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ON DEIXIS AND DISPLACEMENT*

PETER AUER

0. INTRODUCTION

Delimiting human language against other symbolic codes, Ben-
venigte 'writes: ‘‘Le caractére du langage est de procurer un sub-
stitut de I'expérience apte i étre transmis sans fin dens le temps
et 1'espace, ce qui est le propre de notre symbolisme et le fondement:
de la tradition linguistique.”’* Indeed, it is one of the most central
characteristics of human language that it is able to free itself from
the ‘bonds’ of the immediate spatio-temporal surroundings of its
produection. This ability is an ontogenetically and phylogenetically
late development® and the condition for literacy. But of course,
interaction among adult humans is not always independent® of
the Umfeld, or situation, either. On the contrary: although adult
humans are capable of using language without the help of situational
props, they very frequently do not care: ‘informal situations
— whatever that may be — allow the use of the onto- and phylo-
genetically older, ‘more natural’ forms of speech, more or less
heavily relying upon the situation. (In fact, Bernstein’s distinction
between social networks that require the use of a “restricted’ and
those that require the (additional) use of an “elaborate” codet
mey be rephrased in terms of the degrees of situation boundedness
these networks requirefallow.) Tt follows that situation-bounded
speec his not: a stage in the ontogenesis or phylogenesis of language
that is abandoned as soon as situation-transcending means have
been acquired. But whet exactly does the situation-boundedness of
some forms of language and the situation-independence of others
consist of ? The present paper investigates this question. The first
part deals with deixis; for the standard linguistic answer to the
question of what changes when language becomes independent of
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the situation is that deictic elements become replaced by non-
deictic ones. However, there is wide disagreement not only over
the semantic and pragmetic working of deixis, but also over the
mere extensional definition of what counts as deixis and what
doesn’t. Recent research in the field has tended to continuously
widen the scope of deixis. Contrary to this tendency, I will argue for
& narrow, traditional concept of deixis as related (not exclusively,
but essentially) to participants, time end place. At the same time,
I will argue for the necessity to distinguish deixis from the much
wider notion of situated {vs. displaced) language. Whereas deixis
belongs to grammar, displacedness and situatedness define prag-
matic modes of languege and therefore refer to the interactional
level. Part 2 of the peper deals with the situated and the displaced
pragmatic mode in more detail. It develops a number of features
of the two modes. In part 3, it will be shown on the basis of trans-
cripts of naturel conversations how participants move in and out
of the two modes, with indeterminate passages inbetween. Finally,
part 4 discusses the relationship between our situated and displaced
mode, and the distinction between pragmatic and syntactic mode,
aa developed by Givén and others.

1. SOME PROBLEMS WITH DEIXIS

‘What counts as deixis? One of the besic problems discussed
in the modern literature on the subject is the question if other lin-
guistic items than those referring to participants, time and place
of the interaction, and to events, things, and persons in the visual
field of participants, should be considered as deictic. For instance,
some linguists talk of 8 0 ¢iel deixis and thereby refer to registers,
politeness forms, honorifies and similar linguistie structures.®
Another candidate for deixis is m 0 od (subjunctive, dubitative,
etc.), that is, the categories through which the speaker conveya
how he or she perceives certain facts, or reality in general. It has
been maintained by some authors® that mood reflects the speaker’s
world view, that therefore the selection of a modal category depends
on the speaker and consequently, that mood is e deictic dimension.
Rauh (1984) even has . thematic dimension of deixis, including
case, word order, diathesis and the like. She argues that the speaker
conveys his or her perspective via this dimension. Thus, there is
less agreement over a definition of deixis today than 20 years ago.
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The reason for this undesirable state of affairs is that deixis is
often confused with context-dependence or speaker-dependence
(subjectivity, auctorial principle) in general. Take for example a
definition of deixis such as “the name given to uses of items and ca-
tegories of lexicon and grammar that are controlled by certain
details of the interactionel situation in which the utterances are pro-
duced” (Fillmore 1982: 35), or ‘Deixis ist immer dann beteiligt, wenn
ein Kodierer gua Sprache etwas, das als ‘nonego’ bezeichnet wurde,
mit sich, ‘ego’ in Beziehung setzt” (Rauh 1984: 1) (my
spacing). The problem with such definitions is that a situation mey
“control” many and “relate to” almost all linguistic choices.
We therefore have to specify the relationship between lenguage
and situation in order to capture the notion of deixis, and in order
to prevent it from collapsing with context-dependence in general.
In accordance with the more traditional literature and, for instance,
with Lyons (1977: 637), 1 propose to specify the relationship as
a referential one. Deictic linguistic structures, together with
their non-verbal complements, single out and/or identify certain
objects. There are obviously other types of relationships between
linguistic items and the context. Some of them are

— auctoriality:” a relationship between the speaker and hisfher
utterances by which en attitude towards it is expressed, that is,
his or her subjective view of what is being related. This is where
the grammatical category of mood belongs.

— recipient design:® a relationship between the utterance and
ite recipient, that is, all features of the utterance that are tailored
by the speaker to the specific needs {background knowledge etc.)
of the addressee. In this case, the speaker does not refer to an in-
dividuel but activates schematic knowledge from already estab-
lished common grounds for the present interaction. The process
is that of contextualization,® not that of identifying. This is where
so-called social deizis belongs: it is an inferential process that ac-
tivates social categories and category-bound activities.*®

A grammatically oriented criterion for delimitating deictic from
nonreferential, but otherwise context-dependent categories such as
honorifics or mood, is the existence of corresponding non-deictic
means to carry out the same task. All deictic expressions of a lan-
guage have umfeld-independent counterparts. These counterparts
are equally context-bound, but they relate to the participants’
background knowledge. Thus, pronouns or demonstratives corre-
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spond to names or descriptions, temporal and local expressions to
umfeld-independent fix points (calendar, clock, landmarks, ete.).
On the contrary, in a language that hag honorifics, there is no way
to avoid them. And in a ]anguage such ag Turkish which has a dubi-
tative, there is no way to report whatsoever event without indi-
cating one’s own attitude towardsit; the absence of the dubitativeis
not semantically neutral, but displays the report as that of an eye-
witness. Non-deictic situation-dependence cannot be done without,

wherens deixis may be replaced by umfeld-independent (but of course
otherwige context-dependent) means.

1.1. The Biihler connection

I have discussed the scope of deixis; but there is another funda-
mental conceptual problem: on what linguistic level is deixis to be
analyzed? The question hes been dealt with in Biihler’s writings.
As is'well known, Biihler argues in his Sprachtheorie that in order
to fulfill what he calls the Darstellungsfunktion (referential function),
natural languages have one deictic field (Zeigfeld) and many sym-
bolic fields (Symbolfelder). (He also refers to a third field, the
pictorial field (Malfeld) in passing but concludes that the iconic
elements are not important enoungh in language systems to justify
enumerating this field in line with the other two.) The sym-
bolic fields of language cover, according to Biihler, all types of
relations between the lexical elements which are important for
the interpretation of a given utterance, syntagmatic and paradig-
matic. The deictic field is made up of the deictic words of a language
{ Zeigworter ), which, in turn, are organized with respect to the origo,
that is, the HERE, the NOW and the ME of the speech situation.
Whereas symbol words become meaningful because of their relation
to neighbouring elements of the symbolic fields in which they stand,
deictic words are meaningful because of their position in the deictic
field, which iy determined by various non-linguistic signalling tech-
niques such as pointing, bodily position, etc.’2 Both the symbolic
fields and the deictic field are part of languege-as-a-system.

Linguistic elements of & language (such as Italian, from which
extracts will be discussed below) that take part in deixis ad oculos
may be pereonal pronouns (first and second person io, fu, moi,
voi and their parodigms; less prototypically, because of their al-
ternative anaphoric usage,?® the third person lui, loro, lei ete.),
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including ‘dropped’ (zero) pronmouns (sono venufo ‘I came’ etc.);
demonstratives (guesto = HIC, codesto — ISTE, guello = ILLE)
and demonstrative articles, including (again, less prototypically}
the definite article; tense and aspect (presente, very likely passato
prossimo and futuro); local, temporal and modal adverbials (adesso
‘now’, qui ‘here’, Ig ‘there’, domani ‘tomorrow’, due giorni fa 'two
deys ago’, lassi ‘down there’, cosi ‘80’ etc.); some prepcsitions
(al di gua ‘on this side of', ¢l di l& ‘on that side of’) and sometimes
(usually very few) verbs of motion (venire ‘to come’)’*

Non-referential lingnistic structures that depend in their inter-
pretation on the Umfeld are not part of the deictic field for Biihler.
This can be seen in his en passant discussion of imperatives, which
he subsumes under Adkiionssignale (signs for action) and of sum-
monses, which he calls dppellworter. Both imperatives and sum-
monges are most intimately interwoven with the situation, and
even dependent on the origo. In fact, summonses can be formally
identical with deictic signs such as the second person pronoun, and
the imperative involves the two most important roles in interaction,
that of the speaker and that of the addressee. But their function is
different: only the Rezeptionszeichen identify, together with the
nonverbal components whose reception they are supposed to fa-
cilitate, whereas dltionssignale require action, and are therefore
pragmatically different. Appeliwirter are, ag Bithler puts it, *‘Auf-
takte im Nahverkehr” (p. 115), they establish copresence and
thereby have the function of preparing interaction as such, not of
establishing or maintaining reference.

Biihler's discussion of ellipsis, particularly his notion of emprazis
(184ff), is also important here. Again, he does not include it among
the deictic signs, although in his examples, empraxis makes a
sentence most dramatically depend on the spatio-temporal sur-
roundings. Teke an utterance such as Firenze andaia e ritorno
(slightly adapted from Biihler), said by a person at the counter
in the Milano station. If is evident for everybody who knows what
trains are and how stations function that this person wants to go
on & train to Firenze and later come back to Milano, and that he or
she wants to buy e ticket because this is necessary in order to do
a¢ in eccordance with the law. It is utterly superfluous to go to
the counter and say vorrei comprare un biglietto per andare in ireno
@ Firenze ete. It is the Umfeld of the utterance, the fact of its being
formulated at the station’s counter that provides that information.
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The utterance is empractic because it is embedded in a series of
activities such as entering the station, approaching the counter,
looking at the person behind it.

Empraxis means that in a great many cases, languege is inter-
twined with non-linguistic social activities. Indeed, these non-lin-
guistic activities are often more central than the linguistic ones.
The latter are restricted to points in interaction where more than
one interpretation of the non-verbal activities is possible. They are,
ag Biihler says, linguistic islands: *‘Sprachinseln tauchen im Meere
des schweigsamen aber eindeutigen Verkehrs an sclchen Stellen auf,
wo eine Differenzierung, eine Diakrige, eine Entscheidung zwischen
mehreren Moglichkeiten getroffen werden soll und bequem durch
ein eingestrentes Wort getroffen werden kann” (156). According to
Biihler, empractic utterances may contein linguistic elements from
both the deictic and the symbolic fields of a language. The notion
of empraxis must therefore deal with e different dimension: whereas
deixis refers to a limited set of elements of a language, that is,
to its system, which, as we have seen, for Biihler is organized in
two fields (Zweifeldertheorie), empraxis is a pragmatic property of
linguistic utterances, that is, one of language use.’

A number of wmfeld-dependent linguistic structures have been
mentioned that are not deictic according to our narrow definition
of deixis which restricts this notion to elements of a linguistic
system that heve to be interpreted with reference to the origo set
by the speaker, and that have referential (identifying/locating)
function. The collection includes imperatives, summonses, empractic
utterances. We may add optatives, meny rituals such as greetings.
apologies, and others. It is useful to find a cover term for speech
that is umfeld-dependent but not necessarily made up of deictic
gigns. The term situated language is proposed for that
purpose here. Situated language is defined much wider than deixis.
It is a structural property of lenguage-as-interaction, whereas
deixis constitutes & structural field of language-as-a-system.
The use of deictic elements is part: of situated language, but situated
langunage is not dependent on the use of deictic elements (compare
the example in the station).

It has been said before that the deictic signe of a linguistic system
have counterparts whose sementic interpretation is wumfeld-
independent. For & deictic adverbial such as gui (‘here’) one finds
a prepositional adverbial using a proper name such as in Viareggio,
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for the deictic temporal adverbial domani (‘tomorrow’) the syn-
thetic counterpart 4l giorno dopo (‘the day after’), for the adverbial
of menner cosd ('s0’) one might get come un circolo ('like a circle’)
ete. Just as language provides non-deictic counterparts for deictie
signs, situated language has an umfeld-independent counterpart
which will be called displaced language® In displaced
passages of interaction, the origo may be left on any of its dimen-
gion, or on all simulteneously. Whereas an element of a language
eystem is either deictic or non-deictic,”” an utterance can be more
or less wmfeld-dependent. Displacement es a property of conver-
sationel talk is therefore a matter of degree.

1.2. Excursus: Three remarks on deictic signs

Deixis as part of grammar has been of considerable interest for
linguists over the past decade.’® I will only make three observations
that directly bear on our problem.

a) It makes sense to distinguish between deictic elements of a lan-
guage and their actual usage. But the distinction is not coextensive
with that between deixis and situated language. For deictic signs
can be used in displaced language for analogical deixis,® and genu-
inely non-deictic two-place predicates such ng o destra di (‘to the
right of’} or sopra di (‘on top of’) may be used deictically if their
implicit point of reference is the origo.2¢

b) Of the three dimensions of Biihler's origo (speaker, time, place),
the EGO is the most important, followed by place and time.
The hierarchisation of place and time can be justified on historicsl
grounds, as Bithler and also Kurilowicz (1972) have done, and is
reflected in the pervasive use of originally locating expressions in
reference to time (fra due giorni — lit. ‘between two days’ — ete.).
The primacy of the EGO can be shown on pragmatic grounds.
In our culture, there are pre-patterned communicative situations
in which at least one of the three dimensions of the origo is sys-
tematically distorted or dissolved: telephone conversations, letters
and interpreting. The prototypical situation for deixis is obviously
face-to-face interaction.2* Here, the person who says I is the speaker,
here is here, and now at least overlaps with the time of the speech
event. In telephone calls, the uge of spatinl deixis becomes prob-
lematic, for co-participants do not share a visual field. In letters,
the time dimension and, often the place dimension of the origo, too,
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are duplicated, as witnessed by formulae such es when you read
this letter . . . But both displacements do not seem to hamper com-
munication in & substantial way, although they certainly diminish
directness. The BGQ dimension still works. This is not the case
in interpreting. Professional and lay interpreters are faced with
the tremendous problem of the distortion of the EGO dimension of
the origo. Although time and place are shared and unproblematic,
the I used by the interpreter does not necessarily — not even usu-
ally — refer to himself or herself, but to the participant whose
utterance is being translated. Author of the message and speaker-
translator are two different persops. It is for this reason that lay
interpreters usually avoid the first person pronoun in their transle-
tions end replace it by a he said . . . or she said . ..

¢) Tt is wrong to say that deictic signs always draw a recipient’s
attention to a certain thing, or person, or time, or place. In many
cases; his or her attention has been secured already. For instance,
the repeated use of the first person pronoun or of the respective
verb morphology is certeinly not introducing the speaker as a new
referent to be identified by the io every time it recurs. Similarly,
tenses do not focus the recipient’s attention on a particular point
in time, but the repeated use of the same tense usually only con-
veye the message that a certain point in time that has been estab-
lished before is still the one relevant for the interpretation of the
utterance. On the other hand, there are dejictic signs that introduce
new referentinl information and focus the recipient’'s attention
on an item that has not been mentioned before. This iz usually
the case with place or time adverbials or with demonstratives and
demonstrative articles. In other words, the distinction between
given and new information,2 that is, the distinction between infor-
mation that is supposed to be in the addressee’s consciousness
already and information that is not, crosscuts the distinction be-
tween deictic and non-deictic signs. Weinrich (1964, *1971: 14) has
introduced the term obstinato signs for deixis to given information.
Obstinato signs have to be repeated throughout a passage of the
text, or turn, that maintains reference, because the grammar of
the reapective language (as the ars obligatoria) prescribes it. Demon-
gtrative deictic signs introduce new referents. They do not instruct
the recipient to maintain attention to the already-focused referent,
but switch attention to e new focal referent.®
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2. BITUATED V8. DISPLACED LANGUAGE

In this paragraph, some important features of the two pragmatic
modes — displaced and situated language — will be discussed.
This will be done on the besis of some conversational extracts from
a type of interactive episode which is specifically rich in such tran-
sitions:slunch interaction between five persons. Such interactions
are embedded in sequences of non-verbal social activities, but also
provides the opportunity for displaced language activities such
aq narratives, descriptions, arguments, ete., that is, speech activities
that have no immediate end other than talk. In the present case,
B(rigitte) — the host — and A(nite) are adults, Fiorella (12),
Daniela (14) and Rino (9) are the bilingual children of an Italian
family living in Constance.* However, these ethnographic details
are irrelevant to my argument.

Let: us look at the following extract in which passages of situated
and of displaced language are rather neatly separated, although
some displaced passages are more umfeld-independent than others.2s

Situated languege is to be found in passages I, ITT, V and VII,
displaced language in IT, IV, VI and VIIT. The basis of the distine-

Ex (1) (A L, B1) |

01 Db allora buon appetito
02 a: gruzie [altrettaind
'} ((lento))
E 03 D: . lgraz —
B 04 n: ei vuoi tu il sugo sopra; (0.5) te Io
) 2 ()
‘s 05 metto; (0.7)
06 D-R: willsch SoBe;
l gé at e — &Sl()gk)b)o un po che (........ ) dentro — eh?
Y che [8i mctte sulla (carta) — (alla tedesca)
5 | i(ll E - [a,Ila. tedesca si mette sotto — sopra la pasta; —
. T 12 F: also hab ich doch recht gehabt =
= |l {m
—13 h: = []a
‘—»%g z: ah io ei metto un po [ancors
¢ it
16 F: ich mocht ”
I+ § 17 b: [hnf((p”
2 18 F: (mocht i au [no solche Nudaln) — —~
o ((pP)) -
g re
! 20 a: scusa (... FICY
L g (tpp))
—21 D eh — niente — ma (0.5) normalmente tutto si
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22 mangia ingierne con 'insalata’hh
23 a: tutto rquesto
24 h: [}31_1
25 ei, .
=} 20 a: o l'ingalate si mette poi qua dentro —
g 27 b:  no [— A puoi prendere un piatto separa.t[o
5, 28 a(?): hhh . no me
3 20 di (codesto) si metterebbe tutto assieme
30 teoreticamente? — , .
31 b: no: no a/ dipende un po ah diciamo all/ al livello
32 di ogni giorno la metti insieme ma &l livello di
33 una Fleseanes ) cultura] —[prendi un altro pm[tto
—34 a: [ma (--.2) queste] [h h
——>35 Dt gut —
s 36 b: e buon[o?
& 37 a: sehr gut —
g 38 I und wie/ —
E= 39 b: jat
40 (1.0 .
—s41 D: bitgch (n) ne gute Kdchin
—42 a: ghpha scelto questo pranzetto
= 43 (2.0)
3 44 D: hn *h (...)
n‘ *
3 46 b: chi era —
48 D ich —
47 a ta
48 (3.0)
49 D ja — is,
o {(ep)) (3.0)
3 noi non stisme (..... )
1)
—b2 ) (3.0)
»53 &: ma quanto & buons la pasta
54 1.0
55 hhh — _
E 56 b: & buona; tu hai gia assaggiatola —
& b7 a: 8i ho assaggiato.
! E B8 (1.0)
! & 59 b(1): hm
' ()
80 (3.0) - ] -
—»61 a: o oggi non siete andati a scucla o siete uaciti
62 prima;
63 D: siermme [us’
84 F: no: piamo andatz & scuola.
ks 66 a: hn? —
g 68 b: dove avete {...) la la — la Schultasche
& 67 D: cal'sa;.)
4
"5 68 b: ((}E?n avete & casa — — .
68 D: ich hatte heute wm 11.20 aus; — — [weil
70 b: effhn: (...}
71 D: der Lehrer krank imch;

((continues about father of D/F: why he didn't come, that
he i unemployed, ete.))

ah Bi —

n:{

gituated

displaced

vin |

[
I =

diaplaced
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Rough translation.

situaterl

—>34

TRUHTHTEcHe

ks

® o
—~ e e
-
T

2

® ® 5 BUTU Y gHEoUe

b(1):

well then buon appetito

thank [you
thanks —

do you want the sauce on top; (0.5) I'll give you; (0.7)

+ do you want gauce; — —
hey — (vsv%)t & little go that (....... ) inpide — won't you

[it is put on top of the (..... ) — (the German way)
the]lG;:'rman way it is pubt under — on top of the pasta; —
really
go 1 waa right =

yes
oh I'll put (= give? take?) another [litt]e bit

1 wenb were you?
hn?
(I want of [these noodles too)
[1 think th/
BOITY

: 5
it's alright — but (0.5) normelly one eats all (that ?)
together with salad h b
all rthat =
[b b

yes.

and the salad, yon put it in here —

no [— you can take a separate plrate
hbhh no I mesan

of (this) would one put together everything theoretically t —

no: no a/ it depends a little bit ah let’s say on/ on the

everyday level you put it together but at ihe level of

L Y (O culture7—ryou take another plata

[but (..)..) these] [}3 h [gh I pee — —
good
Is Tit good?

[very good —
really —
is it

(1.0)

you're a good cook

who chose this little lunch
(2.0)

bn ’h (...)

who was it —

me —

you
(3.0)
yes —yes,

(3.0)
oh how lggOOOd it is this pesta
hhh o

it is good; have you tried it already —
yes 1 have tried it.

1.0
L 40
(3.0)
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6l a: and todsy vou didn’t go to echool or did vou leave earlier;
62 D: we [left
64 F: [110: we went to school.

| 66 a hnt —

| 66 b where do you heve (....) the the tha echoolbag

| 67 D horme
a8 I n you have it at home
69 D today school wus over for me ab 11.20; hecause
70 b [elm: (---)
71 D the teacher is ill;

tion is the necessity for the recipient to use information that is
part of the situation in order to understand what the speaker says,
this is, in the first place, a referential problem. However, there are
a number of additional characteristics of the two modes that derive
from their referentinl bagis, and which make it possible to classify
passages a6 situated or displaced, although reference is only peri-
pherally involved in them. The following is a list of the most im-
portant referential and non-referential characteristics delimitating
displaced from situated language.

1) Ease of analytic accessability. Thig first cheracteristic is not one
of the modes themselves, but one of the anelyst’s access to language
in one of them. It is notoriously difficult with situated passages
to make out on the bagis of an audio transcript what exactly is
happening. More than in displaced passages, one hes the impression
that what the transcript conveys is at best half the issue, and often
it is just impossible to reconstruct the interaction. Indeed what
we understand when reading e.g. lines 1—7 of the transeript, is
largely due to the fact that, as members of a culture that is suffi-
ciently similar to that of the participants, we share a schematic
knowledge of behaviour in the situation ‘having lunch together’.
This knowledge, which can be thought of as being organized in the
format of “‘scenarios”, tells us, among other things, that in the be-
ginning of such a situation, food is distributed (whereas in restau-
rants, it may be served on individual plates); this, in turn, explains
to a certain degree what happens in line 4: Anita is offering sauce
(sugo) to Rino. Obviously, audio transcripts of displaced passages
abstract from non-verbal, interactionally relevant information, too.
But in these passages, the non-verbal part only accompanies verbal
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interaction.? So an increage in interpretive difficulties encountered
by the conversation analyst but not shared by coparticipants is
typical for sitnated language.

2) Empraxis. Situated language is prototypically empractic. It is
only a -~ sometimes minor — part of a total of activities. Because
of its empractic nature, it typically has consequences for the follow-
ing non-verbal activities whereas displaced language usually is
responded with by other verbal activities. For instance, our initial
lines 4—8& deal with the distribution of food and have immediate
consequences for that matter, whereas Anita’s and Brigitte's little
exchange about German eating habits in II/IV may serve to give
information, or display affiliation with Itelian and disaffiliation
with German culture, but has no (non-verbel) consequences.

3) Use of grammatical deizis. The esgential interdependence of
gituated language and non-verbal activities is also apparent from
the frequent use of deictic signs. In passage I of our transcript, ci
(1. 4) deictically refers to the plate (?), te (“you') to the addressee
(Rino), metto (‘I put’) que verb paradigm to the speaker (a.) ete.2?
Another deictic linguirtic element is the definite article as ugsed in
il sugo (‘the sauce’) in its non-generic sense referring to the sugo
on the table. What il sugo refers to can only be understood with
reference to the Umfeld and on the basis of the actions (holding
the pot, looking at the sauce, etc.) in which it is embedded.
(Compare this use of the definite article with the one in line 10
(la pasta ‘the noodles’). Exactly because the pragmatic mode has
been changed from situated to displaced here, la pasta is not the
spaghetti that are present in the Umfeld, but the generic pasta.
This change of mode is established, in the present cage, by the alla
tefle&ca (‘the German way’) and the impersonal reflexive verb form
& mette (‘one puts’).)

Notethat some utterances that clearly belong to situated language
do not contain deietic linguistic elements at all {lines 1, 2, 35— 39),
On the other hand, deictic elements cceur in displaced language,
for instance, in Fiorellas also hab ich doch recht gehabt (‘so I was
1:ight’). The first person ick hab and the tense (perfect) are deictic
linguistic elements, but nevertheless, the utterance accomplishes
& displacement on the time axis.® The use of grammatical deizis
therefore moves participants’ otherwise displaced utterances cloger
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to the speech situation. A similar, but also different example of
displaced language shaded by situated language is the gua (‘there’)
in 1. 20: e Pinsalata 8i mette poi qua dentro (‘and the salad you put
it in here’). Qua hes & pseudo-referent in the Umfeld and is probably
accompanied by & non-verbal gesture. However, the inside of the
plate that is designated by gua dentro (‘in here') is not the one before
coparticipants’ eyes but the generic plate full of spaghetti and sugo
that Anita and Brigitte are telking about. The visually available
object only serves ag an example. In this form of analogical deixis,
the Umfeld becomes relevant for referential work, although the
displaced mode is not abandoned.

4) Typical speech activities. Connected to empraxis and deixis,
situated language shows a preference for certain types of speech
activities end displaced language e preference for other types of
speech activities. Among the prototypical situated language activ-
ities are those that are followed by & non-verbal response, such
as requests and commands for action, summonses {(appealing for
action by recipient), requests for permission or order {clearing the
way for action by the speaker). Thus, Anite’s ci vuoi tu il sugo sopra
(‘do you want the sauce on top’) in 1.4 clears the way for a future
action by herself, whereas Fiorella’s ick mécht ('L want’) in 1. 16
requires another participant’s action. Activities such as compliances,
refusals, etc. are second pair parts for these first activities, and
equally belong to situated language. Also, arguments and discus-
gions about what to do next belong here. A second very importent
class of activities associated. prototypically with situated language
is that of ritual exchanges, and of face-supportive or face-threaten-
ing activities in general. These activities are intimately related
to both the speaker and the addressee, that is, to the two central
personae of the communicative situation. They define, maintain,
readjust etc. social relationships between coparticipants for the
encounter. In our extract, the initial exchange of wishes (buon ap-
petito — grazie altretiand — grazie) belongs to that class, as well as
the compliment and evaluation sequences in V and VII. More
general, all activities that try to exert a direct control on copartici-
pants’ next activities by allocating the turn to them, and by im-
posing on them & next activity type (in conversation analytie terms,
all first pair parts belong here), are more typical for gituated lan-
guage than for displaced language.®
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Speech activities prototypically related to displaced language ere
generic statements such as 1. 21/22 (normalmente tutto si mangia -
ingieme con Vinsalata ‘normally one eats all (that?) together with
galad’), but elso reports, narratives, descriptions, recipes, fantasies,
ete.,

) Turn-taking. There is a difference in turn-formating, which is
a corollary of the affinity between displaced langusge and re-
presentational speech activities such as the ones just mentioned.
Narratives, descriptions, etc. usually require more than one utter-
anee to be performed. They typically have to provide for & suspen-
gion of the relevance of possible turn tramsition points. From the
perspective of turn-taking, they are what H. Sacks has called “big
packages”. Contrary to that, situated language tends to make use
of many if not all posaible transition points. Speaker contributions
are often relatively short.

8) Subjectivity. Typical situated speech activities such as compli-
ments, greetings and other ritual exchanges involve the EGO and
the TU, but only marginelly, or not at all, other referents. They are
gelf-contained in the most basic interactional constellation — that:
of a gpeaker and a recipient. This leads to a more general sixth
characteristic feature of displaced vs. situated language: The more
speech is governed by the wuctorial principle and by recipient
design, the more it makes reference to the specific participants
in the given situation, and therefore is situation-bound. No utter-
ance is completely free of traces of the speaker’s subjective view,
and of the individual recipient to which it is addressed. But in
certain genres, this subjectivity is considered to be inappropriate,
whereas others are cheracterized by it. (Cf. scientific discussions
and love talk.) Equally, some utterances may be tailored to one
gpecific recipient, whereas others only make use of background
knowledge available to large groups of people.

In prototypical situated speech, a given utterance is organized
80 a8 to meke use of the individual background knowledge of a
specific recipient. This may coincide with other features of situated
language — e.g. with speech activities such as teases. But subjec-
tivity may also diminish the displacing effect of speech activities
such as narratives or other “‘big packages’, typically associated
with displaced language. Thus, story telling may have exclusively



278

phatic purposes; and in fact, personal narratives always have this
function to a certain degree.??

Against the background of the six features, let us have a more
detailled look at extract (1). Lines 01—03, the initial exchange of
wishes, is purely ritual and refers to no elements other than those
in the situation (the participants and the beginning of the meal
contextualized by the routine). Lines 04—08 are the linguistic
islands, to use Biihler's expression, that stand out among the non-
verbal, empractic activities involved in the distribution of food.
All utterances have immediate non-verbal consequences, the inter-
vening silence in the audio-transcript is most probably filled with
non-verbal activities aa well. The whole sequence is difficult to
interpret with these non-verbel activities not documented.

The first passage of displaced language comprises lines 09—13.
Here, the topic ‘eating habits in Germany and in Italy’ is taken up
for the first time (continued in lines 22—34). The displacement is
from the present situation, not into another situation in the past
or future, but into the generic. Nonetheless, the referent of line 9
— the sugo — hag to be inferred from the situation, and is not maede
explicit. Throughout the displaced passages II and IV, elements of
the Umjeld are made use of through analogic deixis, beginning with
this case of o zero pronoun (ellipsis). Whereas the sugo remains
unspecified, the pasta, although available in the surroundings as
well, is mentioned (generic la article). Fiorella’s line 12 (also hab
ich doch recht gehabt ‘so I was right') displaces into another situation
which is presumably known, at least by b. (who answers in the
positive, 1. 13). It therefore makes use of individual background
- knowledge and brings in subjeotivity, although the passage is
basically displaced. Lines 14—21 (up to niente ‘it's allright’) return
into the situated mode, dealing again with the distribution of food,
and including an incomprehensible excuse/acknowledgement
sequence (lines 20f). Thus, both types of activities typically as-
sociated with the situated mode are present: those that have non-
verbal consequences and those on the politeness/face-work level.
B. resumes talk about eating habits (up to line 34). The third
situated passage (1. 36—41) is a compliment sequence, and therefore
primarily relevant for participants’ face-work. No referents other
than those in the visual-physical surroundings ere introduced.
The evaluated food remains unspecified and has to be inferred
in 1, 35—39. But the final bisch (n) ne gute Kochin (‘you're a good
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covk’) is less situated than the rest: contrary to the compliments
concerning the meal, the utterance contains e situation-independent
attribution to the cook. The next utterance by a. (1. 42) is not
unambiguously classified either: chi ha scelfo questo pranzetio (‘who
chose this little lunch’) holds a middle pogition between situated
and digplaced language. The possible referents of chi are to be found
among the co-participants, and questo also refers deictically. But
the perfect points to the past; the utterance invites a narrative
gequence or utterance that would clearly belong to the displaced
mode. However, Daniela restricts her answer to a meagre ich,
remaining 68 much as possible in the situation, although again
referring to time pest. L. 81 is unintelligible and cannot be at-
tributed to either mode.

The first utterance of passage VII is clearly situated, taking up
the compliment sequence of V with reference to the actual meal.
The two following utterances (question / answer-sequence in 56/67)
again move out of the situation; however, displacement takes place
on the time axis exclusively. No umfeld-independent time in the
pagt is introduced, the NUNC remains the anchor of temporal
reference. The final passage VIII ig the beginning of a reporting
about the day at school. A definite place (the school) and a definite
time interval (this morning) are established, elements of situated
language are restricted to the persons (for copresent Daniels and
Fiorella are the dramatis personae in the narrative sequence).

Before looking at some other examples for moving in and out of
displaced language, two final remarks on the distinction between
the two modes. The first is that the transition between the two
modes does not necessarily but frequently correlate with topic
change. In our transcript, passages IT and IV have the same topic,
and 50 have V and VII, but what is important to note is that every
trangition from one pragmatic mode to the other occurs at a point
in conversation where a topic change could have taken place. The in-
terpretation for this correlation in the given context is that of
situated language as & buffer between topics dealt with in displaced
language. In fact the Umfeld is an omnipresent (re)source from
‘which e new topic can be generated when the old one is worn out.
(Note that the weather, the classic buffer topic, is also usually
generated out of the speech situation.) The more ‘important’ the
non-verbal part of an episode, the more it will interrupt displaced
language and cut off running topics. (For instance the arrival of
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a customer who weants to be served in a shop will usually terminate
displaced talk about private affairs among the personnel.)

Second, it might be necessary to underline again here that one
difference between situated and displaced language certainly does
pot hold: it is not the case that situated language is context-
dependent whereas displaced language is not. Statements such as
that proper names (a typically non-deictic referential means) are
context-independent whereas pronouns are context-dependent are
wrong. It is not the quantity, but the quality of its relationship
to context that distinguishes situated and displaced languege.
By using the first referential mode, coparticipants construe around
them the social territory on which they interact and which is defined
by an area of immediate sensual accessability. By using the second
mode, participants allude to, rely upon, constitute, make relevent
etc. elements of knowledge that cannot be taken from the visual
surroundings but, as part of (generic or specific) social knowledge,
have to be taken from memory.*

3. MOVING IN AND OUT OF DISPLACED LANGUAGE

The discussion of the first example has shown that it is possible to
delimit stretches of displaced language against those of situated
langnage in convemsation relatively easily, although intermediate
passages do occur. I now want to look at these transitions in more
detail.

Tiven in dense displaced language — in panel discussions, univer-
sity lectures, in the most fervent arguments or the most fascinating
story tellings — the symbolically erected structures of ‘textworlds’
displaced from the situation mey be disrupted by the trivielities
of the ‘real’ world of face-to-face interaction. A telephone that rings
ond must be answered, a cigarette that is to be lighted, intrusions
on the other’s territory — by chance touching or hitting — that
must be apologized for and many other little things cen distract,
or threaten to distract, coparticipants’ attention for a short moment
to the spatio-temporal surroundings in which they have built up
these displaced ‘textworlds’. Such trivialities are mostly dealt with
a8 time outs, a status that underlines the hierarchisation of dis-
placed and situated language in the given contexts.

As the moment in which they come up often cannot be predicted
and as they have to be dealt with immediately, they are potential
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interruptions to displaced language. Treating them as time outs
keeps the disruptiveness to a minimum. There are typical linguistic
means for this, above all a marked decrease in loudness. Explicit
markingg are rare, apart from small apology tokens such as scusa
(or sorry).

Minute flashes of prosodically bracketed situated language occur-
ring almost unpredicably in displaced language are one extreme of
the possible hierarchisation of displaced and situated language.
The other is represented by activity-centred episodes — carrying up
a piano to the third floor and the like. Whereas displaced language
can never be totally sheltered from possible umfeld-generated dis-

| Ex. (@) (AL48) |

16 a ancora?! —
17 R: un po
((pe)
18 (3.0)
19 D: Fi:o:rella::
{
20 F: ]SEPIEE:I alr
21 a: a(l(desso face [iamo cosl
pp)
2 D [b bbhh
23 a: piatto di Bri:g:itte i
24 b non tro [ppo
25 D(Y): pro:nto
26 a: bhhhhh
27 (6.0)
=28 hai gaputo qualcosa di Mario? —
20 Tz io
30 a: cht
31 b: no
((eto.))
Rough translation
14 0 more ?
}; Ri: a litte
3.0
19 D: Fi:o:rella:; ol
g(ll ¥: Da:mnie:l [a::
a: now let's do it {like this
22 D(1): [b hhh
23 B: Brigitte’s plate il
24 bz not too [much
25 D(?): ready
26 & bhhhhEhh
21 (6.0)
- 28 any news from Mario? -
29 b ¥you mean me?
30 a3 yeaht?
3l b no
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| Ex. (3) (A155) |

23 D: gute Kdchin;
()]
24 2,
25 B: complimenti allo cuoea?
20 D: mhm,
27 a: ah
28 b:  hhhbh
29 2.0y

~30 b: allora; chi raceonta; — Fiorella (.) che
31 cosa hai fatto nella scucle oggi?
32 {6.0)

33 F: goritto
34 hai guardato il maestro
((etc., follows 1eport on achool day))

Rough tranalation

23 D: good cook;

24 (2.0)

26 a: cornpliments to the ecook?
26 D: mhm,

27 a: ah

28 b: hbhhhh

29 (2.0)

—+30 b: now then; who is going to tell us; — Fiorella (.} what
31 have you done in school torlay ?
a2 (8.0)

33 ¥ written
34 a; you were looking at the teacher
((ete.))

turbances, situated language without any displacements is nothing
exceptional. Our lunch episode stands somewhere in the middle.
Formally, it is activity centered, but ag in our culture, eating with-
out having a conversation has become a strange thing, it can be
expected that, in addition to verbal activities related to the coor-
dination of non-verbal activities such as preparing and distributing
the food, displaced talk on other topics will come up sooner or later.
Apart from lines 81ff in the first datum, this happens in the follow-
ing two extracts.

In both cases, the beginning of the displaced passage certainly
is not disruptive for the preceding situated one. On the contrary,
the latter shows distinet features of closings, such as long silence
preceding the first dieplaced/displacing utterance, continuers,
agreement tokens, laughter and similar ectivities that do not develop
the old topic any further.® But the new, displaced topic is not tied
to the old, situeted one. It starts where a new topic can legitimately
start without being anchored semantically in what has been said
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before. The displacement is done in the first utterance. Thus, hai
suputo qualcosa di Mario? ‘any news from Mario? (A I 48: 28)
introduces & non-present person via a proper name, Fiorella che
cosa hai fatto nella scuola ogyi ‘Fiorella whaet did you do in school
today’ (A T 55: 30f) displaces from the time and the place of the
origo. (In addition, the turn-initial allora (roughly ‘well') marks
the transition formally, chi racconta (‘who is going to tell us’) names
the verbal activity thet is supposed to be carried out now.%)

Smoother transitions take up an element of the on-going talk and
use it for an intermediate utterance that contains situated and
dieplaced elements. Often, a certain detail of the situetion is
generalized to a more ahstract statement thet can be used for the
generation of a fully displaced narrative, descriptive, or argumen-
tative passage.

[Ex. (4 (BI14|

16 F: ah ich weiB gar nich wo [ich anfange goll ! — —
17 1s: [ hier !
18 T hn hn ’h
18 a: [l_u_l bn quante ce n'd ancors =
20 b: = snche voi — ['ma io ho gia mangiahhhhtohhh
21 Bt si anche io
22 b hhhhhhbbhhbhbhh
23 8 hhh
24 F: no::
25 D: ed iof
26 b: heh — —
27 F: {im Lokal) —

((p))

-28 b: ah- mi piacciono molto i gelatir hn h n hn ]_u_1
29 a: [hn_:l ho
30 F: [mochte Sie
- 1(63)]
3N von mir !
32 Lz nee,
33 R: ich binganz {......... ) bin schon satt
34 h: mm — — & peee [ato
36 F: Dani wirds essen
38 bs Daniela — [tu
37 R: [Dam'ela. — willach du?t
38 a: & te piacciono — —
39 D(1): si — perd —
40 a: &l ma anch’io come loro vedit — — su guattro ore (0.5)
41 b: e *ho Fhn
42 a(1): ehn:
~43 F: beim Essen daheim bin ich immer die letschte; — —

44 L: BOBO

@ . A
45 F: miissen gie immer suf mich warte — Lis ich fertig bin
46 4 hm

47 ) (3.0)
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Rough translation
16 F: ab T really don't [know where to start! — —
17 B here !
18 bn ba ho b
19 B bhn hn how much there is still left! =
20 b you too — [but I have already ea(hh)t(bhlen h h
21 a: ves B0 have
22 b: hbhhb[hhbhhbhhhbh
28 o  [5BBb
24 F: no
26 D: and If
26 b: heh — —
27 E: {in the restaurant) —
—+28 h: sh — Ireally like ice creamn [1_11,1 hn hn hn
29 a: hm hm [hm
30 F: [do you want of
31 F: mine ?
32 b: no,
33 R: I am really (. . ..) I am full asiready
L E b mm — — that [5 & pity
36 b H [Dany is going to eat it
36 D: Daniela — [ you
37 R: Daniela — do you want (it1)?
a8 a: you like them — —
a9 D: yes — but —
40 % yes but me too like them you seet — — ( ) (0.5)
41 L: ehn [1_11_1
42 a(1): ehn:
~+43 F: when we cat at home I am always laat; — —
44 [:H 1 see
45 F: they always have to wait for me — until I am finished
46 1A hn
47 (3.0)

Fiorella’s beim Essen daheim bin ich immer die letachte (“when
we eat at home I'm always last’) (MG B I 14: 43) makes use of the
definition of the present situation as ‘eating’ and generates the
locally and temporally displaced topic ‘eating at home’ out of it.
Brigitte’s mi piacciono malto i gelati’ (‘I really love ice cream’) only
moves out of the Umfeld on the time axis without establishing
another situational context. Both utterances are less prepared
by silence and other closing techniques than the two abrupt tran-
sitions discussed before. They can afford it, for they do not leave
the old topic entirely. Note that both of them have the potential
of being followed up by a personal narrative.
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4. SITUATED AND DISPLACED LANGUAGE:
A COMPARISON WITH OTHER DICHOTOMIES ON THE
INTERACTIONAL LEVEL

The relevance of the dichotomy “‘situated vs. displaced”, as
introduced in this paper, becomes more obvious when it is compared
to other dichotomies currently discussed in linguistics, in particular,
to Ochs Keenan’s distinction between planned and unplanned dis-
course (first introduced in Ochs Keenan 1977) and Givén's distine-
tion between a pragmatic and a syntactic mode (Givén 1979a & b).

Ochs Keenan argues that child language is characterized by the
use of unplanned language, and that adults are also using unplanned
languege in addition to planned discourse in certain circumstances,
Unplanned discourse is characterized, according to the author,
by the following features (1977: 16{f):

a) “‘speakers rely on the immediate context to express proposi-
tions™;

b) “speakers rely on morpho-syntactic structures acquired in
early stages of language development’’;

c) “speakers tend to repeat and replace lexical items in the ex-
pression of a proposition’;

d) “the form and content of sequentially arranged social acts
tend to be more similar.”

Whereas ¢} and d) are not relevant for the distinetion between
situated and displaced language and b) does not apply (for although
child language is more situated than adult language can be, the cor-
responding grammatical morphemes, such as deictic T and you, are
acquired relatively late), a) seems to overlap with the situated mode.
It needs some further discussion.

Let us look at Ochs Keenan’s examples for this feature. She gives

three cases of reliance on immediate context:
a) Referent deletion. Although she mentions “reliance on non-
verbal means to snpply the missing information, e.g. the use of
pointing, reaching, holding up, eye gaze, etc.” (p. 16), her data
extracts all suggest that what is involved here ig textual ellipsis;
this ellipsis must be resolved, not by recurrence to the situation,
but by recurrence to the cotext, as in the following example:

(Two Girls, Schegloff ts.)
B: uh how’s school goin.
A: oh: same old shit.
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B: Hhhh | (really?)
A: have a lotta tough courses.

Although the first person personal pronoun is a deictic symbol, and
can be part of situated talk, its omission in the present case is only
possible, because prior talk has established A as the person-being-
talked-about (cf. the initial line by B., to which the last line is tied
via the schematic relationship between school and courses). The re-
construction of the last sentence as I have a lotta tough courses,
against competing they have/ we have/ you have a lotta tough courses,
won’t succeed for the utterance spoken in igolation, even in & known
Umfeld. In. addition, it is quite unlikely that the I-ellipsis would be
accompanied by a nonverbal sign.

b) Topic prominence vs. subject prominence. The occurrence of
hanging topics (the mo-modern art the twentieth century ari, there's
about eight books- same extract as above) and other dislocations
splitting off the topic from the proposition, is doubtlessly inde-
pendent of the Umfeld. It follows, instead, principles of natural,
iconic linguistic serialisation (as opposed to syntactic serialisation).
¢) Tmplicit linkage of propositions without marking of the semantic
relationship holding between them. (I don'’t like this house. It looks
strange is an example for an implicit causal relationship given by
Ochs Keenan.) This is yet another case of semantic implicitness
that can be resolved, not by situational knowledge, but by “knowl-
edge of the world and our expectations concerning the sequencing of
talk to relate the two propositions” (p. 22).

Tt becomes apparent that Ochs Keenan's context-dependence of
unplanned discourse is, at least in all of her examples, dependence
on background knowledge and on the co-text, but not situational
embeddedness in the sense discussed in the present paper. In fact,
when she states that ‘“reliance on context to communicate informa-
tion falls towards the unplanned pole and reliance on syntax falls
towards the planned pole” (p 16.), it is clear that her two types of
discourse are much more similar to the pragmatic vs. syntactic
mode, than to situated va. displaced language. For them, Givén
gives the following description (1979b: 223):
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pragmatic mode syntactic mode

—topic-comment structure

—loose conjunection

—slow rate of delivery (under
geveral intonation contours)

—word-order is governed
mostly by one pragmatic
principle: old information (though it may also be used
goes firat, new informetion to indicate pragmatic-
follows) topicelity relations)

—roughly one-to-one ratio —a larger ratio of nouns-over-
of verbs-to-nouns in dis- verbs in discourse, with the
course, with the verbs verbs being semantically
being semantically simple; complex;
no use of grammatical elaborate use of grammatical
morphology morphology
prominent intonation-stress —very much the same, but
marks the focus of new perhaps not exhibiting as
information; topic informa- high a funetional load, and
tion; topic intonation is less at least in some languages
prominent, totally absent.

~—subject-predicate structure

—tight subordination

—fast rate of delivery (under a
single intonational contour)

—word-order in used to signal
semantic case-funetions

Givén goes on to show that his dichotomy characterizes pidging va.
creoles, child vs. adult language, and informal vs, formal language.

Yet, the same linguistic communication forms — child language,
informal language (one might add, oral language) and pidgins or
pidginized varieties — also display the features of situated language,
much more than those of displaced language.3* It must be concluded
that we are dealing with two theoretically independent, empirically
often co-occurring dimensions of ‘mon-formal language’. Peirce’s
clagsic distinction between symbol, icon and index (Peirce 1960ff)
may be mapped onto the distinction between displaced/syntactic,
pragmetic and situated mode. The basic relations between language
and situation that are the referential basis of situated language are
relations of pointing, or indexing; the relations between langnage
and co-text or world knowledge that make out the pragmatic mode
are often iconie (e.g. expression of posteriority by simple juxtaposi-
tion of two propositions). Language that is neither supported by
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indexical relations to the Umfeld, nor by iconic relations to ‘the
world’, and that is therefore heavily arbitrary and culture-bound,
is digplaced/ syntactic.
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NOTES

* A first version of this paper wes read at the International Pragmatics
Conference, Viareggio, September 1985._1 wish to thanlc the members of
the regular Konstanz colloquy on Soziolinguistik und Gespricheanalyse for
their cnmmentasalnd eriticism.

b : 6l.

: é%52B/‘1ﬁ91f15£r (1934: 366 f): “Es gibt im Anwendungsbereich der me;_nsch-
lichen Sprachzeichen einen Bofreiungsschritt, der vielleieht einmal im Werde-
gang der Menschensprache zu den entseheidensten gehdrte. Wir vermogen
Sin zwar nieht historisch zu rekonstruieren, wozu so gut wie jeder Anhalt
in der Linguistik von heute fehlt, konnen ihn aber systematisch bestimren
ale die Befreiung. soweit sie geht und moglich geworden ist, von den Situu-
tionshilfen: es ist der Libergang vom wesentlich en}Praktlschen Sprechen zu
selbstindigen (s:1bstversorgten) Sprachprodukten. .

3 et me noto here that I am very reluctant to take over the conventional
way of talking of langnsge ea situation “dependent’. It seems much more
appropriate to conceive of the relationship hetween talk and situation as
& reflexive, dialectic one, in which language defines the relevant [im feld
just as it is influenced by it. Indeed, the Umfeld is no physical datwn, it
is produced by those who act in i, by exactly their aoting. 'Phenomenologists
auch 88 A. Schiitz heve noticed and discussed thig point m some detail (of.
Schiitz & Tuckmann 1975: 73 ff, pacticularly their discussion of Reichuwette ),
but the linguistic dimension of the problem has remaingd almost unteuched.

4 Cf. Bernstein 1965/ IETI: 125 %983

8 ('f, e.z. Rauh 1984, Levinson . . )

“g‘or itglstmme, Rauh 1984 a.?d Jakobson 1950 (1976), if we equete his

jon of “‘shifters” with that of deixis. .
noi;n;nowe thig expression to Voloshinov’s dizeussion of reported speech (cita-
tions), of. Voloshinov 1930. Also of. Benveniste’s notion of “‘subjectivite

1958),
( 0 C%‘. Sacks & Schegloff 1979.

¢ ('f. Gumperz 1982, 1985. For & summary, of. Auer 1985. . )

10 T4, is an entirely different issue that from the use of certain polite or
impolite forms, reference to0 a co-present participant ean be inferred or
exeluded (of. Conlmas 1980 for Japanese). Reference is not _established by
these polite forms, but only via the inferential process that is based on the
knowledge activated by them.

1L Omitted by the author, ) X . .

12 For Biihlor, all deictic words are Rezeptionszeichen (rceeption signs)
that lay the sensusl ground for the reception of non-linguistic signs such as
gestures which necessarily accompany them. Recently, Schegloff (1984) hﬂﬁ
shown that gesturcs ere often completed or, ab least, have reached ‘bhE’-l,ik
acme before the corresponding deictic word occurs. This contradicts Biihler’s
conccption of deietic words as reception preparing. Almost the O.ppuvsﬂ‘,e
seems to he true: the gesture is sequentially prior, snd the deictic word
provides the syntactic and serantic slot in which it ie supposed to fib in.
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13 (’f. Benveniste 1959, Ehlich 1882,

U Cf. Di Luzio 1981 for the Italian proncminal system end Hottenroth
1985 for an overview of the Italian local deictie system.

15 Apart from Biihler, Pike and a few others, linguists have done little
research on empraxis — & gap that can only partly be explained by technical
difficulties in the observation and documentation of non-verbal structures
Lefore the invention of the video camern, snd by linguiste’ reluctance to
share a field of research with miero-sociologists and psychologists, Harris
(1981: 157f) correctly observes that not recognising the “chronological
integration between linguistic and non-linguistic events” (which he calis
co-temporality, p. 157) has meant, to “obscure ... (the) experientisl basis’
?f l?gguuge and “any convincing explanation of how displacement warks”
D 158).

18 The term displacement iz intended as a translation of Biihler's Versetzung
here. Displacement is also one of the design festures of language mentioned
by Hockett (1958: 579).

17 Of course, moet deietic eigne include symbolic information, such aa
the pronouns information about sex. But indepenlent of how much symlolic
information is being conveyed, deictic signs ere all equslly dependent on the
Umfeld for interpretation.

B Of, e.g. Fillmere 1971, Wunderlich 1982, Jarvella & Klein (eds) 1982,
Tranh (ed.) 1983,

18 For instance, a description of a displaced object may contain e charac-
terization of the sizc of this object that uses cusi grande and the vurresponding
movement of the hands. Or the historical present may be uwsed to narrate
in the pest.

=0 Cf. Fillmore 1982.

1 Luckmann (1984: 56) deserilies thia type of interaction, hased on Schiitz,
ag “‘zeichengebundene Kommunikation hei einem Héchatmaf an Unmittel-
harkeit und Weehselseitipkeit, also unter der Bedingung voll synelironisierter
Bewubtaeinsstrome der Beteiligten™,

2 (f. Chafe 1976.

23 Ehlich (1983 etc.) argues that the distinction between maintained and
vhanged referential focus delimitates anaphor from deixis proper. However,
it seems that there is little if any difference hetween the repeated use of
17 and that of the third person pronoun interpreted with reference to an
afore-mentioned expression. In order to avoid the unwanted conclusion
that the first person pronoun is anaphorie, the definition of anaphor has to
inelude “reference to the text’ or something similar as a defining feature.
Maintained vs. changed referential focus distinguishes text deixis (expres-
sions such a8 see «hove, in the following ete.) from anaphor.

2 The date were collected in the DFG-project “Muttersprache italienischer
gas;;p.ibei_terkindor” in the Sonderforschungshereich 99, Konstanz, Director
A, di Luzio.

2 Transcription conventions are largely those in wse in Clonversation Ana-
lypia, /==break-off; = = latching, hh = laughter, — = silence not ex-
ceeding 0.5 sec., 0.5 ete. = milence of 0.5 ete. sce., "xxx® = piano.

% In Elkman & Friesen’s terminology (1981: 71 if), we are dealing with
sffect displays, regulators, adaptors and some iliustrators (iconie and intrin-
sic ones) in displaced language, but with deictic illustrators, emblems and
of course non-representational social activities in situated language. These
non-verhal activitics are more eentral to our understending of what ia
going on.

¥ Sopra ‘on top of’ (in 1. 4} of course is not deictie but only empractically
abridged. As two place predicate, ite interpretation depends on estahlishing
the foad (the spaghetti) as the point of reference. From this point of reference,
the suge is sopra. Lo ‘it’ is clearly anaphoric.

2t In the souithern German variety the children’s use of the imperfect hatie
is rare, that is, the use of the perfect is not, or unly in a very weak way, in
a gystemie contrast with the imperfect in given case of rechthoben.
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2 The corresponding second pair-parts may be in the mode of displaced
lunguage take narratives ag answers to cerfain questions such as ‘how
did it happen 1°,

30 Streeck (MS) demonstrates this function very clearly in his analysis of
the Unterhnltungskunst (art of conversation/ art of entertaininent) of some
elderly ladies in Manuheim who perform stories rather than telling themi.

A My distinetion between deictic and displaced language draws upon
Biihler’s writings, specifically on his notion of empraxia. The other pionecr
in research on conicxt ig E. Benvcniste. In an article of 1970 (1974}, he
introduces the notion of énonciution, “‘I’acte méme de produire un énoneé”
(80). He then gives a list of linguistic elements that dopend on this “sonver-
gion individuelle de la langue en discours' (81). It inecluder the personul
pronouns, demonstratives, tenses referring to the speech gituation, questions,
Pintimation” (imperatives, vocatives, ete.), but also assertions and modalits.
The temporal aspect is also treated in an esrlier paper (1959/1966), where
Benveniste assigna French tenses to two systems, which are the basis of
higtorie and discursive talk (“‘réeit” va. “discours”). The “récit” is said to be
free of anv influsnce by the speaker; it is exclusively written and refers to
pest evonts. Dedetic signs such a8 je, mainiznant, ici are absent. The cnlv
possible tenses are the prasd simple, the vnparfoit and the plusqueparfuit.
The diseours is written or oral, it presupposes a speaker and a hearer, uses
deictio signs and all tenses with the exception of the passé simple. (Later,
his opposition has been taken up and elaborated in Weinrich’s famouns
distinction between erzdhite und besprochene Welt (1966).)

It is obvious that both Benveniste’s notion of diseours and that of the
énonciation have to do with the present notion of situated langusge. Yet
there are some fundamental differences. The main problem with Benveniste’s
approach is for me the fact that the aet of using a linguistie system (T'énoncia-
tion) is the baais of all linguistic texts, written or oral, displaced or not.
This is reflected in Benveniste's own fagon de parler “*¢nonciation historique™
and “dénonciations de discours™ (1959/66: 241 f), which should he contr-
dietory if “récit” (“historique’) were restricted to speech free of any elements
of the linguistie production. What can be opposed to énonciation is the lin-
guistic system ({zngue), or the linguistic text as the reified document of &
procees of énoncintion. But Pénonciation is not contrastable with rée#t or, in
our terms, with situated language. Benveniste’s récif, on the other hand, is
miuich too restricted (remember it iz exclusively written !) to he useful for
an analysis of conversational data. Contrary to Biihler, Benvenist: does not
distinguish between deictie signs as part of a linguistic syatem and situated
language. Je, tu, demain and the like have no reality outside diseourse for
him (1970/1974: 84). But clearly, a pronoun such as je is part of the French
langusge and can he semantically deseribed. Its semantic content is the
instruction it gives to the recipient to find & referent in the Umfeld who ir
identified by the voice of the speaker. The Zeigfeld exists for any language,
a8 independently of ita usage.

¥ For the organisation of topical closings, cf. Maynard 1882 and Button &
Casey 1984.

3 In the lay uses of the term, ‘narration’ seems to be roughly equivalent
to & big package.

# For instance, it has been shown in a study on the linguistic behaviour
of Italian migrant children in German (Auer & Di Luzio, in press) that on
the diseourse semantie level, their la;:fuage iy characterized by the features
of the situated and the pragratic mode.
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