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1. I ntroduction

It has been claimed that conversations is the asit of social organization
(cf.Schegloff (1986) and it seems correct to say tonversation, or with a more
general term dialogue (from the Greek dia logosugh words), exhibits
characteristics which are basic to social orgaimatt coordinates information and
mutual understanding and it involves building sbcahesion. This paper is about
some aspects of how social cohesion is createddhrdialogue and addresses
questions like: What is it that keeps a dialogueg® Why is it normally impossible
to terminate a conversation by suddenly turningiadoand walking away, even if
your interlocutor has finished his/her turn at &eg? To put it briefly, the aim is to
analyze the glue of dialogue.

2. Multilayered constraints and enablements

The first thing to notice is perhaps the complewityhe relations that are established
between the participants in a dialogue. (The kihdi@ogue | will primarily have in
mind throughout the paper is spoken dialogue, g@rbgps most basic kind of human
dialogue. However, many of the claims will be gafieable to other forms of

human dialogue, e.g. written dialogue using elestranedia.) At least the following
levels of organisation are involved in human dialgwvhere each level provides
necessary but not sufficient enablements and @ngtron human communication.

(i) Physical: The communicators are physical entities and tt@nmunicative
contributions are physical processes.

(i) Biological: The communicators are biological organisms whose
communicative contributions from this perspectiaa be seen as biological
activation and directed behavior.

(iif) Psychological:
(A) Perception, understanding and emotion: The communicators are
perceiving understanding and emotional beings wltosnmunicative contri-
butions are perceptually comprehensible and emalypcharged phenomena.

(B) Motivation, rationality and agency: The communicators are motivated
(including ethical, cooperative motives), ratioagkents whose communicative
contributions, consequently, are motivated, rati@cts (compare Grice (1975)
and Allwood (1976)).



(iv) Social:
A: Culture, social institution, language. The communicators are, at least
provisionally, members of a culture, of a sociatitution and of a linguistic
community, and their communicative contributions,daerefore, be characterized as
cultural, social institutional and linguistic acts.

B: Activity: The communicators normally, play a role in a soag@ilvity and their
communicative contributions are contributions tattactivity through their role, e.qg,
as asalesclerk telling a customer about the price of some goods or a¢edetturing
to students.

C: Communication. The communicators normally, at a given point ingjrfocus

more on either sending or receiving informatioa.,, ithey are primarily either in the
sender, (speaker, writer, etc.) role or in theikezglistener, reader, etc.) role. In the
sending role, they are mostly performing a paricabmmunicative act which makes
them the agent of actions such as stating, ask&giesting, etc. Ibis leads to
characterizations of their communicative contribns by such labels as; sent
message, speech, writing, statement, questioneaekst.

Since dialogue, in this way, involves a networkioély interwoven enablements and
constraints, the "glue" or "cohesion™ at work ialdgue must be construed in a similar
multilayered way. One of the consequences is tiaddglie and the successive contributions
to dialogue are characterized by such featuresdaswadancy, predictability, recoverability
and, given the constraints on human perceptiorattedtion, a certain indeterminacy with
regard to the relevance of its various dimensions.

In order, however, to analyze the redundancy if'ghe", the layers have to be described
both individually and in relation to each otherislIto this task that | now turn, in trying to
describe some aspects of what | have called conuativme cohesion.

In order to facilitate the discussion | will stast characterizing the basic concepts that 1
will use in describing dialogues.

1 . Contribution: The basic individual communicative unit of a dialedl will call a
contribution. A contribution can be defined as quemce of communicative behavior
bounded by lack of activity. If activity should eeaduring a contribution (eg by
pausing while speaking), the pause must not keflly another communicator's
contribution, nor must it be so long that it is moeasonable to regard renewed
activation as a new contribution. The unit in spolenguage corresponding to a
contribution is an utterance. This will be the umtainly consider in the following.

2. Turn: Besides utterances, it is also convenient to djatsh turns. A turn can be
defined as a right to communicate and is a norraatither than a behavioral unit. A
turn is, thus, often but not always, coterminouthwvan utterance. Consider the
following
examples:

(1) A: It's raining? (2) A: Don't go there
B:Om B: (Silence)



In (1) B uttersm during A's turn and in (2) B has a turn but chodedl it
with nonactivity (silence). Example 1, thus, shdtest an utterance does not
have to be a turn and example 2 shows that a tves dot need to be an
utterance.

3. Grammatical units: An utterance can contain several grammatical u@its.
example (3) where, for ease of reference, the gratmat is marked with
punctuation marks and capitals.

(3) A: Yes! Come tomorrow. Go to the church! Bililvoe there, OK?
B: The church, OK

Example (3) shows that utterances are not coteumsimgth sentences. A's
utterance contains 2 feedback morphemes and 3westeand B's utterance
contains an NP and a feedback morpheme but norsente

4. Functional features- communicative acts

An utterance can be mono - or multifunctionalt iEimultifunctional, its
multifunctionality can be simultaneous or sequénfisg utterance in example
(3), for example, contains sequentially the funtsieeedback giving (cf
Allwood, Nivre, Alsén, 1992), request, requestiesteent and response
elicitation. Furthermore, the statement 'Bill viii there' could simultaneously
be a promise and, thus, illustrates simultaneousifomctionality. Functional
features such as request, statement, promise, atadde called
"communicative acts". This concept, in turn, hasistorical connection to
concepts like "illocutionary force" Austin (1962)c"speech act"”, cf Searle
(1969), and was proposed in Allwood (1976) and Alha (1978) in order to
amend some problems with the aforementioned nations

A communicative act can be defined as a contribubiofeature of a contribution
which can be connected with a communicative intenfpurpose, goal or function)
or a communicative result. The reason for the digjon in the definition is that
communicative acts, like actions in general, sezivetidentifiable by either
behavioral form, intention or result, cf . alsodselsection 9.

In summary, thus, the utterance (contribution)rigpsed as the basic unit of
dialogue, where it serves as an anchoring poinbtioer kinds of organization, such

as the right to communicate (turn taking), gramoatstructuring, and functional
intentional structuring (communicative acts).

4. Dialogue Cohesion

4.1 Basic communicative functions and responsiveness

Let us now investigate some aspects of dialoguesioh. The point of departure for
the investigation will be the functional featurdsitierances.

The claim | want to make is that an important aspédialogue cohesion can be derived
from the following four basic communicative fungtg



1. Contact

2. Perception

3. Understanding

4. Other attitudinal reactions

The claim issimply that after each utterance the listener (vecgkmust evaluate whether
andhow he/she can and/or wants to continue, perceive, understaddn other ways
attitudinallyreact to the utterance in question. Besides being a necessary requireament
communicationM can also be normatively reconstrued as obligations based acms&ch
human social obligation to be contactable for cowiibn of information which, in turn, is
perhaps the most important precondition for samidllesion. Another obligation somewhat
weaker than that already mentioned is then theatitin to report on the result of the
evaluation. We could call these obligations thegathlons of communicative contactability
and communicative responsiveness or for shortdhtigations of responsiveness". Thus,
B's various replies in example (4) below, all hotlase obligations, even though they are
clear transgressions against other obligations.

A. How are you?

Bl:  Shut up, | don't want to listen to you
B2: 1don't have time

B3: Idon't understand

B4: None of your business

Normally, in dialogue, responsiveness is combinét yet other obligations which would
tend to prohibit B 1 -B4. Examples of such othdigations are given in the maxims
formulatedM Grice (1975) or Allwood (1976). In fact, "resporeiess” can itself be
considered as a special case of the applicatitmeske maxims. Responsiveness is frequently
combined also with the obligations and conventiwhgh are connected with a particular
activity or a particular role in an activity. Thuwspupil in a school class is under a different
pressure to answer the teacher's questions inabgraom than he is to answer his friends'
guestions during the break. The pupil role reindsrhis "responsiveness obligation™ in
relation to the teacher.

4.2 Expressive and evocative dimensions of communication

Let us now combine this analysis of communicatasponsiveness with the following
analysis, cf also Allwood (1976) and (1978). Eaclmmunicative act, e.g. statement,
question, request, exclamation can be said, onrtkéhand, to count as an expression of an
attitude (with a content) on the part of the spealkel, on the other hand, to count as an
attempt to evoke a reaction from the listener. @dbsummarizes this analysis for the four
mentioned communicative acts. In statements anlkeations, the expressive dimension is
more in focus, while in questions and requestgdbes, to a greater extent, is on the
evocative dimension.



Tablel Components of dialogue cohesion Analysis of theesgive and
evocative dimensions of four communicative acts

Type of commun-

icative act Expressive Evocative

Statement belief (that listener shares)
belief belief judgement

Question desire for (that listener provides)
information the desired information

Request desire for X (that listener provides) X

Exclamation any attitude (that listener atterngs t
attitude

To illustrate the role of the claims made in the tdbledialogue cohesion, consider a
speaker A making a statement like: "It's rainirgatspeaker B. According to the
table, A, thus, expresses his belief that it isirgj and wants, or at least has nothing
against, the same belief being evoked in B. Gitenabligation of communicative
responsiveness, B must now evaluate whether anchkaan (and/or wishes to)
continue, perceive, under-standing and react. etssume that he can (and wishes
to) continue, perceive and understand. Since thesmostly preconditions for a
reaction, he can now implicitly report on contiriaat perception and understanding
just by reporting on his reaction to the evocatlireension of A's statement. Some
possible reactions are given in example (5).

(5): A:lIt'sraining
B 1: Yes (itis)
B2: Are you sure
B3: No (it isn't)

In B 1, B accepts the evocative intention. In B2 guestions A's grounds for the
expressed belief and, thus, also the grounds éorgasonableness of accepting it as
his own. In B3, he denies the validity of the exgsel belief and by implication, he
also denies the force of the evocative intentiah lsis own ability (or wish) to

accept the belief.

4.3 Evaluation and report

All three utterances in B1 -B3, however, respeetdhligation of communicative
responsiveness. Explicitly they report on an ev@unaof the evocative dimension in
A's utterance and implicitly they positively report the functions of contact,
perception and understanding.

Thus, an evaluation of all of the four functionscommunication can be reported on
positively or negatively, explicitly or implicitlyTable 2 gives us a survey of the possibilities
seen as possible replies from a speaker B to &sp@avho has uttered "It's raining” "No

reply”, "any reply" and "irrelevant reply" are méas descriptions of types of replies rather
than as instances of replies.

The implicit way of reporting positively on contaperception and understanding is to let
what one says presuppose (imply) that one is comignand has perceived and understood.
Normally any relevant reply, whether it is positmenegative, would have this



presupposition. Thus, both the positive replies'yés" and the negative "no it isn't sunny"
normally imply that the speaker is continuing aad heard and understood the previous
utterance. The difference between the explicit lyes’ and the implicit "but yesterday it
was sunny" is that "yes it is" explicitly accepte fprevious utterance as true while "but
yesterday it was sunny" merely implies this. Ingrah the information that is implied is
diminished by making any of the four basic commatiie functions explicit. We, in fact,
get a default chain of implications of the follogisort, other attitudinal reaction - >
understanding - > perception - > contact. So, #a4s "I hear you" this implies contact but
not necessarily understanding or any further alitital reaction. It is also important to note
that the implications are default implications sificmight be possible, in some cases, to
hear without continuing, or to understand withoeating properly, or to accept (as an
example of an attitudinal reaction) without undamnsling. Even the implication of contact
might be cancelled if we imagine a case where Ahance utters something to B which by
C (to whom the utterance is not directed) is exgrexed as a relevant reply.

Table 2 Positive, negative, implicit, explicit refgoon evaluation of a preceding
utterance "It's raining"

Basic Positive Negative
communicative explicit implicit explicit impdit
functions
contact "l will continue” any reply which pays have to go" no
attention to interlocutor walk away
perception "l can hear you" any reply which bggra  "What pardon,  irrelevant
that the interlocutor's sorry (I can't
contribution has been hear you)"
perceived
understanding” | understand" any reply which dogr "What, pardon, irrelevant
that the interlocutor's sorry,l don't reply
contribution has been understand”
understood
other (evoked) "Yes it is" "But yesterday "Nasih't" "The sound on
attitudinal it was sunny" the window
pane is the
water from the
neighbour's
garden hose"

Let us now consider replies which combine diffetgpes of reports. Below in examples
B5- the text in brackets indicates the status efré@ply with regard to polarity (positive and
negative), explicitness (explicit and implicit) abdsic communicative function (contact,
perception, understanding and acceptance as arpbxafrother evoked attitudinal
reactions).

B5: | can hear you and | now understand that yeuedling me about the weather (pos:
expl: perc + pos: expl: underst.).

B6: | understand you want your raincoat (pos: eupterst. + pos: impl: underst.).

B7: | understand what you say but you are wrong it isn't (pos: expl: ustle+ neg:
expl.: accept.)



B8: | understand but the sound on the window paitled water from the neighbour's
garden hose (pos: expl: underst. + neg: impl: @gce

Examples B5-B8 show how implicit, explicit, pos#iand negative features can be
combined with regard to the different basic comnoative functions.

4.4 Inter active communication management

Evaluation and report form amportant part of the mechanisms behind interactive
communication management, with at least the follmnsubfunctions: (1) sequencing, (ii)
turn management, and (iii) feedback, cf” Allwoodyrid and Ahlsén (1992). Sequencing
concerns the mechanisms, whereby a dialogue iststad into sequences, subactivities,
topics, etc. Turn management concerns mechanisneh wbmmunicators' use for the
distribution of the right to occupy the sender riMleommunication (having the turn) and
feedback concerns means which communicators uséectiband give information to each
other, continuously throughout a dialogue, aboetfttur basic communicative functions
(contact, perception, understanding and otheudttial reaction) described above.

The feedback system provides a kind of mini-versibthe report system described above.
With morphemes like yes, no, OK and oh, or meclmasikke repetition and pronominal
reformulation, all of which are subject to prosodiodification, a speaker unobtrusively can
combine information about the basic communicativecfions with other information. For
more details, cf” Allwood, Nivre and Ahlsén (199R) fact, feedback morphemes and
mechanisms, whether they occur as single utterarcas part of a larger utterance (often in
initial position) are probably the most importanhesion device in spoken language.

5. Motivation, rationality, agency and relevance

As we have seen above, one of the levels of orgaaizwhich are relevant for the study of
communication allows us to see communicators &natagents pursuing various motives,
some of which are cooperative and ethical. In fagmmunicative responsiveness” as
discussed above, can be seen as a consequenceggaiti to communication, of the human
ability for rational coordinated (cooperative) irgetion.

It is, in this connection, of some interest to teldne notion of “relevance” to "cohesion”
since relevance by several authors has been claon@dy an important role, for among
other things, dialogue cohesion, cf Schutz (19&0)vood (1984) and Sperber and Wilson
(1986). "Relevance" is a relational concept. Thasitally means that something is not
“relevant” tout court but something x is relevamt$omething y with regard to some z in
some activity A etc. Basic to the notion of "relaga” is, however, that it involves a
meaningful connection, mostly, in fact, a meanssaethtion. To see something as relevant
IS to see which purpose it serves. This has an olrateeapplication to communication, since
it can be claimed (cAllwood, 1984) that to understand somebody i$o be ableto see
him/her asa motivated rational agent, which entails being able to sefhbisactions
(including communicative actions) as relevant tmegurpose. To the extent that another
person's actions are totally irrelevant, it is possible to see him/her as a motivated rational
agent and his/her behavior also becomes incompséiien

Probably "incomprehensible” is here, in fact, dligimisleading. To understand a machine
or a physical process, it is not required that veeadle to see the machine or the physical



process as a motivated, rational agent. It is@efit that we are able to understand the
causal mechanisms involved in the machine or irptbeess. Sometimes it has been
suggested, cf von Wright (197 1), that the worddenstanding” be reserved for
comprehension involving purpose and intention wttikeword "explanation” should be
used for comprehension involving cause and effeate follow this terminological
suggestion, motivated rational action and purpe$sted relevance are requirements of
"understanding”. Unmotivated, irrational behavidrieh has no purpose-related relevance
can be "explained" but nbtunderstood” in this sense, and since we as comiauions;
usually, want to be "understood" rather than metekplained”, we also primarily try to
understand others by trying to see them as reldwantivated rational agents) and only
secondarily resort to comprehending them by "exatian'.

6. Dimensions of relevance

Even though participants in a dialogue can be pnesuto attempt to achieve relevance both
in their own contributions and in interpreting tentributions of others, contributions can,
all the same, be more or less relevant. Belowstifdur degrees of communicative relevance
which 1 believe are at work in dialogue. Intuitiv@hat is at stake with regard to degrees of
relevance, is "importance for the purpose of comoaiion®.

() Primary relevance; Here we find explicit or implicit reports of posié or negative
evaluations of the most salient evocative inter{8pof the preceding
contribution(s), as well as attempts, in the raté\cases, to carry out the tasks
implied by the evocative intention.

(i) Secondary relevance; secondarily relevant contributions concern lackaitact,
perception and understanding. Such contributioesk&vays relevant and have
precedence over others, since they concern pramsdfor being able to evaluate
the main evocative purpose of the preceding conmeative contribution. In a sense,
what we have here is an analog of the rule in &mmeetings that "points of order"
always have precedence. These contributions haeegence, but since they
concern preconditions of communication rather tkgmain function, | have
considered them secondarily relevant.

(i) Tertiary relevance; Tertiary relevance could perhaps be accorded tiiyosr
negative contributions concerning overall purpasfabe activity of which the
dialogue is a part. Cf. C's contribution in exaenfl) below.

(6) Al:  Coward
B: Liar
C: Pleaseemember the purpose of this meeting.
A2: Not only is he a coward, now Hailled coffee on me

Also contributions concer ning various preconditions of a preceding contribution
belong here. B's contribution in example (6) issaample of this. Both "coward"
and "liar" are statements, even though in ellipticem, and thus presuppose belief
on the part of the speakers. B's contribution,gfoee, becomes relevant as a
statement to the effect that this presupposed tionds not met by A, ie A does not
really believe that B is a coward.



(iv) Quaternary relevance; Possibly a fourth degree of relevance could beraecb
to contributions concerning other contextually #aale aspects. For example, such
aspects as are available through perception isghech situation or through
cognitive activation caused by preceding discouk&esecond contribution in
example 6 above exemplifies both of these features.
In principle, 1 believe that these four types dévance capture important aspects of
what it means to be more or less relevant to tiggioig purpose of dialogue
communication. By implication 1 would also clainatii have captured an important
part of the basis for what it means for a dialogube more or less cohesive

7. Other Approaches

Let me finally briefly contrast the approach desed here with the approaches of Paul Grice
and Herbert Clark.

In Grice (1957) and in subsequent articles, Grl@69), it is claimed that what distinguishes
"natural meaning" from "non-natural meaning" isttteanon-natural meaning X' has to arise
by virtue of some agent A's intention that somena@eshould realize X by recognizing A's
intention to mean X, while in the case of "naturaaning”, no such mediation of meaning
via intended recognition of some agent's intenisomecessary. Insofar as Grice's account of
"nonnatural meaning" also can be seen as an acobuatnmunication, the present account
differs from Grice's in not making recognition afention (and, thus, "non-natural
meaning") a necessary requirement on communicdtiatural meaning in Grice's and
everybody else's sense can be communicated andeloemgled in the sense of "explained”
but also in the sense of "understood", if it isrsae purposeful. Natural meaning can be
communicated if it is connected with appropriatencaunicative intentions (display or
signal, cf Allwood, 1976) and can subsequentlyXy@aned or understood. As far as 1 can
see, Grice's criterion for nonnatural meaningxteaded to communication, will only be

met in the case where there is successful recogrofi another agent's intention to
communicate "that he is communicating meaning Wckwin very many cases is not
required in normal communication, where it is stiffnt that meaning M is simply
communicated. The present account also differs from

Grice's in having a more detailed breakdown ofiwgous features of communicative
intentionality. In this paper, this mainly concemisat | have referred to as the expressive
and evocative functions of a communicative act.fiher analysis of communicative
intentionality cf. Allwood 1976 and 1978.

The present account also differs from the accoiweingn Clark and Wilkes-Gibbs (1986),
Clark and Schaefer (1989). In these papers, amofigollaborative speech acts is put
forward and it is suggested that the appropriat@ph®r for dialogue is the musical concert,
where the musicians together produce a coherepubune main difference between the
present accourand the account in Clark and Schaefer can be brought out by the following
examples

(7) Iwarned him but hedid not hear me.

(8) 1 was referring to Bertrand Russell but steeribt hear me.
(9) [I'warned him unintentionally

(10) | referred unintentionally to Bertrand Russel



According to Clark and Wilkes-Gibbs and Clark amth&:fer neither (7) nor (8) describe
possible state of affairs. It is not possible tdfgren a communicative act (speech act),
without success in the form of an appropriate readbking place in a receiver, connected
to an appropriate response of recognition of tleesp act. Because, if it were possible, this
would mean that communicative acts could occurauttbeing collaborative. Similarly,
although less clearly stated, it seems that nefthrear 10 would be possible since actions
should be intentional. 1 believe that, in factfallr cases are possible because of an
indeterminacy in our conception of action. As fartlais conception surfaces through the use
of verbs for communicative acts in the natural leages, 1 am acquainted with, it allows for
an indeterminacy or underspecificity with regardhe identity criteria of these actions. It
seems that the intention, behavioral form or aatesuilt (in some cases context) of some
behaviour are all, taken one by one, sufficierdltow a particular type of behavior to be
identified as a particular type of action.

This means that, at least as far as the conceptiaation which surfaces in ordinary
language is concerned, communicative acts neekeneiecessarily be intentional nor
resultative and the fact they need not be reswétaiin turn, means that they need not be
collaborative. An individual communicator can makeontribution (perform a
communicative act) without being perceived or ustterd. He or she can even make a
contribution unintentionally. Above all, even whamontribution is intentional and
understood, it need not be responded to overthydier to count as communication. Imagine
only the following case which involves interactive]laborative communication without
overt response.

(i) A. Think of a number
B: (no response but hears, understands and thfr&ksiumber)
A. Double it and then multiply it by three
B: (no response but hears, understands and meogaties out the operations)

Contributions in the form of "acknowledging feedkacf Allwood (1976), are not needed
to constitute speech acts but rather to informntexlocutor of the extent to which his
communicative objectives are met and sometimdspadth rarely, we can communicate
without feedback.

Successful communicative interaction (dialoguehésefore not due to the fact that a single
communicative act is necessarily collective andatarative. Rather it is due to the fact that
cooperation, and interactive communication to heeessful, require that individuals employ
single communicative acts of sending and receimglerstanding) in such a way that a
kind of collaboration results.

8 Conclusion

It has been my purpose, in this paper, to explisatee parts of the multilayered nature of
dialogue cohesion. My account has focussed on fvehbve have called the psychological
level, ie properties of dialogue which can be esab the fact that communicators are
perceiving, understanding and emotional beings &abo can be seen as rational motivated
agents whose mutual communicative attunement t@ sxent is enabled and constrained
by what | have called the "obligation of responae®s” or more generally by maxims of
rational, motivated action.
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