DIALOGUE AS A PARTICULAR TYPE OF TEXT
BASED ON COLLABORATION

VIORICA CONDRAT’

Dialogue as an essential form of communication titutes a complex phenomenon
that is worth examining from both linguistic andagmatic perspectives. Far from being
chaotic, its structure comprises a mechanism afhfites and specific conventions that
contribute to the creation of a coherent interactiliscourse. It is, in essence, the
praxiological realization of the speech, and “spees saying) is, definitely,
communication” (Ceeriu 2009: 10).

It is well structured having a coherent internajaotization, which comes as a result of
the participants’ conventional agreement to bercleaef, correct and relevant if they want
to decode the implied meaning correctly (Grice 1988), and, thus, have a successful
verbal interaction. It implies that dialogue is aball collaboration; it is “a flexible text
negotiated between the various participants” (Rmdf2001: 42).

It is important to point to the presence of certaircumstances that ensures the
smooth negotiation of meanings in a dialogue. Thterlocutors are involved in a
collaborative process of realizing their communi@tintentions. The way they structure
their dialogue depends on the context of theiradion.

The role of the context is indisputable, as thdi@spn a verbal interaction may not be
connected one with another on the surface. Itasctincrete situation and the interpersonal
relations of the participants that should be takea consideration in order to decode the
dialogue. In this way, the spatio-temporal particities and the participants’ relations are of
extreme importance in the process of spkech
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The study of dialogue should be done at all legéthe language. At the same time, it
should focus on the pragmatic and socio-culturpkels of communication as well. Thus, it
should be analyzed taking into account:

(1) segmental and supersegmental characteristics;

(2) the morphological and lexical properties of tbequences (specific words, such as:
introductions, closings, words that have a moress ritualistic character);

(3) syntactic relations;

(4) semantic relations;

(5) the pragmatic features of the dialogue regaeted sequence of speech acts;

(6) the control of the interaction;

(7) the socio-cultural properties, the participaants the context.

As the interactive discourse involves the preseoteéboth social and linguistic
behavior, dialogue should be analyzed through twersgectives: interactional and
illocutionary. Each dialogue is built on its intetants’ utterances that carry with them their
individualities and attitudes that may be someticm¥licting. That is why every interactant
willing to have a successful interaction engagesandynamic process of negotiation”
(Edmondson 1981: 54).

Let's consider the following example which is astémce of social activity done via speech:

‘Now, who's going to wash his teeth?’
‘But | don’t want to go to bed.’

At the surface, it is an exchange of two replibg: first is initiative and the second —
reactive. It is an adjacency pair that motivatesnfwithin the participants’ cooperation. The
first has the role of a sender (S), while the sdcoina receiver (R). However, these roles
change with the second reply. This pair is strigdtin such a way that the first line implies
the necessity of having the second.

In this case S1 orients her listener towards tisevaris direction. Indeed, “the word in
living conversation is directly, blatantly orientémlvard a future answer word: it provokes
an answer, anticipates it and structures itsethéanswer’s direction” (Quinn 2006: 117).
However, the response from her interlocutor is sprdiferred one, as the second responds
negatively to the previously asked question.

At the same time, this is a praxiological maniféetaof speech that is constituted of a
series of speech acts, the coherence of whicleisisethe social structure in which they are
realized (Edmonson 1981: 81). If we analyze thigusace outside its context, it will not
make sense. We understand its meaning the momentakee into consideration its
participants (the mother and her son), the timerfag) and the place (their home). It is

that fact that when it comes to the last elememt simould consider the number of the participants,
their individual characteristics, and their intengmnal relations.
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generally acknowledged that before going to bed asea rule, washes their teeth. So the
child understands what his mother actually imphgsthis indirect directive and gives his
response by avoiding mentioning the actual actfomashing his teeth. As both participants
are part of the same socio-cultural background thayage to negotiate the meaning of the
utterances correctly.

At the supersegmental level, the intonation ofutterance plays a significant role. If
said with a raising tone, this directive will hageless categorical meaning, leaving the
possibility to negotiate the postponing of that agen if it may be declined. While said with
a falling tone, it already implies definiteness axgectations to be obeyed.

From the point of view of grammar and semantics tthdmmunicative event is
correct. However, they only help decode the litenehning, not the illocutionary force.

It is known that on any occasion, the action penfed by producing an utterance will
consists of three related acts: locutionary alctguitionary act and perlocutionary act (Austin
1978: 108). When producing an utterance, one doesmy say something about the world
(locution), but we also perform an act (illocutiomhich will have an effect on the listener
(perlocution).

Thus, dialogue is an intricate progression of eimgpdand decoding intended
meanings via inferential processes. The interprigeto take into consideration all the
aspects of the communication in order to be abietéwpret it.

The example below can be regarded as a casuahétitar between two people one
inquiring with no evident purpose about the othersy of spending free time:

‘What are you doing after work?*
‘You don’t hang about, do you, lan?"

However, it is a pre-sequence to an upcoming itigita Moreover, the reply is
already a preparation for the coming refusal. lis thay, both interlocutors prepare each
other for what is to come next. They orient theteraction in the answers’ direction so that
there is no misunderstanding between them. Thedjsaker, wanting to avoid a refusing
act, tries to use a face saving strategy, a preeseg, which is in the form of a casual
guestion ‘What are you doing after workThe second speaker does not want to be blunt
and chooses another strategy: instead of saying stteais doing after work, she expresses
her hopes that he has not been considering to sperdwith her after work. By not
answering, the addresser’s question the addressparps himself for an upcoming refusal.
The use of the tag question emphasizes the facslhigais ironic and probably she will turn
him down.

This delay of refusing directly can be accountedtifie fact that the addressee wants
to save the face of the addresser, as the refusaldace-threatening act. Face, in Brown and
Levinson’s definition, is “the public self imageathevery member wants to claim for
himself” (Brown, Levinson 1987: 61). If a persorysaomething that represents a threat to
the expectations that a hearer has towards hisinsatfe, then we speak about a face
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threatening act. Refusing something contradictssgieaker’'s expectations, thus it is a face
threatening act. It is important for the refusegiwe the impression that he still cares about
the speaker's needs and feelings making use ofiymgioliteness strategies, as avoiding
disagreement, being optimistic, giving reasons, etc

Robin Lakoff formulated the three maxims of theitgoless principle:

(1) don’t impose;
(2) give options;
(3) make the receiver feel good.

In this way, the speaker should be careful notawnd too categorical. He should
ensure his interlocutor that he always has theilpiigsto choose. In addition, he should
create a pleasant atmosphere to have a successfoiumnication.

Politeness is, in fact, the way in which the intéaats mark their social distance. The
politeness phenomenon is closely related to thésmndtural relations of the interactants.
Brown and Levinson have studied this phenomenon camde to the conclusion that all
people who want to have a particular social refatiith their interlocutors should recognize
the face of the latter.

The politeness principle also implies that bothagees should enjoy equal speaking
powers. While defining conversation, Guy Cook mamdi that it occurs when five criteria
are met:

(2) It is not primarily necessitated by a practiek;

(2) Any unequal power of participants is partialyspended;

(3) The number of the participants is small;

(4) Turns are quite short;

(5) Talk is primarily for the participants not fan outside audience (Cook 2001: 51).

However, every dialogue is motivated by a practive¢d, which can be of various
natures (either to preserve the social relationsooinvite someone out). Moreover, the
enactment of power can not be equal: somebodyhaile more speaking powers as the
other due to the fact that people are differentnen the case when they try to save the
appearance of their interlocutor.

We would like to analyze the dialogue taking betwé#ee two characters of Dorothy
Parker’s short storfhe Last TeaUndoubtedly, natural and fictional conversatidiféer in
many ways. Michael Toolan points: “It is not meréhat in fiction the talk is ‘tidied up’,
that there are relatively few unclear utterancesrlaps, false starts, hesitations, and
repetitions: there are also literary conventions@tk governing the fictional representations
of talk, so that the rendered text is quite othenta faithful transcription of a natural
conversation. However, certain structural and fiemetl principles govern fictional dialogue,
as they do natural dialogue” (Toolan 2005: 193).
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The choice of the short story was due to the fhat ft is essentially a two-party
communicative exchange taking place between twimeats. We could say that the entire
story consists of their dialogue. Both participaatew each other very well which justifies
the informal tone of their conversation. Moreovieiey share the same knowledge of the
world which makes their interaction meaningful aotherent.

The context of this dialogue is important, as theman has been sitting in a café
alone waiting for the man to appear for forty masitThis detail indicates the woman’s
warm feelings towards the man, on one hand, anohdifference towards her, on the other.

When he finally appears he utters the apology “Guenust be late. Sorry you been
waiting”, which is an expressive speech act. Howele is a pseudo apologizer who rejects
responsibility and tends to be superficial. As atemaof fact, this is a negative politeness
strategy which is meant to render the distanceherathan friendliness, between the
interlocutors imposed from the very beginning by timan. It would have been more
appropriate if the positive politeness strategyemased in this context. This incongruity
with the situation already highlights the man’s daeering role in this dialogue as well as
his intentions.

The woman'’s strategy is different. At the beginngig does everything to make her
receiver feel good. She feels truly sorry for thannwho complains of being “in terrible
shape”. The way they begin their dialogue prediztsupcoming conversational turbulence.
It also shapes the participant who enjoys moreldpgaowers and is more manipulative.

One cannot help noticing that the young man skipgitualistic formulas of starting a
dialogue. Instead of inquiring how the young gitlie directly starts complaining. This fact
proves that he has no intention of having a comtiens with her. Actually, it emphasizes
that he wants it to be as short as possible. dxieemely rude, and makes the woman feel
uncomfortable.

Acting like a victim, he manages to convince hiteilocutor that she is the one to
blame for his boredom and tiredness. He openlgsthiat this dialogue is undesirable.

The man’s sequences are uttered in such a way asvéal his indifference and
annoyance towards the woman. His unwillingnesstiperate in this dialogue is seen in his
refusal to decode the illocutionary force of thd'gireactive replies. He is the only one
inciting in this verbal interaction, not allowingchange of roles once throughout the entire
conversation. Moreover, his utterances: “Hey, hegsy on the sugar — one lump is fair
enough. And take away those cakes” reveal thas hedustomed of being obeyed. Thus, he
utters the directive without taking into considemat his interlocutor's preferences. It
becomes clear that he enjoys superior rights wketlea young girl has lesser speaking
rights here.

Unlike the man, the woman decodes his intended imgaroperly. She understands
the illocutionary force of his utterances wherepha&ises the good looks of another woman.
She desperately tries to make him reconsider hig pbview by choosing her interlocutor’s
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strategy: she feigns not to decode his messagédayng representatives of her non-existent
admirers. By choosing this strategy she hopesye ttee same effect his strategy has on her
(i.e. become jealous). However, she fails as hrlotutor is not negotiating in having a
successful communication. He does not collaborassy way to continue this dialogue.

The dueling discourse that takes place between tharks the girl's defeat and the
man’s victory. Her communicative goals are notilleli because of the man’s refusal to
cooperate. She fails to impose her vision on himd, this marks an end to their relationship.
Their communicative strategies are very differastcan be seen in the following table:

The man’s strategy The woman’s strategy
blame acceptance
rudeness (praise of another woman qualities) reagtn attempt to rehabilitate her self-image
by lying)

insult (drawing a parallel between her and pietort (another lie stating that she does not care)
ladies)

impatience (a desire to end this dialogue as sodelay (a desire to postpone it hoping to make her
as possible) interlocutor change his mind)

commissive (a promise made hastily to get rid atceptance (a last hope of seeing him again)
the annoying woman)

However, we may notice that the woman'’s strategies not that categorical as
throughout their conversation she twice acceptstvdiee has been told without any
objections. Even in her attempts to rehabilitatedadf-image she is not imposing, she gives
her interlocutor options. Although the man comrhitsself to call her in the near future she
has no other choice but to believe, knowing alraadyit will never happen.

It is clear that their dialogue is centered on piddhat causes in the couple many
problems of various natures: psychological, verbatjal. Verbally, they cannot even openly
speak out of the upcoming breakup (the man trientbthis relationship by being too rude,
while the woman lies in order to make him reconsids decision). Psychologically, the
participants try to impose their view upon the otftbe man tries to convince that his new
flame is a better ‘looker’ than the girl he is falix to and the girl, in her turn, speaks of
inexistent wooers). Here, the one who holds theideening position is bound to succeed.
Socially, the man’s unexpected infatuation withtaeo woman causes a breakdown in their
relationship. That is why their interaction resulisa communication failure as one of the
participants refuses to collaborate and negotiserteaning.

As seen, constructing a successful dialogue isnaitate process. It has its own
internal structure and is governed by specificg@erd conventions which are expected to be
followed. Once they are flouted, conversation failaccurs. As a rule, the interactants try to
orient their turns towards the answer’s directiom, they expect a specific reaction from the
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receiver. It implies that all the turns are intethde get preferred responses, yet, it depends
on the interlocutor’s desire to collaborate in tesbal interaction.

Dialogue is not just a form of verbal action, bl#toaone of a verbal interaction where
the participants act in turns, changing and, atstmae time, imposing their visions. It is a
process of an on-going collaboration where the Iingais negotiated via speech acts. The
sender wants not only to realize his communicatitentions, but also to change the
receiver’'s attitude as well. The latter, by usinffedent inferential processes, wants to
decode correctly the speaker’s intended meaning.
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DIALOGUE AS A PARTICULAR TYPE OF TEXT BASED ON COLLABORATION
ABSTRACT

Dialogue is constituted of a sequence of replieshaxged between two people. These replies
cannot be examined separately as they are intedethat is, one depends upon the other. Morethey,
form a unified whole together with the interactaamsl the context. All these constituents form tlaéodic
text, which is a particular type of text due tosgontaneous character, on the one hand, andeitgation
towards an immediate feedback, on the other. ldticle we try to analyze the causes that hartheer
successful realization of a dialogue.

Key-words. dialogue interaction collaboration politeness strategyinterpersonal relationscontext
communicationinteractants



