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INTERACTIVITY AND INTERACTIVE ACTS
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Intreducfien

The recognition that the production of speakers of any
languegeuéénsists cof :segments Wbieh are connected to
each other in some way has always been part of our
grammatical legacy. Traditional grammars invariably
contsin sections on . congunctlon, coordination, subordi-
nation and the 11ke. But the treatment of this recogni-
tion, irrespective of the nature and extent of the
segments, had urtdll recently been for the most part
purely semantic, sentence-based, and consequently
neglectful .of the speaker or the user and the context
within whlch s/he is operating. This semfntic treatment
of 'relations 1ncludes the works c¢f the traditional
grammarians, as well as the more recent writing. Such
llterature presents connectlon'“ being between sentences
or clauses in texts.’ The clauses or sentences express
'meanings' (Curme 1955;162) or ;thoughts' (Mason 1901:120).
Here relations are treated under structural descriptions
of 'coordination' or 'subordination's The classificetionj
of relations in all traditional grammars is in faet
carried out under the sections on 'adverbial ciauSeS'5

a consequence of their treatment in sentence . grammars.

Adverbial clauses are categerised accerding to their
‘'meaning’', giving rise to clauses of reason, purpose,
result,ﬁcpncession;»COndi%ioh and sO one There is no .~ . .
explicit explanation of the criterialleading to the o1
classificatioh;“InStead, it is assumed that the copious
examples. supplied will help the reader to dlstlngulsh
lone ¢lass from another (Curme 1935, Kennedy 1935,
Kruisinga 1932, Zandvoort 1962). The class names are
also assumed to be self-explanatory, i.e. the second
clause expresses a result or reason etec, in relation to
the first.
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The implication is therefore clearly that the nature of the
relation is to be understood from the meaning of the two membe
If we know fthe meaning of the two parts, then We anW what
kind of relaﬁien 48 being‘ekpressedu However, the. rela%ion'
is often eXDressed 'nore exactly! (Kru151nga 19321 404-) by the
use of eonnectlng Words.

The mofe reeent ii%erature differs from the traditional
grammars 1n the attempt made to characterise the condltlens
under Whlch two clauSes are connected, For 1nstance,

Lekoff (1971) states that two clauses arc semantically related
by the presence of a 'common topic's, ILakoff does* N6t explicat.
what we shoﬁld uhderstﬁnd by 'common topic', but she does
con51der some of: uhe factors which make con301n1ng p0881b1e,1‘"
and notes thet these include: similarity of cleuse subaects

in form and meanlng, same category verbs, and similar tenses.

aorder tc establlsh a link between the two olauses. Ia<off
is'concerned mainly-with the conjuctions and,vgut bf, and
the 81m11ar1t1es and dlfferences between them;' B

A view which is‘éhared by?several writers is Fhat a relation
exists between two spebified parts when the information

in the'second part can only be decoded or interpreted with
reference to information in the first part._ This decodlnm :
is dependent on the meanlngs expressed in tme tmo parts.
This- 'cohe51on view.of relatlons is shareu by draﬂeff :
(1968), Hallidlay and Hasan. (1976), Lee (1978) Qﬂlrk et -al

(1972) and Winter (1971). Winter, for example, describes
clause relations as: '

the way 1in Which the information

of one clause is understood in ‘the ‘
light of the informgtionfihffhe» R 3
other clause (1971:42) $ Al
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In contrast to the works mentioned above there is a smaller

but growing body of research which views discourse relations

as phonemena which are éoverhed by factors of the situaticn

of utterance., From a certain level of discourse organisatiom,
relations are seen not only as links between meanings, but alsc
as links between_speech,épts; Spéakefs perform ‘speech acts
which they link with chef spéech acts according to conversa-
tional norms of discourse production. Thus, for.instante, a
question is likely to be folibﬁed.by a reply, an assertion

may be followed by an explanation, a'statement may be linked

to anothér, contrasting statement, and so on, Two bits of
discourse may be linked as acts without having any direct
semantic relation in terms of the meaningS“thaﬁ are actually
expressed. Two propositions expressed*iﬁ'sentences and treatdd
simply as sonStnsoo-as-objects, as Brown and Yule (1983) would .
call them, that is, outside of any context, real or imagined,
may sppear totally unrelated, But when a context is supplied,
and the sequence is trecated as a Seqﬁéhce of acts, then a
pragmatic ~onnection may be Jiscerned.”

It is obvious that a pragmatlc apprcach to relations calls
for a substantially d;ffbrent perspective on language in
general and how it operates from that which would serve a
semantic approach. ILanguage is then treated not as a static
product which is 'there', an object regarded in isolation
from its uses and its users, but a.process in which the users
and the constraints which operate on them are paramount

~ (Brown and Yule 1983, Carrell 1982), This difference of
 “§pproach 1s indicated in the works bf Mountfordv(1975)
“éihclair and Coulthard (1975), Urqvh:rt (1977 )y van Dijk (1977)
and -(1979), Edmondson (1981), The last two Works in parti-
”‘cular exqmlne large streches of nuturally~000urr1nv'“ : ’

dlscourse. Thls enablas the writers to anulyse the hlerqrthc.
structure of the pieces of discourse, 'In addition their

analyses are carried out in terms of illbcuﬁions, not sentences
or propositions., The acts performed are analysed in relation
to the context and the hearer, in other words, the concern

is with interaction as a seriecs of responses between partici-
pants in a speech situation. These analyses are thus essentiallix
pragmatic,



The_view of discourse relations tc be presented here is
an extension of this approach, as it is of the theory of
language developed by the language philosophers, particu-~
lafly'Searlec Here I propose a speech act approach ‘to
discnurse relations, that is, one in which it is the
speaker who is viewed as performing a certain action of
conneétinv two segments of discourse whthin a particular
context, This relation-establishing act I shall call the

PR

interactive act,.

Insofar as it is possible to 'exemplify! auus,
the following sequences can be considered
~ examples of interactive acts:

1)  Europeans were anxious o acquire gold’ in
' Africa because there was a pressing need for
- H gold coins within the grow1n“ CapltallSt
economy.

2y The UN report shows that two-thirds of all
'~ food processing by mulddenavional-corranivs is
“controlled by 25 firms. TUnilever and Nestle
account for more than a quarter.

%) Fred is a linguist. However, he is quite a
‘ Ly
decent cha really,

In addition to those acts discusse d by Scarle (next
~section) which would be performed in the utteraﬁoe of
Clzp (B), T would argue that’ the: 1nte“act1ve acts of
stating a reason, prov1d¢ng evidence, and maklng &
concession, are being performed in 1) - (3 respectlvely,
A nore dbtalled discussion of the 1nteract1v{ty of

examples such gs these is prov1ded in the follow1nc
sections.




Utterance acts, propositional acts, illocutionary acts,

and perlocutionary acts

The nature of langﬁége as a 'mode of action' is now well
recognised {Hyméﬁ ’1972)n Much™ of the work on speech acts
has been done by iaﬁguage philosophers such as Austin
and Searle. In what follows T shall keep very close

to Searle‘stormﬁlation of SPeech acts since his is the
most Widely'reédgnised, but reference to Aﬂstin and
others will ,also be made.

According to Searle (1969), producing an‘uttérance is
engaging in a forh of rule-governed behavioure In talkinsg,
the speaker performs 'speech actst, of which:there are
three types - utterance acts, propositional acts, éhé
illocutionary acts. Although these‘actsiare distinguished
for analytical purposes, in the.actunl utterance the speaker
perfoms all three sinultaneously. Ubtlterance acts are acts
of producing various sounds, words, and sentences; propesi-
tional acts are acts of referring and predicating; illocu-—.
tionary acts gre those which specify the purpose of the
speaker in uttering what he does -« whether s/hd¢ is asking,
threatening, promising, betting etc. In addition, Austin
(1962) also introduced the notion, of the perlocutionary
act, which I shall come to presentiyq i s

In Searle'é formulation,'the full~blown illrcutionary
act-has a 'locution' (Austin's term) that is., its words,
sentences etc., a proposition, and an illOcutionary force,
that is, the way the speaker Wants_ﬁhe utterance to be
taken. This'1ﬁtter“mﬁyﬂbﬂ-indicatéd by an -,
illocutionafly force indicating device, which ihcludé:

I

| word ‘order, stress, intonation contour,
punctuation, the mood of the verb,
and ‘thé so-called performative verbs.
(Searle 1969:30) | : |



The perfOrmatiVGEverb;“Withiﬁf‘ performutlve fornula un%
as 'I state to you EHAt ael, I mokes explicit the illocu—
tionary force of the utp'rance. OtﬂbrWloe, each speech
act is given that 1nterpretatlcn wb¢cn the locution, the
proposition and the context ullOWS, Such an interpreba-—
tion ‘may or may not correspond to that intended by the

spesker, and ifi the treatient of this aspect.Searle differs

from Austin. Austin insists uhag the illocutionary act
can be considered to have been performed only: if : the:
addressee r@cbgniéés that illocutionary force intended’ by
the speaker, that is, if there is what he calls 'uptake'.

Otherwise, no'illodutionary act has been performed.
Austin thus implies that each illocutionary act has

attached to it only one illocuticnary force. 1In contréstgv

Searle .argues that for one illocutionary act, several
forees may e 1ntcndbd by fhe speaker and several
recognised by thm agdresqee. Hb,notes'thqt:

o

s

Both because therc are severa 1
different dimensicns of illo-
cutionary force, and because the
“'same utterance act may;be“pér~’
- formed with ajvdrietyfdf;different.'
intentionsy, it is important to
realise that one and tﬂ@zsuLc',',.ys“,' I R
utterance may- cnﬂsfﬂcut the ' o
;performancc of’cevoral dlfferbnt
illocutionary acts. (Searle 1969:70)
The question .of ‘uptuko* 1s thbrﬂffre nrt as significant
for Searle: the 11100ut10navy f>rco,ofban utterance
ig that interpreted by the adaressce, bu+ this may differ
from that intended by the speaker. In ‘the latter Casey »
the illocutionary act, though still taken to have been
performed, is considered ,to be defective, since Searle
believes that the act is fully successful only 1f the

speaker gets the addressee 1o recognise what he (the gsp.nk

speaker) is trying to do (Searle 1969:47).
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A fourth class of speech acts, included in pustin's three
types but given only incidental consideration by Searle, is
that of perlocutionary acts, These are the acts performed by
saying something, the effects or respohses pfoduced»ih the
addressee by the performance of a'particular illocutionary

act by the speaker. Perlocutionary acts give Qiée‘to several
perlocutionary effects. However, the distinction bétwéen acts
and effects is rather unpertain. Austin himself seems to sy
that perlocutionary acts are the same as their effects (Austin
1962:109), and others in their deflnltlons also maku the .same

suggegtion. Coulthard, for 1nstance, says:

e@he'Qperlocutionary) act is the
effect of the utterance on the
listener...e. (Coulth rd 1977 49)

Certainly, it can be argued that no separate act is pefformod
apart from the illocutionary, the utterance, and the proposi-
tional acts. Nevertheless, there is clearly a difference

betWeen the addressee;'for example, getting worried, and the

-

speakerts causing the addressee. to get worried. Davis (1980)
refers to the first as thet'ﬁerlocutionary effect'; and the

second as the 'perlocutionary act!,band suggests that the
perlbcutionary,effect is brought aboﬁt by the speaker 'saying
something', the 'perlocutidnary cause' (Davis 1980:39). .In
addition, there are instances in which intended perlocutionary
effects are standardly llnkod with partlcular illocutionary
acts (Davis 980 ~ Fraser 1985, Searle 1969) ~ For example,

in asking a question, it is the intended perlocﬁtionary effect
of the speaker that a reply be proﬁided; and in making a -request
the speaker intends that the request be carried out.. Following
Davis, we can say that: . ’

Some perlocutuonary acts...are

- conventional, namelybthoSe per-—

~;locutionar:y'”eib“‘cs'"’vv'hi?cffx'*é\'lz‘,.c-:;\av
purpose of some illoodticna;§
act (Davis 1980:235),
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Tn his descripbtion of speech acts, ScdrléﬂaISbhprhVidegb

certain conditions under which 1llobutlonarv qbts can %e

suce essfully pcrf ormed. Th se conditions are pr0v1ded o

only for the 1llocutlon1ry act of 'prom151ﬂg v bu§ - ; &
Searle suggests that they maly be gonerallq bl to other

types of opecCh acts (Dearlb 2969 ¢ 64)

Discourse relations and iriteractive acts

The questions I address myself to here are first, what

the nature of the interactive act is, and, secondly,
whether, and in what way, within the already established
framework of speech acts, the 1nt§ruot1v act fits and can
be handled. In the course of uﬁSWurlﬂg the first question,
I shall also say something on what interactive acts are
not, that is, how they are different from the other acts

in the :ramework, particularly illocutionary and ‘
perlocutionary acts. , oot 2 :

<@

In speeChwéct theory, both the speaker and the addressee .
are treated as essentiml constraints in the ébeech.eveht.

Utterances are addressed, in a manner which is éaptuféd |

in the 'explicit perfﬂrﬂative' fopmula .I - V.= YOU.

mhus, the theory establlshes clumrly that the speech act

involves an addressee, Wheth@r or nmt +here is 'uptake'

But speeoh act theory is essgntlally about 1nd1v1dual
»acts, not about acts 1n oombln t¢on.,7

But acts do occur in combln tion. ThiS‘combin'tion_¢
of acts proﬂuccs dlscourse TbluthﬂS. Onb blt of

discourse does not 51mnly comp to be connso+ed with anthfr
bit of discourse, The spaaker alms to make hls dlscourse,

connected.. He 1ntends, Juot ‘as he 1ntenqs to perform
an illocutiocnary act or a DfOpOSltlcnal act that one

discourse bit be understoocd as connected in a certain
way to another bit of,discourse.’ ‘Tn other words, apart
from the speech acts Spﬁclflpd above, the 'speaker also €

performs inte ractive acts, lees ‘the acts:performed in

establishing a re;atlon_betwe@n two discourse segments.

; o
s R



The expression 'establishing' is significant here, for it
serves to underscore the role of the speaker's intention‘
Discourse relations do not reside in sequences of propostbr
or sentences, They must be established by the speaker in the
performence of 1nteractlve acts.2

Wwhat is the justifiéation for proposing'fhet rela%ions are
established by acts? To begin with, the process of connec-

ting one bit of discourse with another is an intentional one,

as I have pointed out., SecJndlv,“disceurée’fei'tijhs are

meanlngful the speaker s intention is to communlcuto tc tnw

addressee that there is: a partwcular rplatlonshlp between
two parts of alscourse.ﬂ Thlrdly, discourse relatlons are .
éontext—dependent. Whlle a relatlon is always assumed, the

adﬁressee is'able tn work out the fype.gfvfeletlon intended
only 1n context.

If we assure that discourse relatibnsvgge established through
the performancegof acts, then what sort of acts are theee?p
How, if at all, do they fit into Searie's’framework as he -
presents it? I want to present a position which argues .
for 'a separate status for interactive qcts, and I shall do

this mainly by showing how they differ frﬂm illocuticnary
and perlocutlonary acts.

To begin with illocutionary acts:

a. The discourse relation: thet is established in the
performance of an interactive act i1s one between
illocutionary actse Consequently, -an 1ntcraot1¥e
act is not correspondent with an* 1lloout10nery act,
but with at least two illocutionary acts. '

This has othef”eehsequences: (b) and (c¢)e.

i

Do The  speaker 1n perforﬁlng an- 1nteractlve act must
express-at least two prop051tlons, following from

(a)s The 1llocut1)nary act.is. typlcally as5061atcd
w1th a single prop051tlcn. '

.

& e



Ce Similarly, the discourse relation established through
the interactive act must contain at least two clauses,
following from (b)e In contrast, the illocufionary

. actis characteristiqally.reaIiSed by a single main
clause, or a séntence9 as Searle himself points out
(Searle 1969:25). '

T shall prcv1de analyses of some examﬂles in terms of Searle's ,
acts to demonstrate how they fail to UCCfunt for the stabllsnw:,gj
ment of relations. C¢nsider the followlmm- :

4 . Man is an organism; more specifically he is an animal.

Bis T am not attacking committed theatre. Barrie Keefe's
Sus, tc take one example, was a brilliantly impossioncd
attack on the radical bias of the sus laws.

Under Searle's analysis, (4) would beLansidered as two
illocutionary acts, boéh asserticns, with th propositions,
in which it is predlcated of 'man'~that he 1s an organisn,
and that he is an anlmal, and meeting the: c&ndltlons £or
assertinns in th@xfollow1ng way s

Preparatory condition: The speaker (8) has evidence for the

truth. of m ORGANISM, m ANIMAL.
The hearer(H) seems to need to know

T

sincerity condition: Ackglieves that
essential condition:, Ccounts as ‘an undertaking to the
. effect that. .. ' pepresents an

actual state of affairs, . ke

(5)¢ on the cthor” hundy v uld be treated és the illocu—~ =
tionary ‘acts - az denial followed by an assertion. The : :
conditions for the assertlon are the same as for (4), M N |
the exception of the prop051tlona1 cqntent,‘,The denial has ,
the following conditions: £ :



propositional ¢ontent condition: the actién 'attacking
committed literature
-attributed to S.

preparatory conditions:\ S has reason‘to believe that
| H thinks that § is 'attacking
comﬁiﬁtedmliterature';ﬁ‘
g does not approve of people
'aﬁtacking'cbmmitted literature!

sincerity condition: 8 believes that 'committed

literature is not being attacked!

essential condition: ~ counts 26 an undertaking to the
effect that it is not the case
that 'committed literature is
being attacked by S'

And that is ar far:as Searle's analysis would go.. There is
no indication of how the Second illocuticnary ect in (5)
relates to the first illocutionary act.?

f Next, what about the class of perlocutionary acts?
Can it be expanded to include interactive acts? I stggest nos,
on the following grounds:

;B _ Although both perlocutionary and, interactive acts are
) dependent on context for theirvinterprétation, they
Care so in different wayse Perlocutionary'acts may
be performed by uttering -almost any proposition,
and there may. be a perlocutionar& effect even where
thé addressee has not understood the! propositional
act or the illocutionary act. Wrreover, the -effect
produced may not~befcaused;by the present propositiocnal
or illocutionary act, but %+ some other, for which
the present acts as a trigger. InteractivéiACts;
on the other hand, are largely interpreted iﬁ terms
of their prop@sitiona._and illQQutiona1fa¢fs; in
“amddition to the context. . . -



b Perlocutions are hadly ever explicitly marked in
discourse in their actual utterance, though there are
some perlocutlonary verbs which mey be used in
’reportlng perlocutlnn (D s 1980:237). The spesaker
normally does not announce what effect he intends to
produce in the addressee, In contrast, interactive
acts are often marked by speékérsﬁthrough the use of
Relational Meta-Comments (RMCs) and other narkers.™

Ce Perlocutionary acﬁs, though intended, may have uninte-
nded effects. This can happen even when the addressce
recognises ﬁhat the speaker's 1ntentlon is to produce
a different effect.  For in suylng-

You won't see me again

the speaker may intend to produce the perlocutionary
effect of frightening the addressee, and the addressce
fmay rbcognlsu this intention. But this recognition
does not necessarily have to lead to the addressee.
actually getting“frightenedﬁ(Fraser;ﬂ985). He may,
instead, be highly amused. In interactive acts, on ‘the
other hand, when +the addressee recognisesfthqt the '
speaker 1ntenis that a particular part of the &1scour
- be' uhdeTstood as being related to another part 1n'a
~particular way, then the act has been successfully'
perfﬂrmed. It is unusual for the addressee toO reCJQn se
the speaker's 1ntent10n and yet understnad some cth@f
relﬁtlanshlp.

The characteristics above demonstrate how illocutionary
acts and'perlocutionaryﬂaéts'separately differ from interac-
tive acts. But the mosﬁﬁimﬁﬁrtﬂrfwrenwﬁn'for distinguishing
interactive acts frﬁw both 1llocut¢onary and perlocutionary
acts involves their status Wltbln discoursee. Illocutlon Ty
and perlocutlonary acts qre orwsntgd towards o@ClO—DsyChOlC”lC“
relations between partlclpants. They have to do with the
process of dlscouruc,'knd ure defined ip terms of exchangeo
and responses by'speakersbanu,audressees.. They are therefcre
basically interpersonal‘in‘ﬁéture%,~1n contrast; -
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interactive acts are discourse oriented.

They have effects on relations between actss, They nqve Lo
do with the structure of discourse, and are doflﬂ@d in terms
of relations’ between parts of the discourse, irrespective of
addressee responses. We can say that the cigtinetion is .
be%Weeniinteréetidnal and interactive acts.5

; %
>
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Similar distinctions to the one T am making. have ‘been
‘made,’ though with different names, by others.”;stubbs,(1985)
~.refers to the difference between speech:acte,aﬁdfﬁdiSGQUrsa;%
-~ detst' and comments: P BN

Speech acts are different from
discourse acts. The latter are
defined entirely according to
- their internal function within
the discourse, for example
 initiating, continuing, terminating
exchanges. Speech acts, however, are
defined according to psychologlcal and
social functions outside on-going
discourse. (198%:149)

Wlddcwson uses the terms '1lloeutlonary' and 'interactive'
and also stresses the 'structure'

aspuCt of ilhteractive
acts. He says of the distinction:

("
Illecutionary acts are essentially
social activities which relate to
the world, outside the dlscourse&
whereas %nteractive acts are
essentially ways of organising the
discourse itself.and are defined by L o
‘their internal function (1979 158) 6 ‘ s

There is thus a recognition by ofhers of: & dlfference
between 111ocutlonary/perlocutlonary actb nnq 1nteract1ve
acts, and thls recognltlon does not rest on Whethe “the act

types involve the exprcselon of OnefwﬁowOSltlonor morc,
one scntenoe Or MOTre, 7



Conclusion

I have trled above to present a praématle view. of ‘
interactive acts, one that takes aocount not only of the
semantics of what is said, but also of the users,vthelr

*ﬂuanthb, an’ othgr vatures: of cr%t;itI” I-bave alse Hriod
to argue that there is sufficient n0tivation for ureatin¢
interactive acts as an addltlonal olv,cb ok type‘tb; hoee'v
developed in Searle's framework, Characterlstlcs of 1nterao—

tive acts have been briefly mentioned above. Further dlSCUSD_.

on .theseé characterlstlcs has to be the subaect of another pafek»

Notes

1) The results are not generalisable fof_the following
reasons: (a) the data are reetrictedito_scientific texts
only, and these may have. speeiai chéracteristics
(b) the relations analysed are also restrlcted for
instance, though Winter mentions exempllflcatlon,

he dces not give any further analy51s of it
: 3 4

2) Lyons. meke a similar abservation in relation to
‘reference:

'the speaker invests the -
expression with reference
by the act of referring',

3) It should be noted, however, that in his "axonomy

of illocut;onary acts'y Searle specifically introduces
the factor of discourse relatinns in his seventh
dimension: Differences in relations ‘to the rest of
‘the discourse; . meant to take account of such act as

S replyf, T deducet 'I'Conclude', etcy,  But it is
not clear how this dimension affects the taxonomy,
and how it can be: incorporated into the conditions
specifying those particular acts,

4) For discussion on metacomments, both
relational and others, see Yahya-Othman 1986,

G



5

6)

7)

- S “

The distinchioh (firs .ade by Trdppes-Loﬁex“4§84)”is:‘

not ‘necessarily all- -embracing and: crystal elear.,vsomo*
acts, such as 'reply', or 'explaln'L on the one hand
are responses to speakers!. 'ouestloﬁs' er 'querles' ]fé
and on the other they conneot to the oontent of those
questlons or queries. Moreover, m@st acto are both oré
and the other at the same tlme 8t loast in oonversa-'
tioted ai soursas o sodki Sdals g & :

.

Althouth T am in general agreement W1+h ‘Widdowson's LA

distinction as- ‘he: formulate g 1t,

" poOses problems.  He does not make olear how. ‘reply' and’

taccept', which he treats as 1nteract1ve, are "different

o from 'excuee' and 'undertuke' y.Which are classed: as

1llooutlonary. ‘..' R A A e S NS ha S o

Roulet (1984) suggests a corrgspondence.between this

2 dlsﬁlnctlon and a monologue -‘dlalogue dlstlnotlon. That
'”1s,'1rteract1ve discourse ‘corresponds. with mdhologue,

while 1nterectlonal discourse relates to dla]ogue.>>quh

a corres ondcnoe ca nno+ be shuwﬁ to hold.aaAlled@eeoupee

has structure, monologue or nob. "However, it &an be said

- that in the monologlc dlsoourSo, tke interactional aspect

is subdued, 1n as mueh as there is only one active .pa arti-

cipant. But even this type of disco ours¢ has béen descrua~i

by some erters (f)r instance Wystrand 4982,, Wlddowson

"1978) as a type of. 1nteraot1un be tweon the erter and fbe

reader, with the latter, thoughiabsent ak. the eime MR
ertlng, still causing the writer to produco dlsoourSo
as if 1n response to his reaotﬂoaﬁwﬁnd 1puerventlonsp

. his exemplificatic
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