xuh// but I gdo and I chave//
88 T: [<yeah//
89 A: and this ^is/ here we goVagain/ why don't

11 'accept these ^things// why I can' t f I 
'accept a ^stroke// pWhy do 'I

Mood 1 
Challenge

90 T: Lyou 18can accept \it//
91 A: [2] I don't 'want to p accept \it// I don't
92 T: I you'd

rather mot//
93 A; \ yeah/''
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This discourse occurs in the early part of the 

session following several Mood 4 episodes, three instances 
of Mood 3 and a number of Mood 2 interactions. A begins 
discussion by recollecting his recent experience in a group 
therapy exercise, some recounting of experiences from his 
youth, elaboration on his desire to be close to people, a

- inegative opinion as to the ramifications of his drinking, 
how his parents have acted towards him all his life thereby 
letting him down in terms of caring for him, and his current 
position of wanting to totally reject them right back. This 
is followed by T's attempt to describe what it means to be 
an open person. A's listener responses are of a hesitant 
character. Eventually T asks directly, "Have I been clear?" 
A responds "no" followed by two turns' related to the issue 
of clarity.

Tn 1 finds T presenting a Mood 2 clarification which 
elaborates her point through Tn 13. A's utterances agree 
with T's talk with an increasing hesitancy beginning in 
Tn 10 which forms a different character than A's earlier 
turns. In Tn 12 A is still mainly agreeing however begins 
in his content to qualify the nature of his agreement.
T then overlaps with her long stretch, which", in prosodies 
resembles Mood 2, while propositionally begins to resemble 
the Mood 1 format. This is a much subdued challenge from 
the other instances where T poses a direct question to A.
Tn 14 is a recognition of T's point (/Okay) not agreement,
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whereupon T begins a turn which A overlaps with a duel re
lated to his long-standing position of what his behavior 
has amounted to in the past. T takes A's Tn 16 nonseriously 
in beginning a Mood 3 asymmetric accomplishment which ends 
with Tn 19. At Tn 20 A continues building his point which 
unfolds in Tn 22 Mood 4 and seems clear until "It doesn't 
mean the feeling goes away from here all that much although 
it does it does mean that I feel a little more . . .".
Here the talk seems contradictory in that what is prosodi- 
cally experienced as cohesive elaboration of a point seems 
prepositionally to contradict the expected point.

There seems a discrepancy between whether A has in 
fact solved the problem of punishing himself and how he 
came to feel better and calmer, since there seems no clear 
way to tell what A intends to convey. The "It" of "It 
doesn't mean the feeling goes away...", seems anomalous.
In looking for a referent, one might notice that some infor
mation concerning the status of "checked" could serve to 
clarify the issue, "Checked" can mean to have stopped the 
self punishment or "checked" can mean to have‘overviewed 
one's actions in this regard. When taken either way, con
fusion results. For example a possible paraphrase might be 
"I know I'm punishing myself" and I've especially noted the 
fact that I do this. Noticing this fact doesn't mean that 
the feeling resulting from punishing myself goes away from



214
me very much. This interpretation stands nicely until the 
next phrase arises which seems to contradict the possible 
point that both knowing and noting the self-punishment does 
not make A feel better inside. The contradiction is 
"Although it does" arrives as a simple assertion as sig
nalled by the low falling tone on "does". The contradiction 
increases in magnitude as the utterance continues. There 
exists no way to tell what the reference is for "it" in 
"it does mean that I feel a little more peaceful...but it's 
better than it was". The referents for "it's" and "it" 
here too fall to the same confusion.

If one could paraphrase "Although it does" to some
thing like: However, the feeling of having taken special
notice of my behavior helps me, the confusion still does 
not clear. One seems to need to know whether the feeling 
goes away or not? or if there is only partial relief, what 
is the nature of the relief.

Looking at "checked" as meaning "stopped" faces a 
similar turmoil. I know that I am punishing myself and I've 
stopped it. Stopping it doesn't mean that the discomfort 
of knowing this about myself, which I feel, goes away very' 
much. "Although it does" functions similarly as with the 
above paraphrase which is a difficult utterance to inter
pret in its place in the talk.

Generally there remains a problem in the anaphora 
in A's discourse, in that to isolate what is confusing, one
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notices that the disconnectedness stems from trying to 
figure out what the referents of "it" are in all of the 
occurrences. Also, the prosody and the.lexical item 
"Although" arise as creating connectedness. However, one 
cannot make the connections that the prosody and only some 
of the lexical content announce. Turn 22 proves a good 
example of why the analyst needs linguistics to do discourse 
analysis in that simple knowledge of content cannot tell the 
nature of the kind of confusion inhering in this passage.

T challenges A 1s assertion of being better in 
Tn 23 which A takes up with a typical defensive posture 
which arises in Mood 4 Bombast which T interrupts in 
Mood 1 format.

In Tn 27 T takes up A's topic of his relationship 
with his father, the nature of which T has challenged 
earlier where she indicates that she does question both 
A's assertion that he hates his father which is "quite 
okay" with A. And second, that if A really does hate his 
father whether or not he can allow himself to have those 
feelings without making himself guilt-ridden over them.
T unfolds her argument related to her belief concerning A's 
anger with his father. This talk arises in Mood 1 format 
having a sort of Mood 2 character seemingly attempting to 
Convince A that his conclusion that his father has been 
destructive could be justified by virtue of A's description



216
of his father's behavior. Mood 1 continues through Tn 38 
whereupon T follows with renewed challenge and a further 
very strong conclusion as to what her opinion as to the 
nature of the father-son relationship actually is. Tn 40 
of A's is a disagreement underlapping T's qualification 
culminating in Tn 42. T's response takes Tn 42 nonserious- 
ly. A laughs rather loudly, T continues the Mood 3 through 
"naughty word", returning to her agreement and conclusion 
in Mood 2 to which A agrees in Tn 46.

The substance of the" talk which follows (not 
included here) is continued elaboration on the implausi- 
bility for T that A really does hate his father. T has 
very long turns with A agreeing. To T's direct question
ing of A relating to if he has cleared himself to hate
his father, why is A continually in upheaval over his
father, to which A responds "I don't know". Tn 47 is T's 
version of what she thinks is A's real desire delivered 
in a manner of forceful but by virtue of the presence of 
the laughter, a frustrating achievement. Tn 48 communi
cates A's anxiety and nervousness over the state of affairs. 
He begins breathing noticeably loud and by the end of 
Tn 49 the heavy breathing ends in a sigh, whereupon A 
establishes a rebuttal in the form of a story which may 
be intended to prove that A hates his father. A doesn't
get too far into the story before T interrupts in Tn 51



which challenges A's claim. A, in Tn 52, sighs with force
ful slow fall. T .keeps elaborating, taking a rather long 
turn which unfolds into an asymmetric Mood 3 for the end 
of Tn 53 and Tn 54, whereupon T continues her elaborating 
in a Mood 2 manner laced with Mood 1 challenge, ending with 
another Mood 3 episode. A's turns arise as hesitant agree
ment. Following this dialogue there are seven turns not 
in the text here continuing Mood 2 of T's building her case 
and A's listener responses communicating hesistancy.

Tn 61 is A's retort to T's conclusion and begins as 
not clearly related to the, earlier material. This is hot 
unusual in the interactions of A and T. Tn 62 is an over
lap in which A attempts to avoid T's interruption repeating 
his talk, whereupon T insists on clarification and A relin
quishes the flow, Tn 64 is not exactly a mirroring of 
Tn 61. In her turn, T has changed the premise around from 
someone else's turning A inside out to A's turning himself 
inside out. Tn 61 is a typical opening for Mood 4. Tn 62 
begins to hold back A's thematic progression and T's Tn 64 
succeeds as a momentary floodgate which opens as of Tn 66.
A begins a point then changes to a story inside Tn 67 in 
typical Mood 4. At Tn 68, T's comment relates to A's story 
aside. Tn 69 begins as a serious response and by "you 
ever did", T is laughing and Mood 3 arises.in a symmetrical 
format whereupon in Tn 73 Mood 4 Bombast resumes.
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Tn 68 is of particular interest here in that it 

has received opposing interpretations when considered by 
informants. Four informants, two experienced therapists 
and two other persons employed in other than human services 
fields have heard the recording of the interaction from 
Tn 61 through Tn 93. The general interpretation of Tn 68 
when heard alone as a single utterance, that is, taken out 
of its place in the dialogue, is in all cases that it is 
a serious assertion of T's. The conflict in the interpre
tations of this turn comes when it is heard in its place 
in the interaction. After hearing the segment twice, the 
informants were asked "Where does the joking begin?" The 
non-therapist informants both stated that the joking begins 
in Tn 7 0 which overlaps Tn 69. The two therapists felt the 
joking begins in Tn 68, which one described as a rather 
wryly humorous assertion, which A of course treats non- 
seriously.

To explain this kind of "conflict" in interpreta
tion one might look at the specialized cultural knowledge 
that the therapists have, where some modalities of psycho
therapy involve techniques which become stereotypical for 
therapists. In other words, those persons trained in 
psychotherapy know and can identify where another therapist 
is using, for example. Transactional Analysis, Behavior 
Modification, Client-Centered or any other kind of organized 
approach to "doing therapy". Non-therapists ordinarily
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do not know exactly what the stereotypical factors are 
unless of course they have informant access to the knowl
edge.

This utterance appeared to the therpists as a ver
sion of Rational-Emotive Therapy technique (Ellis, 1962) 
where their expectation was that T was taking the stance 
related to a specific judgment used in that theory. The 
judgment is that it is not a dire necessity for an adult 
to receive love or approval from significant others. The 
therapists construed T's remark to relate to this as a way 
of creating some awareness with A that there is a crucial 
difference between what one desires and what is necessary 
for mature living.

The therapists reported arriving at that conclusion 
based on what is going on in the interaction. Also, inso
far as they have both worked as co-therapists with T, they 
know T's personal opinion of the relative merits of the 
Rational-Emotive approach to people's experience. Using 
their knowledge of T's usual position, the therapists felt 
that T was teasing A, in that it is quite usual that a 
therapist will comment upon the client's report of progress 
in dealing with his or her problems of living. The comment 
is ordinarily a pointing out of how the client has changed 
in some way, often taking the form of a conventional compli
ment and supportive assertion as to the nature of the change 
and of assurance that the client can manage his or her own



220
life effectively. Being a therapist calls for being willing 
to help other people who have difficulties in living and 
being able to really accept these persons. Therapists and 
clients mutually construct the goals of treatment, making 
available the possibility for either to comment on how 
things are going, what is being accomplished or whatever.
It is a naturally occurring topic for psychotherapy.

Tn 73 resumes Mood 4 which is of regular and slow
tempo, making the point A began in Tn 67 where the topic
changed from focus on A's relationship with his father to 
a review of how A relates to anyone who compliments him.
This turn is interrupted by the ringing of the intercom.
T re-establishes the talk in Tn 74 whereupon A continues 
developing his theme of how he rejects others. Tn 76 is 
back-channel response followed by A's elaboration which is 
overlapped by T's interruption in Mood 1 format relating
to how long A has been how he is now. This interaction
builds cooperatively in a regular and slow rhythm serious 
in nature through Tn 82.

Mood 3 arises in T's Tn 83 with a symmetric format 
which unfolds into Mood 4 somewhere in Tn 8 6 where A begins 
a return to his point. By Tn 88 A has made contradictory 
assertions— "why don't I" versus "why can't I", which T 
challenges in interrupting A's progression. Tn 90 finds 
A countering T's challenge, which T again interrupts in
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Mood 1, which continues several turns after Tn 92. There 
also follows instances not in the text here of Mood 4, 1, 
and lastly 2 during which the session ends.

Evidence in Support of an Interpretation
of the Interactional Situation

The purpose of this section is to provide a full 
description of a chosen excerpt from the second audiotape 
(Example IV-4) looking quite closely at the prepositional 
content as well as the general function of each utterance 
within the discourse. There will be some additional commen
tary relating to the overall structure of the passage. The 
goal will remain to specify what in the selected discourse
provides support for the collective interpretation that this
discourse demonstrates "Bewilderment" by virtue of its 
vacillation from clarity to non-clarity. This will amount 
to looking at how this passage develops thematically. The 
kind of evidence necessary to support the interpretation 
of "Bewilderment" is based upon one's cultural knowledge 
as a member of American society and evidence surrounding 
observable characteristics of the text itself. The inter
action of these kinds of evidence serves to illuminate the 
way the therapy is accomplished. Particularly of interest 
is the interaction of the linguistic, prosodic, and cul
tural aspects of psychotherapy including the kinds of situ
ations that can occur therein. The ability of A and T to
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achieve what they do achieve depends upon their knowledge 
and use of these interrelationships. This knowledge and 
use is not claimed to be explicitly applied by the partici
pants. The relationship of each utterance to the others 
in terms of affinities, that is, semantic, prepositional, 
rhetorical, and so on, will be indicated and discussed 
along with relevant implications.

A further look at the underlying chain of inference 
and at how the process develops both temporally and themati
cally will serve to increasingly clarify not only the logic 
of the discourse but also the grammatical and prosodic 
aspects of the talk which facilitate the achieved understand
ing. It will persist as especially important to note changes 
in the quality of the framings such as variation in rhythm, 
tempo, prosodic contour, and other stylistic factors of 
delivery insofar as these aspects provide the "perimeter" 
of sorts for the lexical content and empower the partici
pants and the analyst to create the meaning of the stream 
of behavior which is the interaction.

"Oh Woe Is Me I Can't Get Out 
and They Can"

A's utterance above occurs in Example IV-4, Tn 5.
The interpretation following Example IV-4 characterizes the 
passage wherein this summation arises as confusing by virtue 
of contradiction. After looking at the thematic progression
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of the passage, the nature of the confusion becomes clear. 
There are at least three simultaneously unfolding formats 
of confusion throughout Example IV-4. First, upon hearing 
the series of Turns from Tn 1 through Tn 15, there arises 
the perceptual experience of similarity of A's manner of 
delivery as the style of American television national news 
anchormen. These commentators have elaborated talk with a 
main theme upon which asides develop in rather long stretch
es. The packaging of the talk is extremely compressed and 
quite well developed. With A, prosodically the talk moves 
in such fashion; however, lexical content often contradicts 
the prosody pattern.

The second source of confusion arises out of the 
culturally determined expectation of what the main theme 
sounds like as opposed to supporting themes. Within the 
framework of what one expects to be subsidiary material,
A introduces new directions of talk without supplying con
ventional transitions. Transitional markings do appear 
in the talk but their placement is also unconventional.

The third format of confusion arises from the kind 
of cognitive overload associated with the first two sources' 
being compounded by the number of potentially major proposi
tions in the stretch of talk by the time A reaches Tn 15. 
Usually, interactants will know what is focus and what is 
ground. In this discourse it is difficult to make claims

j
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about which material falls in either domain especially 
since T's talk is listener response and does not unfold in 
the direction of focusing explicit attention on the apparent 
contradictions. There is in addition the distraction arising 
in terms of T's past history of interactions with A where 
certain assertions have been made which later on may be 
contradicted directly or by a kind of suggestive inference 
either within a session, sometimes within the particular 
talk at the time as here, and other times between sessions.

The nature of A's historical truth becomes in
creasingly opaque in terms of the strategies within his 
discourse, and there arises the overriding issue of whether 
A might be willing to distort things to construe himself 
as continually a victim of whether some other explanation 
can account for his discourse. In Example IV-4 the large 
issue remains as to how A is oriented to himself and to 
others. This issue does not become resolved in the least 
by the end of either this particular session or of the 
total, therapy experience.

With consideration of the interpretation that this 
discourse is problematic by virtue of confusion, perhaps 
a closer focus upon the interaction will lead to more 
explicitly stated conclusions as to the nature of the 
experience of A and T. It is important to keep in mind 
that in this particular study the analyst is also a
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participant, a co-creator of the discourse. This factor 
adds having available a participant account of the inter
action bringing to bear historical aspects of the relation
ship which keep contributing to the participants' experience, 
and in this case, to the analysis also. Participant- 
observation as a research methodology is an important con
cern for the social sciences generally.

Tn 1 finds A responding to T's "Aren't you still 
okay" " Yeah uh Yeah . . . "  communicating some uncertain
ty by virtue of the fall-rise on the first "yeah" and the 
fall-rise of the second "yeah". And what follows, in lexical 
content, seems to attempt to clear up the uncertainty by 
A's comparison of the outcomes of past binges with his cur
rent state of affairs. However, as discourse, the prosodic 
uncertainty remains and is not resolved.

A notable feature of A's talk in this passage is 
the appearance of a rhetorical strategy involving opposi- - 
tions and contrasts. There are several examples of this 
strategy operating in both the prepositional and the prosod
ic aspects of the talk. This kind of strategy usually 
serves to make explicit various relevant perspectives in 
one's argument concerning a topic. For example, in Tn 1,
A begins with the claim that things are better now for him.
He illustrates this with a "last time" versus "now" com
parison. This contrast should work quite well in serving
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to elaborate upon the rather hesitant proposition " Yeah
uh Yeah// I feel a hell of a lot better uh/about my self"
which prosodically, with the falling-rising contour on both 
instances of yeah, does not exactly match with a convention
al yes reply to the question "Aren't you still okay?" to
convey "yes, I feel better". This falling-rising contour
implies a reservation of sorts and a tentativeness which 
raises an expectation that some explanation will follow to 
clarify.

A more conventional way of conveying "Yes I feel 
better" could be Yeah uh Yeah where the high fall on the 
second "yeah"- strongly substantiates the answer as yes, 
certainly. Also a Yeah uh Yeah with the low fall on yeah 
would signal a simple statement of fact that yes, I feel 
better.

To consider further the doubtfulness conveyed by 
this first utterance of Tn 1, one might look at where the 
prominent syllables occur. "I feel a hell of a lot better 
about my self" A asserts his proposition here with the same 
kind of tentativeness as the "yeahs" carry. This consists 
of simply a low fall on "better" followed by a rising-falling 
tone on "self" producing an effect of simple straightforward 
information followed by a questioning tone on "myself" 
which serves as a way of potentially contradicting the 
simple assertion.
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If A had said-— I feel a 1 hell of a lot better about 

myself--and then continued with the before and after talk, 
most probably there would be little question ,relating to 
the issue of whether A feels better or not. A simple con
tent analysis of this segment of the passage does not totally 
shed light on the "uncertainty". Linguistic analysis is also 
necessary. To understand "uncertainty", one must know that 
there is a conventional sound that interacts effectively 
with "matched" prepositional content leading to the under
standing of "certainty"; and when this kind of congruence 
does not occur, some "difficulty" arises in the understand
ing, the nature of which can only be explained through lin
guistic analysis in conjunction with the other kinds of 
analysis. Such difficulties may be as simple as verbal 
irony where the propositional content is deliberately con
tradicted by the prosody. There is no clue that would lead 
one to understand irony as a reading for this particular 
passage.

Immediately follows a new direction involving cur
rent experience— what is to happen at work.

Before looking closely at the new direction one 
might notice the conjunction "and" which connects the 
feeling better about myself theme with the period of adjust
ment theme. These themes have some topical similarity in 
view of the fact that A is making assertions about himself.
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In the first instance, the assertions concern his feelings, 
while in the second instance the assertions entail some 
talk about what A will experience at work. There is a cer
tain level of acceptability in the conjoining of these 
themes (I feel...and I've got...), although hearing both 
together produces some sort of confusion which doesn't seem 
easy to explain.

"And" could be construed here as some sort of hesi
tation phenomena except that the text usually shows A to 
use "uh" for this purpose. Overall, there seems to be some 
missing material between "myself" and "and" in that "I I've 
got a period now of adjustment I have to go through" sounds 
like.introductory talk for new material rather than the
second part of a conjoint pair.• )

A more usual way to get from feeling better now to 
what will be happening in some future time would be to use 
a transition like "Be that as it may" or some other tran
sitional phrase. Instead the new direction simply arises 
and the hearer is left with a semblance of confusion.

This new direction begins with "and I I've got a 
'period now of adjustment I have to go through 'at work" 
which follows closely upon "...feel that much better about 
myself...". This implies some difficulty which A expects 
to experience in the future related to some new situation 
at work. "Because I'll be going out...selling them"
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functions to describe what this new state of affairs will 
be. The close proximity of the period of adjustment issue 
on the heels of the feeling better about self claim pro
vides a rather hard-to-follow sequiturity in view of the 
absence of transition material. For example, A might 
have vsaid "I feel better about myself now; however I have 
this difficult time upcoming at work which will have cer
tain tasks associated with the job".

As A utters "I won't be taking any more complaint 
calls..." an implication of no difficulty effectively calls 
into question whether a "period of adjustment" will be taking 
place as claimed. Ordinarily a worker does not require a 
"period of adjustment" when the job is changed through 
removal of undesirable tasks. To say that one would require 
a "period of adjustment" to not have to take complaint calls 
thus making one's job easier perhaps would constitute a 
joke.

With the contradiction arising through the juxtaposi
tion of the implied difficulty of the "period of adjustment" 
involving buying and selling houses with the "complaint 
call" change a question arises as to how these utterances 
fit together. One might answer this question by looking 
at the next utterance "I'll still be renting properties". 
There seems a way to change things around to create a 
greater sense of flow from one utterance to the next.
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This change might be "I've got a period of adjust

ment. . .because. and buying houses and selling them"
"Although I won't be taking any more complaint calls...", 
which adds the transitional marker and serves to change 
the status of the utterance from an implicit contradiction 
to one which furthers the "period of adjustment" theme.

Such confusion continues and its mounting seems to 
coincide with the utterance "which I don't like the idea 
of... I'll get y ' know (for me)".

What happens here is the beginning of a parenthetical 
aside, the shift into a downward register over the phrasal 
groupings when the decreased loudness and increased speed 
along with a shorter range of stress and long stretches of 
talk between pauses demands increased listener attention 
to keep pace. Parenthetical asides usually occur where
upon the speaker will return to earlier material. It is 
clear that this aside relates to "renting properties" in 
that it serves to elaborate A's feelings on the subject.
This aside is quite conventional in view of its prosodic 
"signalling" of the material as being aside or elaboration 
of the theme "renting properties". As a parenthetical 
aside, this utterance functions quite well until the "but" 
occurs in Tn 5.

Tn 2 and Tn 4 are T's "mhm" with low falling con
tour, a communication of "back channel" listener response.
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indicating awareness of the speaking activity. These occur 
quickly and without a very slow playback speed seem to over
lap A's talk. Tn 4 occurs between the fading and low falling 
"y'know" and the continued low falling hardly audible "for 
me11.

So far, then, there has been a somewhat lengthy 
stretch of talk which has seemed to move in direction three 
times: (1) A's estimation of how he feels currently,
(2) the period of adjustment at work, and (3) some asser
tions relating to renting properties. One might possibly 
be experiencing a restlessness of wanting to arrive at some 
conclusion as to what has actually been communicated since 
the focus of this talk remains fuzzy. The interaction of 
the prosodic frame with the lexical material seems to re
flect that A is uncertain about his first direction, expe
riences some play of certainty about the second, and is 
unsure as to the status of the third. The "certainty" 
interpretation seems to hold because prosodically A sounds 
like he knows what he's talking about. This raises an 
expectation that organized discourse will follow. What 
actually happens is some moments of clarity and moments 
of opacity. Clarity comes when there is some sign that 
different parts of the discourse are connected in conven
tional ways. For example "period of adjustment...because", 
that is, a certain state of affairs exists for the following
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reason. Opacity arises when expectations are raised but 
not satisfied.

This sequence takes too short a period of time to 
have such a number of major propositions standing especially 
when one considers that Tn 1 is the answer to T's question 
"Aren't you still okay?" The question is a very usual one 
in therapy whereas A's initial response, Tn 1 begins to 
develop an answer. Insofar as "uncertainty" seems the 
interpretation by the end of the first set of utterances, 
conventionally one would expect more elaboration on whether 
or not A is okay. Instead what happens is that A utters 
" . . .feel that much better about myself and I I've got
a period of adjustment . . " which changes direction not
only from his current status of being, to the next talk 
which is not overtly noted as a new point, that is, no 
prosodic, nonverbal nor rhetorical announcement indicating 
such as the case until it is well underway. However, the 
segment when considered in isolation can be clear leading 
one to understand some level of "certainty" as A's orien
tation towards work until the elaboration on the proposition 
about renting properties. '

There is a further confounding in this segment of 
interaction which relates to the fact that T in this study 
is also the analyst. This additional confusion arises out 
of some historical knowledge relating to the way A has here



reported the sequence of events in comparison with what 
he has reported elsewhere in his talk (not recorded), in 
addition to the talk several moments before the text of 
Example IV-4 begins, where A asserts that he had gotten 
the work problems straightened out before the drinking 
began: ". . . I did go to Dave and saying I want out of
property management but it'd by y 1 know it'd all culminated 
at that point". The fact that this point unfolds within 
an aside keeps it subsidiary to a certain extent but in 
view of T's much later responses to A's summation as to 
what "caused" him to begin his binge, and his assertion 
soaked with tentativeness that he now feels very "good" 
about things, both of which are accomplished in three 
stretches of asides between Tn 15 and Tn 16 not in the 
transcript here, shows at least that T did notice to some 
extent the sequence of events' discrepancy and alludes to 
it without the direct "challenge" characteristics of a 
full experience of Mood 1.

Tn 5 continues with a pause of two seconds and 
then "uh" appearing with high stress and rise. This new 
contour is experienced as fulfilling the expectation that 
A is beginning a new utterance. This is followed by a 
pause of four seconds noticeably long for narrative mono
logue. "But I was saying . . uh today to Bill" with low
stress on "but" and low fall on "saying" when considered 
in isolation, communicates the quality of simple
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introductoriness not calling to notice any particular lexi
cal item as would but 'I was saying . . uh today to Bill,
which would communicate some kind of importance awarded to 
the fact that A was the speaker and Bill the listener. As 
it appears in the text, the utterance gives the information
of who was in which role but in somewhat unsettling terms

\
as the impression.

This type of phrase in being introduced by "but" 
seems at first to be one of transition between the earlier 
material and what is to come. ■ "But" as a conjunction 
ordinarily signals some relationship between themes. The 
connection between the themes need not be extremely close 
although a common topic is required. There is also some 
combination of "similarity" and "difference" in the appro
priate use of "but". Looking closely at "but" in the 
utterance here, its presence implies some connection with 
renting properties. However, as the utterance actually 
develops one cannot say for sure whether "but" signals 
a connection to this, to earlier material or to the de
gression which actually follows.

The propositional content which does follow--the 
Bill story— does not go together with renting properties 
without seeming odd. If one hears "but I was saying" 
another possibility that there might be a return to even 
earlier material, perhaps the period of adjustment talk.
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As "uh...today to Bill that„.„uh uhh I resented.-." gets 
going there is confusion resulting from trying to figure 
out the most usual connection for this talk. It is defi
nitely associated with the theme working in the office and 
the accompanying problematics which serve to "justify" A's 
complaints. How this talk relates to A's "feeling better", 
"period of adjustment" or whatever is difficult to compre
hend.

With the story of what A told Bill, one expects 
some point will emerge if not manifestly then by implica
tion. What does happen is that as this passage moves on 
the impression of clarity with regards to what A is saying 
now gives way to non-clarity as to why this story of Bill 
is present at all in terms of how it relates to "Aren't 
you still okay?" and all the subsequent material. However 
it acts here, this passage assists in maintaining general 
confusion not only of its relationship to earlier talk but 
also of its relationship to the talk beginning with "that 
uh . . . uh I resented/resent/being shut up in the office
//I "resent [4 sec] being stuck there".

This kind of parallel construction, an effective 
argumentative device rhetorically produces increased listen
er attention. As he utters "resent", A most effectively 
creates an impression of seriousness as well as a coaxing 
presupposition that he has a right to such feelings. This 
seems to result as "resent" appears in high fall followed



236
by downward register shift and low falling "resent" and 
low falling "office". The next "resent" appears in extra 
high stress followed by a very long pause, highly stressed 
"stuck" with low falling "there". The impression conveyed 
here by the talk is that A is dissatisfied with the work 
demands to the point of umbrage. The situation seems well 
beyond his control in that he was "being shut up in the 
office . . . being stuck there" implying an absence of
choice on his part. "Resented" implies a past experience 
whereas "resent" paralleled by "resent" implies currency1—  
low fall downward register followed by extra high stress.
In effect, A seems to be communicating that he had been 
and still is indignant over the situation. Thereupon follows 
a listing a negative attributes in terms of four require
ments of A's work scene, clearly asserting the problematics 
of his employment.

This study of the past work situation does not seem 
to bear much relationship to the future oriented "period of 
adjustment" theme. By the time one arrives at "Resented" 
there seems no way to connect this talk to earlier material. 
In isolation this series of utterances beginning with "but" 
makes sense. The story of how A disliked his job in the 
office hangs together conventionally. The parenthetical 
aside beginning with "No I put in as al almost as many 
hours as Dave..." flows propositionally and prosodically 
appropriate manner of delivery.
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- What A seems to be communicating is a current per

spective on the feelings he has experienced in the office 
in the past. He acts as a narrator in terms of his role 
of reporting to Bill, and offers an empathic retrospective 
view of himself and his seclusion there. The case is built 
as one of "support" of the feelings of resentment as he 
singles himself out as one who has had to work harder than 
the other employees there. As A's recycling of this same 
theme, his work situation, the carefully and strategically 
built case collapses.

Instead of strongly emphasizing his proposition in 
terms of, for example, uttering high falling tones or highly 
stressed words along with his rhetorical device of short 
tone groupings, A develops this theme in a parenthetical 
aside prosody which already signals a decrease in impor
tance of the material. And his lexical content changes 
from "I resent..." to "Oh woe is me...". The understanding 
seems to have changed from an empathy to a variety of self- 
abasement, implying a strange voluntariness as a character
istic of his feeling toward himself from his perspective 
as narrator.

As the utterance "so I was I was I was feeling sorry 
for myself there" comes up, the hearer again becomes lost. 
This seems to result from a denial of the expectation that 
A truly and justifiably "resented" his job in the office.
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While this- stands, the next utterance, a contradiction of 
his being justified arises! One is left in wonderment as 
to which direction is the appropriate one insofar as both 
cannot be the case. It would be difficult to answer the 
question here "How does A really feel about his job"?

This story of Bill passage resubmits the historical 
knowledge contradiction that revolved around the issues of 
Tn 1. In Tn 5, Bill is the person who has intervened in 
A's binge. A has just left Bill's home, gone to his own 
apartment, changed clothing and come to the agency for the 
appointment with T. With this much history, one can assume 
that A ordinarily would have been giving his reasons for 
why he began the binge to Bill, who works in the same office 
as A and who, thus, potentially faces the same kinds of 
problems. Bill has told A that he is an alcoholic but has 
remained abstinent for nine years. Bill has escorted A to 
an Alcoholic Anonymous meeting the night before. These 
having all occurred in the recent past create the possibility 
that A has rehearsed the rationale for his binge at least 
once with Bill as well as a second report of the binge during 
the Alcoholics Anonymous meeting where the persons gather to 
focus on their drinking in a predetermined format of "how I 
was when drinking" and "how I am now when sober". Each 
person takes a turn and gives his or her "drunk-a-logue". 
There is also the factor that A knows what he has in the
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past reported to T about his life and relationships, his 
past employment problems and his quite recent training 
and licensing in realty. The historical knowledge includes 
some report concerning A's having chosen about six months 
earlier to concentrate in property management in view of 
his having had no earnings during his initial two months 
of sales with an earlier realty. In a consequent move to 
the current real estate company, with his absence of income 
being prime focus, A was offered by the new boss, Dave, an 
option of doing both sales and some property management.
This also did not produce much in the way of income, and 
led to A's request of Dave to take over and rework the whole 
property management system. Subsequently, A accomplished 
the task and in addition also did sales work for several 
months before the time of this session.

By the ending of the passage " . . .  and I wasn't . 
being paid by the hour . . ."it seems A, by virtue of his
description, resents the inside and outside aspects of his 
job which effectively includes the whole scope of his pro
fessional activities.

The next group of utterances beginning with "No 
I put in as al almost as many hours as Dave" arises as the 
parenthetical aside related to the earlier material of the 
state of affairs of A's work scene. The listener experience 
seems to be a sort of trance-producing quality which only



becomes interrupted as the utterance ". . . saying oh woe
is me/ huh//" unfolds. This being a rather archaic expres
sion carries a conventional meaning of a comic sort or 
joking as opposed to what a listener might expect that 
people would say when they express distress. Even with a 
high falling stress the utterance would not amount to an 
impression of seriousness. The meaning of this utterance 
seems to be nonserious expression of a rather casual sort. 
The fact that a usual American cultural belief is that one 
is not to feel sorry for himself, and that A here presents 
himself earlier as having transcended his pain anyway:
"I'll be going out into the field more. . . I won't be
. . seems to create the rather strange conflict in what
turns out to be A's conclusion. The following two utter
ances develop the "woe is me" theme into an impressive 
statement relating that A's conclusion is that he must have 
what he thinks others have, a somewhat immature way for an 
adult in his position to behave, by social standards at 
least.

The impression here is that A is reinterpreting the 
status of his resentment, a point made clearly and effec
tively before, although the choice of the particular 
stereotypical "woe is me" terminology in the aside calls 
into question the status of the shift in point of view.
The degree of emphasis awarded the three appearances of
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"resent" just a few seconds earlier does not prepare a 
listener for a total reversal of the argument unless such 
would have been conventionally introduced. For example,
A might have said something to the effect that all the 
tasks really are bothersome and he got to the point of feel
ing sorry for himself, but in view of his goals and his 
position in the firm, he'd just have to get through the bad 
to get the good. Additionally, the expectation that this 
particular segment of discourse is rehearsed, which may be 
supported by its being asserted as a report of something A 
told Bill earlier as well as its regularity of tempo, a 
singular long pause only, and high fluency despite the in
creased speed, which features continue until the utterance 
concerning property management begins. "And all I had to 
do was say/realize . . . wanna do that" continues prosod-
ically in the same aside format; however it keeps high the 
level of confusion in that the lexical material seems to 
continue the case against the legitimacy of resentment but 
also begins a case against A's feeling sorry for self, 
seemingly suggesting that all A's complaints are unjusti
fied including his response of self-pity. Adding A's 
report of how he came to the decision to consume alcohol 
and the report's relationship to all the arguments he has 
so far presented in terms of job pressures, seems more to 
call into question his reports as opposed to clarifying



242
the nature of A's experience of feeling overwhelmed, which 
he had offered as rationale for resuming the drinking in 
the first place„ However, the framing of the utterance 
"And all I had to do was . . ." does not lead fully, to a
conclusion that A considers all of his behavior as unjusti
fied. This probably occurs in that there is no obvious 
transition, lexical or otherwise, to clarify what the point 
Of the talk actually is. Rather, the talk here continues 
to sound like further elaboration on the "woe is me" idea 
while propositionally one finds thematic contrast. This is 
the case because what actually emerges is A's calling into 
question what he has just said immediately before. This 
kind of "unbalanced" contrast creates some difficulty in 
terms of clearly countering expectation on both fronts. If 
A would have moved into a higher register such would have 
at least "supported" the new material raised by the contras
ting prepositional content as a potential new point. "And 
all I had to do was say realize that I'm ( ) who am I to
say . . .  I wanna do that" presents some confusing contrast 
also. First, "who am I . . .1 wanna do that" is a paren
thetical aside which develops in the larger aside which 
began with the talk "No I put in as al-almost as many hours 
as Dave . . .". This new aside accelerates in tempo while
dropping in register and becomes hardly audible outside of 
close attention through many replays of the recording.
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The next set of utterances, raised shift in regis

ter, low stress, "but, I'm also caught with/ . . . making
it on yourself", establishes the fuller devil's advocate 
position A has taken of late, developing the fifth main 
theme— the benefits of property management (if one accepts 
that the direction of "woe is me" could be the fourth main 
theme).

Here the prosodic and rhetorical frame interacting 
with the lexical material leaves no doubt that there is a 
new theme on its way, the aside beginning with "in property 
management . . through the end of Tn 7. This talk intro
duced with "but I'm also caught with" sounds like it per
tains to the much earlier period of adjustment theme. This 
occurs insofar as the register raises and the semantic and 
cultural expectations which prevail when a person reports 
being "caught". This implies some kind of lack of choice 
in that one is entangled in or fastened to some situation.
A period of adjustment implies a time during which one 
would work out the feeling of entanglement.

There could be another interpretation of "caught" 
here as potentially related to catch meaning,attract atten
tion, or to arouse interest. A could be saying that there 
is some kind of "catch" he notices. Both this and the 
earlier interpretation can stand for a while. The "catch" 
is that property management referring to being in the office
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renting properties and taking complaint calls is more secure 
income.

At this point A's argument seems to fall into some 
sort of opposition between working outside in sales on com
mission versus working in the office in management on 
salary— a pleasant insecurity opposed to an unpleasant 
security-^which A finally, in Tn 9, sums, "so I want my cake 
and eat it too", looking like the main point of the whole 
segment of discourse. This claim also remains confusing by 
virtue of the historical situation that A reported doing 
sales work in addition to property management for some time 
before this interview, at the time of the report offering 
such as evidence for how well things were going financially. 
The balance was definitely towards management in that A had 
assumed full responsibility for that part of the business. 
The clear statement of the dichotomy, though, muddies some
what in terms of its relationship to the rest of A's orien
tation to himself and his employment insofar as he has from 
quite early in his job had his cake and eaten it too.

Tn 11 reaffirms Tn 9, conventionally moving again 
into an aside which seems like it ought to be an extension 
of the Tn 9 main point. There is somewhat of a logical 
contradiction between the assertion and the aside. If one 
takes the assertion "I want my cake and eat it too" as fan
tasy then there need not be a contradiction. However, A 
does not indicate that fantasy is a possibility. This is
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not the case if the listener takes A's proposition as 
serious, whereupon immediately the complication falls out 
for view. A claims to want something which seems quite 
improbable for him to achieve in view of his life history 
and especially in view of the fact that he has less than 
one year's employment with the real estate firm. In a 
sense, A cannot want what he wants and succeed under the 
ordinary circumstances of everyday employment practices.
The clichd "so I want my cake and eat it too" usually 
carries a negative connotation implying that someone has 
wanted too much. A does not use the kind of prosody which 
could help the listener decide how to take his utterance 
here as serious or non-serious.

There is the rising-falling tone on both "too" and 
"work" which signals a tentativeness in both the clichd 
and its paraphrase, "I wanna be able to work when I wanna 
work". These parallel constructions are then contrasted 
thematically by a nearly inaudible parenthetical aside 
"but I (won't have any bread) y 'know to do it with".
Exactly how this seals the "cake and eat it too argument" 
is difficult to know. Propositionally the absence of the 
whole phrase preceding "y'know to do it with" prevents the 
clue that content analysis gives. However prosodically, 
the aside could signal that the material is merely elabora
tion and not critical to understanding the point. With A,
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this convention cannot be honored as one never knows what 
to expect concerning A Vs talk.

T's talk until Tn 17 consists of the back channel 
responses which function to allow the unwinding of this 
whole discourse without any attempt to ask for clarity.
In this way T agrees to A's strategy as her participation 
in this therapy.

In a sense a full circle has been run through the 
time of this episode beginning with how A feels now that 
he has stopped drinking through the period of adjustment, 
what he has said to Bill, what he feels and thinks in the 
office, the type of pay system he's on, his work tasks, 
what he should have said or done and so on, complete with 
three cycles of asides to wind up with A's conclusion as 
to his relationship to his experience. Despite its length 
and elaborateness the meaning of this interaction is 
Bewilderment.

A's discourse creates constant collision between 
its temporal organization established in terms of the 
prosodic patterning protractedly conflicting with thematic 
development, thus making quite difficult any experience of 
trying to create sense out of his talk. The kind of con
flict lies in the interrelationship of the content of A's 
discourse, the way it is framed prosodically and the con
sequent alternation of clarity and non-clarity.
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Issues of Psychotherapy for A and T 

As has been suggested above, the overall issue for 
A and T is related to A's acceptance of his ontological 
responsibility, where therapy could have potentially served 
as a period of personal preparation for such an acknowledg
ment. What occurs instead is an unending series of manipula
tions and struggles for control which on the surface appear 
to be cooperation. There is no claim that A intended his 
discourse to be this way, likewise for T.

The specific issues which emerge from the larger one 
of existential accountability are those individual diffi
culties A had described which seemed to block his achieve
ment of a mature self-satisfaction and of other particular 
goals. The social-organizational status of psychotherapy 
makes available the possibility of the therapist's raising 
a certain class of questions of which "Why are you here?" 
is one member. As an occasioned activity, therapists and 
clients frequently engage in conversation about why the 
client is there and other questions related to their expec
tations concerning the event of psychotherapy. In an impor
tant sense, therapy can begin when the above or a similar 
remark is posed.

For A, the answer to this question changed over 
time. This in itself is not unusual in therapy, although 
the manner of change for A is quite notable in terms of
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its perplexing confusion and its variantly oriented mean
ings. This same kind of muddling occurred in terms of all 
the therapy issues A raised. For example, the formats of 
change with regards to the nature of A's experience of 
alcohol can illuminate the tumult associated with attempting 
to make sense out of A's orientation to his drinking as well 
as to communicate the character of the opacity as it existed 
within the other large issues of psychotherapy.

A's initial request for individual therapy was granted 
and therapy began. A reported his primary problem at that 
time to be his inability to avoid prolonged ethanol intoxi
cation beyond a six- to eight-week period. As sessions 
occurred, A brought up other life difficulties which he felt 
were related to his repeatedly failing in this as well as 
other regards. A's orientation remained heavily organized 
around his drinking or his abstinence both in terms of his 
discussion of his past life, and also as a pivot for de
scribing his current uncomfortable situation. His descrip
tion involved frequent markings of time or events in 
association with whether he was drinking or not drinking.
For example, he discussed all past marriages and all situa
tions of employment in relation to "I was drinking then" or 
"I began drinking right before...", and some references to 
situations with "I was very active in AA then..." by implica
tion, a time of abstinence from alcohol. One notices by



this behavior that alcohol serves in some kind of life 
organizational capacity for A.

Within six weeks of initiation of therapy with T,
A had begun drinking nightly, while during the weekly ses
sions he did not mention it despite T's questioning as to 
how things were going. This nightly drinking eventually 
developed into a full binge lasting somewhere beyond three 
weeks whereupon A telephoned, describing himself as afraid 
of stopping the drinking, and requested T to arrange for 
an inpatient hospital admission for detoxification support. 

A's initial therapy issue with alcohol is:
1. "I am an Alcoholic... I need help to stop drinking... 

A's orientation towards'himself and alcohol shifts over the 
duration of therapy according to the"assertions listed below 
all of which arise within later sessions accompanied by
A's elaboration of supporting evidence as to their truth.

Further assertions of A's drawn sequentially from 
the recordings which illustrate this shifting are as follows

2. "I am an Alcoholic I don't need help to stay sober 
I need help to..."

3. "I did my little act again I got drunk I'm going 
to AA again and with a little help from you..."

4. "No I don't like drunks and in my childhood 
I hated 'em..."

5. "I don't like to think of myself as an Alcoholic 
it's very distasteful..."
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6. "I have managed to get along and be a drunk and 

never had to pay the price..."
7. "I took great pride for a while in saying I'm an 

Alcoholic. That was a cop out for me..."
8. "Somewhere along the line I keep defeating 

myself...I keep getting drunk...if that's 
defeating myself..."

9. "I don't feel I'm a drunk...I'm not an Alcoholic..."

A has not clarified which if any of these mutually 
contradicting stands are more like he sees himself— his 
Face (Goffman, 1967).

Other issues such as the nature of A's relationship 
with his parents, A ' s openness toward himself and others, 
and A's goals in therapy fall in the same kind of contra
dictory line as with the issue of alcohol, reaching no reso
lutions as to what A's experience actually was. They all 
simply ended as A failed to return for further appointments 
and did not answer correspondence from T.

The fact that the kinds of contradictions described 
above occur in the psychotherapy is not in itself sufficient 
to claim that the therapy was not satisfactory. Here, the 
Goffman insights on face-work are important to help under
stand what is happening in the therapy with A and T. In 
a person's communicative behavior there is a kind of negoti
ation, an ongoing process "understood" by the participants.
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To make explicit this understanding, one needs to be able 
to reveal what strategies the participants use to create 
each phase of an interaction. One person makes a move and 
understands something about how that move is handled by- 
others. The pattern of activity whereby one communicates 
his view is his "line" (Goffman, 1967) to which the person 
commits himself. Through talk this commitment comes into 
public view and the actors become known.

As Goffman explains, persons protect, invest in, 
and defend their ideas about themselves. These ideas do 
not seem to be vulnerable to facts and things, but rather 
to communications. Ordinarily members receive support for 
their "face" from social relationships and there is also 
available support for changing one's "face". A reports 
significant isolation from social participation as he 
comes to therapy, which amounts to a structured way to 
change one's "face". In order for change to occur, there 
must be some new possibilities opened up within the inter
action. Opening up new possibilities entails some higher 
measure of personal risk or jeopardy than ordinary talk.
To get through this jeopardy the participants need to 
share a commitment to such an experience.

Rather what in actuality happens between A and T 
is that there appears to be no mutual cooperation or com
mitment, but simply a deference of one to the other within
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the discourse, and therefore little depth of understanding 
is achieved. There is the overriding "conflict" in terms 
of a "struggle for control" of the discourse which effec
tively precludes the development of the deeper kind of 
relationship ordinarily associated with psychotherapy.

Family Resemblances:
Implications for Psychotherapy

The purpose of this section is to reflect upon some 
issues arising from the interpretation that the interaction 
between A and T is unsatisfactory as therapy. Throughout 
the elucidation of the text, the overwhelming finding is 
that the interaction rarely achieves shared intelligibility. 
That is, the participants do not cooperate in disclosing 
themselves to the other. One eventually notices the thin 
plating over top of the interaction rifting and falling 
away to reveal a very deep-seated struggle between A and T 
for control of the discourse. This struggle continues 
throughout the text despite the shifting of moods, and un
folds in such idiosyncratic ways that there seems to arise 
no new possibilities wherein these persons might begin to 
realize their interactional goals. These goals remain un
stated and perhaps unstatable to some extent.

Both A and T show at least implicit acceptance of 
their relationship despite its limited and limiting reper
toire. Each audiotape recording holds resemblant formats 
whereby the moods appear and shift, and appear and shift.
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and so on. T never effectively counters A's strategies, 
and A never directly reveals himself. That other options 
have not been opened up by the interactants remains quite 
problematic. There occurs quite usually some measure of 
struggle in psychotherapy interactions. The struggle is 
related to the nature of the specific event, the orientation 
of each particular participant to self and to other, as 
well as the goal of the interaction, and varies uniquely 
with each occasion of therapy. The struggle frequently 
resolves through a mutually created openness for the intdr- 
actants, although sometimes it does not.

In interacting with A, T seems to accept A's gam
bits and ploys and contradictions through her strategy that 
when a major contradiction arises, she directly questions 
A in terms of the past material. This questioning ceases 
well before a point of forcing A to clarify and restate his 
talk. T could have used more confrontive types of tech
niques, or some other means of getting control of the inter
action. T's only strategy for assuming control occurs in 
the Mood 2 interaction. T allows A to report what he is 
doing, feeling, or thinking, no matter what value he es
pouses, and works from whatever that place is in terms of 
moving towards assisting A in choosing ontological respon
sibility. Reviewing these sessions underscores the fact 
that the interaction of A and T never achieved even the 
very beginnings of communication much less larger goals.



Insofar as psychotherapy attempts to get at the 
participants' truth, and such was not accomplished in the 
interaction at hand by virtue of the avoidance strategies 
and struggle for control shown within the unfolding of the 
text, one can readily conclude that psychotherapy did not 
Occur for either A or T.



CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

The purpose of this study has been to demonstrate a 
direction for linguistic discourse analysis to expand its 
traditional notions of meaning as reference or mental 
image within a rationalist-empiricist model to include the 
concept of occasional, socially constructed meaning in order 
to develop an empirical and practical analysis of the client- 
therapist communication in psychotherapy.

The more general and overall prevailing intention 
has been a reflection geared towards a rethinking of the 
fundamental concepts in linguistics which, at least until 
the recent years, have remained incapable of directing the 
understanding of what human discourse is all about. It is 
within the study of meaning as it is created and experienced 
in social action that the field of linguistics is striking
ly weak.

In order to achieve such goals the study has di
rected attention to those issues which are crucial to par
ticipants in specific interactions making explicit whatever 
interpretations arise. Following this, explanation of how 
the conclusions are arrived at, the nature of the interac
tional goals, and the kind of understanding achieved by

255
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the participants all serve to shed light on how the inter
pretation of the discourse is the meaning of the discourse. 
Additionally, some problems existing in the interaction 
and their implications in terms of the purpose of psycho
therapy have been identified. The hypothesis that the 
creation of a deep mutual understanding in therapy interac
tion is hindered when participants are in conflict as to 
what the interaction is to achieve, particularly when such 
conflict is not brought to the level of explicit attention 
in the situation, quite succinctly describes the interac
tional predicament of A and T.

Review of the literature of meaning in its central
ity as the issue of discourse shows that two predominate 
styles of approaches have developed in philosophy and the 
human social sciences neither of which have been able to 
adequately address the questions relating to conversational 
analysis. Specific attention has been directed to two 
investigations based upon psychotherapy interactions

It is suggested that the philosophical assump
tions and resultant limitations of these studies have under
scored the need for a new way of illuminating the data of 
human discourse. The thrust of earlier investigations has 
been to provide some variation of a structurally based 
approach, all of which have proven themselves unable to 
account for the understanding participants have as they go
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about creating meaning. While the conceptual format of 
the Type B style of thought is congenial to the issues of 
human discourse, these theories have not provided a way to 
demonstrate empirical validity.

A hermeneutic approach, a non-structurally based 
format for looking at interactional meaning- which begins 
in the interpretation and moves to clarify what in the dis
course allows such an interpretation, provides the avenue 
for elucidating by means of empirical validation what the 
participants accomplish in their discourse. The data base 
is excerpted from four audiotape recorded therapy sessions 
which have been described with focus on the communication 
activity of client and therapist. The interpretation of 
these interactions is that, as a whole, the relationship 
between A and T remains distant, separated by a strangely 
inflexible barrier Of a very complicated sort. Investiga
tion of the possible bases of this interpretation unravels 
at best the beginnings of an understanding of the orienta
tions of A and T to self and to other. What appears to be 
happening repeatedly is a kind of fusion of the discourse 
into a perseveration of interactional moods in which the 
strategies of the participants without deviation uphold 
the increasingly smothering cycle and despite consternation 
with the experience, A and T do not egress from their re
stricting and narrow mutual confinement. This uncomfortable
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echolalia of sorts suppresses the ability of either partici
pant to create therapy.

The reader might notice that there has been no need 
to appeal to structuralist theoretic notions in order to 
arrive at an ordinary understanding of the text. One is 
able to decide at least to some extent what is going on in 
the interaction of A and T without resorting to talk about 
abstract acts, motives, or other such entities. There have 
been many instances in the text where sentences did fit the 
description of certain grammatical structures such as yes/ 
no question, and others and yet as has been seen, the way 
that- the sentence relates to the particular interaction 
cannot be determined solely on the basis of its structural 
characteristics. The fact that structural categorizations 
are clear and explicit and easy to describe does not offer 
sufficient rationale to presuppose that these structures 
underlie the behavior. In personal experience, the behavior 
arises and the structures are those regularities, themselves 
interpretations, based on it. The particular aspects of 
communication activity that can be observed only make sense 
within the background of cultural practices. The analysis 
has attempted to "explicitate" in an elementary fashion 
the relationship between the interaction of speakers and 
the interpretations arising out of the interaction. To 
accomplish this, discourse as human social action is viewed
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as temporally organized, unfolding, necessarily cumulative 
through experienced time where meaning is jointly produced 
and occasional. As such, it can be investigated within 
linguistics if the focus remains on analysis of the infor
mation, meaning as it is created in discourse, rather than 
the usual restraining approach of searching for patterns 
in the talk and attributing as "abstract" those entities, 
aspects, or elements which do not fall into the prescribed 
format or program. Traditional linguistics in the person 
of the structural analyst is not prepared to probe beyond 
the visible activity of the talk. When variation occurs 
in the behavior, the structuralist must account for it in 
terms of itself. This is the bind which obliterates his 
ability to determine the meaning of the interaction. This 
behavioral variation can be described only in terms of its 
recurrence or rule-orderedness. When the patterning is 
discovered, the structuralist presumes that the regularity 
establishes the meaning where the latter becomes deter
mined as a result of an analysis which offers one incor
rigible formulation as the meaning.

In the analysis of the excerpts from the therapy 
interactions, there has been the attempt to gather evi
dence for the interpretation that there is failure in the 
communication activity of A and T. Insofar as this failure 
continues throughout the history of their interaction and
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is maintained by the participants, the communication diffi
culty is not repaired and the discourse remains unsatisfac
tory as psychotherapy. Evidence to support this conclusion 
is drawn from the dialogue itself. This procedure empha
sizes the productiveness of allowing the text to direct the 
questioning which means that the format of the analysis 
arises out of the particular text. In lieu of a predeter
mined battery of techniques to be applied to get at the 
meaning of the discourse, what exists prior to the analysis 
is a simple openness to whatever arises in focal awareness. 
And, the logic of selection of what is said and what is 
talked about is imposed by this interrogative orientation 
to the text itself. Meaning is the interpretation arising 
out of the text and is jointly produced by the participants 
and the analyst. And the analysis is a dialectic with the 
text, an ongoing research reflecting upon the interaction 
always open to an uncovering of further meanings.

This research is empirically based in that the 
interpretation is shown to be directly related to isolable 
aspects of the text. For example, in order to verify that 
the communicational activity of A and T is not smoothly 
accomplished and essentially fails as therapy, it is neces
sary to point to some specific instances in the dialogue 
which account for the peculiar problematics and to discuss 
these in terms of how they fail. As is demonstrated by the
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closed and systematic repertoire of Moods, A and T seem 
to operate out of totally different orientations of under
standing and are not simply experiencing a disagreement or 
misconstruing of information. Rather, the kind of communica- 
tional difficulty inheres as a continual struggle for control 
of the discourse— the orientation of A and T mutual combat
ants of a special strain. Their context stands as a barrier 
to the self-realization so urgent for both client and 
therapist within the psychotherapy thus erasing this event 
as a medium for developing their human potential.

The general notion that members construct their 
social worlds requires viewing discourse as chains of infer
ence from which conclusions are drawn as to the nature of 
the message, the kind of activity performed, the sort of 
person one is interacting with, among other judgments. Per
sons can and do operate on sets of cues which are in effect 
partially ordered, family resemblant information. This 
ability provides the basis for recognition of various types 
of discourse such as casual talk, story telling, joking, 
lying, argument, and others, categorized by human cognitive 
processing of an analogical kind. There is the ability to 
construct discourse using cues to develop and refine as 
many distinctions as are needed for one's purposes. Hence, 
the endpoint for interpretation, being arbitrary, can be 
established in terms of the individual's constructions.
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That is, the status of the particular patterns of discourse 
depend upon who the participants are.

To begin to get at what is going on in any discourse 
in a systematic approach, the analyst must accept the text 
as a total continual construction. This means that content 
and prosody are taken to be relational rather than atomistic 
■— lexical content the substance, prosody, the redundancy.
In other words, neither aspect can be defined as an inde
pendent system. Both of these contributions to the message 
arise together and unfold to build textual cohesion via 
thematic development, and cannot be considered separately 
when one's goal is to describe conversation. The temptation, 
in fact the tradition in linguistic science, to sever these 
follows from the long history of analysis of language in 
written form presenting such as time-bound sequences of dis
crete entities. This is quite unlike communicants' actual 
experience of discourse which is one of historical accom
plishment. Since all social action is temporal, its organi
zation is necessarily cumulative through time.

In terms of psychotherapy talk, the hermeneutic 
linguistic analysis provides the tools for looking at rela
tionships in the discourse, both that of prosody to content 
as well as that of the patterning of one part of the text 
to some other part. Thus, linguistic discourse analysis 
acts as the fulcrum for "explicitation" of how the partici
pants arrive at the meaning of the interaction. Linguistic
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analysis supplies the empirical basis of the interpretation, 
and specifies the notion of family resemblance: both the
relationship betwee.n the framing processes and the lexical 
content, and second, the nature of the interaction itself. 
The analysis of the therapy discourse in Chapters 1 and 4 
above describes what kinds of contributions to the event 
the participants give, and serves to clearly demonstrate 
the reasonableness of the contention that the interaction 
investigated in Chapter 4 is not satisfactory as therapy. 
What had been globally experienced by both participants and 
the analyst in their construings, is made explicit and 
empirically verifiable by the hermeneutic method of linguis
tic discourse analysis.

The approach suggested in this study extends the 
current research in linguistic discourse analysis in terms 
of four areas of. concern.

First, this study develops within the theoretical 
view that meaning is a social phenomenon, dependent not 
only upon convention but also upon social interaction. Con
sequently, knowledge of the structure and the logical prop
erties of utterances within discourse remains insufficient 
for the analyst to know the meaning of a text. Other 
requisites are looking at the choices made among the dif
ferent focuses and the presence or absence of certain sur
face features, such as prosodic or nonverbal, which act as
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metacommunicational frames for one's interpretation. Addi
tionally, the notion of context as flexible, a construction 
within the inferential process which uses features such as 
the speaking situation, status of participants and others 
as the givens of an event, allows the analyst to describe 
the communicational strategies which create the context 
itself. Grammatical rules, as with syntax, semantics, and 
phonology become regarded as higher conventions which act 
as constraints upon the form and content of communications. 
Where these are violated, difficulties may result. These 
conventions may be thought of as a means of making sense 
out of one 1s social experience.

As its second area of concern, this study has pro
duced some practical findings. These findings have arisen 
from the actual analysis of psychotherapy sessions in its 
status as a naturally occurring and important event for 
participants. The major hypothesis stating the relationship 
between the goal of psychotherapy and the nature of the 
communication is upheld by virtue of empirically verifiable 
claims concerning the discourse investigated.

Moving to the next questions addressed in this 
study, there are implications for practical application of 
its theory and method to psychotherapy interaction where 
communication problems often occur, and where these are a 
source of serious misunderstanding and accompanying



participant dismay. This is true from the perspectives of 
both participants, therapist as well as client. There is 
an extensive literature aimed at decreasing therapist fa
tigue and depression related to the ongoing strain of spend
ing the majority of one's time attempting to be helpful to 
people who are quite often extremely difficult to assist. 
However, the usual discussion assumes the source of the 
difficulty is the client, seemingly implying that if the 
clients weren't so problematic, the task would be easier.
The oversight in these discussions is failure to determine 
exactly what the problem is. Chronic clientele are not 
always an obstacle to successful communication. Sometimes 
the high and very high functioning persons are more weari
some to interact with, and yet the nature of the pressure 
and strain remains.mysterious. Therapists do not have a 
way of systematically looking at their interactions in 
order to talk about interpretations of the experience, 
which often takes the form that certain clients seem easier 
to interact with in therapy than others or vice versa as 
for T and A. When communication seems troubled most man
euvering to create greater possibilities for successful 
encounter occurs in the therapist adopting a differing 
theoretical stance with which to handle the situation for 
example, a practitioner who tends to "use" Transactional 
Analysis as an approach to psychotherapy will often select
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Gestalt techniques in an attempt to move into a closer 
understanding with the client as to the nature of his expe
rience. This kind of shifting simply begs the question 
and seemingly attends to broken communication where in fact 
it keeps avoiding the real issue of what is going on in the 
interaction. There is also a multifold literature describing 
what approach or techniques a therapist should employ in 
therapy with persons of specific diagnostic types. This 
literature also avoids the issue of the nature of partici
pant experience by heavily suggesting that the therapy 
format can be worked out in advance to avoid failure. This 
style of viewpoint takes the talk for granted, not appre
ciating the constitutive character of the event where lan
guage serves as the means of participant understanding, and 
the talk is the treatment.

Lastly, the method of transcription, description 
and analysis of tape recorded texts advanced by Gumperz 
in his various writings elaborated upon by Bennett (1978a,b) 
and applied to psychotherapy discourse in Bennett and Reed- 
Hartmann (1979) has again been shown to be a viable avenue 
to looking at meaning in interaction. This systematic 
matter-of-fact approach is readily taught to nontechnicians 
of language, notably therapists, teachers, and others, 
because it focuses on looking at the observable features 
of nonverbal or prosodic aspects of discourse which relate
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in conventional ways to social and prepositional content.
The task of learning this method provides potent contrast 
with the highly technical training required by other types 
of linguistic analysis which themselves have failed to get 
at how meaning is constructed. It seems nearly too simple 
to recognize that speakers have been doing something like 
this in conversation anyway, and what people would be taught 
is the systematic way of making their interpretations spe
cific. By virtue of learning to do this kind of analysis, 
it is easy to see that people differ in the way they go 
about creating their experience, and that some ways may 
seem contradictory or strange but the question of how the 
strategies differ can begin to be answered. Understanding 
these differences is to take discourse seriously as a study 
of human experience where doing so involves a commitment. 
This pledge amounts to being open to ourselves, as persons 
living in a world of people and things and relationships 
as part of complexes of group and social phenomena; and 
as persons who feel certain ways some aspects of which are 
expressible in visible behavior; and, as social scientists, 
students of language, and persons open to the question 
How may this experience be described as coming to have 
meaning?
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