






198 MICHAEL MOERMAN 

natural conversation, the tasks of ensuring listenership and ending the 
multi-utterance format are accomplished by the same device. 

Consider the materials presented as Exhibit 1. A story is ended by a 
hearer (Ms) commenting on it. The occurrence of the comment ends the 
multi-utterance format. The content of the comment shows that and how 
the commentator understood the point of the story. The storyteller 
~Mc) 'joins' in the comment. By repeating, paraphrasing, or completing 
It he confirms the understanding of his story which it showed. To make 
the comment which story endings require, and which, reflexively, thereby 
makes stories over, a hearer must have listened to the story over its course 
well enough not only to know when it might be over, but also well 
enough to know what it was about. To elicit the comment which shows 
how his story has been understood and that it is known to be over the 
teller must design his story so that its point and its ending are clear: Let 
me observe informally what I shall later show in more detail. The story
teller accomplishes this by restricting his narrative to the facts that are 
material for the comment he intends to elicit. 
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EXHIBIT 1 

[The old woman] didn't say anything. [The girl] was unteachable. [She] 
just had no respect. 

Sure, [she] didn't respect anything. Whatever anyone says (to) [her] 
[she] just stays as she is. ' 

(If) [she] acts like this when [she] is small, when she grows up, Buddha! 

Buddha! 

Overlapping side-conversation. 

Yeah, they go so far as not doing that [i.e., not teaching [her] at all]. 

Just a bike, [they] still don't want, don't want to ride it, Isn't that so? 

What are they doing? 

[They] want a Honda, a Honda, And once (they) have that, (they) 
even want a 50 C.c. Suzuki. 

[They) only want to use fast things, right? 
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#186 
Me Yeah. [They) only use speed. 
#187 
M Yeah. 

These devices, like all conversational devices and legal ones, are used 
by human beings, not automata. That is, their use is informed and con
strained by the participants' situational context and interactive strategies. 
Let us now consider their use in the real and situated conversation 
which provides the principal data for this paper (see Appendix I). Let me 
assume here that it is clear upon inspection that Mi told a story of what 
Nan Phi an did to his fields and which he intended to be over at the end of 

his utterance #89. 
For our present purposes it is enough to say about #89a, M2'S khap, 

that it is insufficient as a comment to show that its maker knows either 
or both that a story has ended and what its point was. This accounts for 
Mi repeating his story, as utterance #89b. He now obtains a comment 
from M2: #90, which shows M2 to know both that the story was over 
and that if a tractor plows dikes they will, indeed, be destroyed. Mi con
firms this understanding (in #91) as (in #93) he also does Mi'S further 
comment (in #92) that the loss of the dikes is essentially a loss of the 
money spent to build and rebuild them. Mi, in #97, then repeats his 
story. 

These observations require methodological and substantive comment. 
The best known previous attempt to describe the ways in which social 
context and speaker's strategy influence actual argument is Perelman's. 
Our data are not selected through pre-analytic conceptions of what kinds 
of cases, social situations, topics, or speakers are worth studying. His are 
restricted to "textes consideres comme etant traditionnellement des mo
deles d 'argumentation" (1959: 9). Although Perelman recognizes the 
danger of analyzing an argument out of its context and independent of the 
situation in which it occurred (Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca, 1958: 
251), he found it necessary to do so and made a virtue of this necessity 
by claiming that 

since it is rarely the case that speaker or audience are influenced in one simple 
way by an argument, or know specifically how they are being influenced, literary 
examples are convenient and clear because they are simplified and stylized 
(1958: 252, my translation). 

Our materials are interactive and detailed. They show at each point of 
talk how participants are influenced and what they are responding to. So, 
in the data examined thus far, we can point to the systematic relationships 
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Mai. You don't have to worry about it at all 
any more." "That's good, sir", I said. 
But then he went ahead and used the claim 
paper to sell the land, like I said. He sold 
200 rai to the Lao, but I wouldn't agree to it .... 
Go get a provisional title certificate this year. 
Yes, sir. 
Level everything completely, build dikes 
properly. Finish it up properly. 
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JUDITH MILNER 

Analyse de la relation question-reponse en allemand 

Le domaine des faits etudies etait - avec la perspective generale d'une 
analyse de 1 'interrogation en allemand, et en particulier de la corres
pondance des questions Q et reponses R - un corpus d'interrogatives 
a interrogatif, et leur reponse.1 Une analyse un peu detaillee m'a plutot 
dirigee vers la mise en evidence d'une regularite qui justifierait que l'on 
parle de 'strategie de l'argumentation'2 pour designer Ie rapport Q-R, 
mais pour une raison peu etudiee jusqu'a present: a savoir, on pourrait 
mettre en evidence une (ou un ensemble de) regularite(s) c'est-a-dire un 
ensemble de differences significatives et regulieres3 dans la maniere de 
formuler les questions. 

1 Wie 'comment', warum/weshalb 'pourquoi', welcher ou was fur ein 'quel', etc. 
L'hypothese extrapole donc un premier bilan, qu'une analyse des faits plus poussee 
doit confirmer ou infirmer. Le fait que cette recherche en soit it son debut explique que 
je n'aie pas voulu reprendre un terme aussi precisement defini que celui de 'presuppose' 
ou 'presupposition'; pour ne citer qu'un exemple, il y a bien des points dans les faits 
exposes qui recoupent ceux qu'aborde O. Ducrot dans "Les presupposes, conditions 
d'emploi ou elements de contenu ?", Congres de semiotique, Varsovie 1968. L'objet it 
long terme de la recherche etant de situer une telle notion (est-elle necessaire? et 
surtout, est-elle suffisante ?), il ne convenait pas de reprendre un terme charge de 
definitions existantes, ni un terme en desaccord avec Ie point de vue pris ici: d'ou Ie re
cours au terme d'enonce implicite. (Cf. pour I'usage du terme de 'presuppose' it pro
pos des interrogatives, mais dans une optique formelle que je ne prends pas: Ch. 
Rohrer: "Zur Theorie der Fragesiitze", Probleme und Fortschritte der Transforma
tionsgrammatik [= Linguistische Reihe 8] [Hueber: Wunderlich, 1971].) 
2 Cf. plus bas, et aussi: la logique du dialogue de P. Lorenzen (Metamathematik 
[Mannheim, 1962]). 
3 S'il faut poser 'plusieurs' regularites, elles ne seront vraisemblablement que des 
formes differentes de Ia regularite par IaqueJIe il faudrait caracteriser l'echange Q-R 
qu'est I'interrogation, et dont il faudrait trouver une formulation homogene. 
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