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WELCOME TO DISCOURSE ANALYSIS! 

 

In the previous semesters, I‟m sure that you have already been 

introduced to syntax, grammar, and linguistics. Now as you have had a 

strong foundation to go further, in this subject you will be introduced to 

analysis of language beyond sentences. To help you understand the subject 

comprehensively, this module will present basic concepts and the scope of 

study and be the basis for your learning the other five modules. Now are you 

ready to go to more inspiring exploration of the beauty of language use? All 

right.  

In the first part, you will be introduced to various definitions of discourse 

and discourse analysis. In other words, definitions from different perspectives 

will be presented in the first part. The discussion is expected to help you get a 

comprehensive view of discourse analysis so that you will be able to analyze 

discourse in appropriate contexts and perspectives. This will avoid 

unnecessary confusions that are normally experienced by novel discourse 

analysis students. The next portion of this part will be devoted to explore the 

scope discourse analysis can cover. In this part, you will be expected to 

understand topics and discussions that may be found under this subject. It 

does not mean that you will be expected to do all the topics and discussions. 

In this part, you will also be given the scope that might be covered in your 

study. 

The second part will be used to introduce to you various systems of 

analysis. This is expected to help you strengthen your understanding of the 

definitions and the scope of study covered in this subject. By the presentation 

of various systems of analysis, you will be able to understand how the 

analyses are to be done as well as how each definition brings with it different 

choices of level of analysis complexity. As you go along the discussion you 
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will be invited to do some exercises. This is important to help you strengthen 

your understanding. Therefore, don‟t forget to do the exercises carefully. 

Never overlook them.  

Now, let‟s start with your exciting intellectual journey! 
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Learning Activity 1 
 

Toward An Analysis Of Discourse 
 

n this learning activity, you will be introduced to various definitions of 

discourse and the place of discourse in the plane of language. After doing 

the activity, you are expected to be able to understand the nature of discourse 

and develop an alternative definition of discourse in your own language. 

 

DEFINITIONS OF DISCOURSE  

 

It is always helpful to start studying a subject by studying the definitions. 

We will also take the same strategy, i.e. starting with definitions. As 

suggested by the name, definitions will give a kind of guide or hints about 

what the subject is. In additions, definitions will also give information about 

the components of the thing defined. However, this is not wholly true about 

discourse analysis. As I always say in many occasions, it is not easy to define 

discourse analysis (see for example, Suherdi, 1994, 1997, 2006). This is 

partly because there are many different, even conflicting and overlapping 

perspectives, ranging from a very linguistic-oriented to socio-political one 

(Fairclough, 1992). In other words, discourse is different thing to scholars 

working in different disciplines (Brown and Yule, 1983). To give you 

detailed illustrations, let‟s see how many different writers use their 

perspective to define discourse. 

Widdowson (1984: 100), for example, defines discourse as “a 

communicative process by means of interaction.” This definition is very 

simple. For Widdowson, discourse is a communicative process manifested 

through interaction. The definition can be understood to say that discourse is 

a process of communication. In other words, there should be “something” to 

be communicated; there should also be the giver or sender and the receiver of 

that particular “thing”, and there should be an interaction between the sender 

and the receiver.  

From the definition we can see that discourse might be in the form of 

spoken communication or written communication. As spoken 

communication, the process face-to-face, while in written communication, 

the sender and the receiver may be isolated by even very far distance. In the 

spoken forms, it can be in the forms of daily conversation such as 

I 



1.4 Discourse Analysis  

introduction, buying a train ticket, booking a hotel, etc., while in the written 

form it can be writing essays, stories, and descriptions; or sending a letter, an 

sms, or even business contract. In other words, a discourse can be an spoken 

communication or a written one.  

Now, let‟s see other definitions, for example, that, which is given by 

Gumperz. Gumperz (1977: 17) defines discourse as “certain communication 

routines which are viewed as distinct wholes, separated from other types of 

discourse, characterized by special rules of speech and non-verbal behavior, 

and often distinguished by clearly recognized openings and closings.” Clearly 

this definition gives more detailed and specific hints on what a discourse is. 

For Gumperz, a discourse is not only a kind of communication, but also a 

routine. It should be a communication that is part of our routines. 

Furthermore, as explicitly stated, it should also be a distinct whole. It means 

that it should be easily distinguished from other routines. In other words, the 

difference from other routines should easily be identified usually, as 

Gumperz said, through clearly openings and closings. Hence, if in a meeting 

or an encounter, more than two discourses involved, it will be easy for us to 

see when a discourse starts and when it ends. In addition, it will also be easy 

to see when other discourse starts and when it ends. Seeing the elaboration of 

Widdowson‟s definition, for example, has a distinguished opening, normally 

in the form of greeting, e.g. “Good morning.” At its end, it normally has 

parting as the closing, e.g. “See you then.” Likewise, a story is opened with 

an orientation and ends up with a resolution. To give you clearer idea, an 

instance of introduction and a story will be presented here. 

 

Opening A:  Good morning. Are you here for 

the conference? 

Exchanges of 

information 

B:  Yes. Are you? 

A:  Yes. By the way, my name‟s Dea.  

B:  Nice to meet you Dea. My name‟s 

Agni. 

A:  Nice to meet you too, Dea. 

B:  Where are you from?  

A:  Surabaya. How about you? 

B:  I‟m from Medan. 

A:  Are you from English department? 

B:  No. I‟m majoring in math 
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Opening A:  Good morning. Are you here for 

the conference? 

education. How about you? 

A:  English. 

B:  Oh my God! Look at the time. I 

think we need to rush for the 

conference. 

Closing A:  Yes. See you then. 

 B:  See you. 

      

In the conversation, we can see when the conversation starts and when it 

ends. We can say that there are three parts in the discourse, i.e. an opening, 

an exchange of information, and a closing. Now let‟s have a look at the 

structure of a story. 

 

Orientation Once upon a time, there was a very 

beautiful girl, named Cinderella. She 

lived with her stepmother and 

stepsisters. They were very bossy and 

let Cinderella do all the housework 

alone.  

Complication One day, there was an invitation from 

the palace. The king wanted all the 

girls in the country to come to a ball. 

Cinderella was very happy, but her 

stepmother and stepsisters didn‟t want 

her to go. So, they left her alone in the 

house.   

Resolution Fortunately, a fairy godmother came to 

help her. Cinderella then went to the 

party, and danced with the prince. He 

fell in love with her. Then they got 

married and they lived happily ever 

after.  
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Again, look at the story. It has three parts: orientation, complication, and 

resolution. In the orientation, the writer tells us who were involved in the 

story, where they took their roles, and when it happened. In other words, it 

tells us the context. The second part, the complication, tells us the problems 

the heroine was faced with. The last part tells us how the problems were 

solved.  

With the illustrations, you are expected to have clearer picture of how 

the structure of a discourse distinguish a discourse from other discourses. All 

in all, you are expected to get initial understanding of what a discourse is. 

However, discourse may also take very formal and complicated forms. 

Fairclough (1992) identifies that in social theory and analysis, discourse has 

been used to refer to different ways of structuring areas of knowledge and 

social practice. In this perspective, discourse has been analyzed for its role as 

a tool of expressing ideologies, power, dominance, inequality, and bias (Van 

Dijk, 1998).  In this definition, discourse has been defined in a very broad 

sense. It covers not only daily communication, but also political 

communication. It may cover communication of ideology, power, 

dominance, and even inequality and biases in society. 

From the three definitions discussed in the previous sections, we can see 

that a discourse should be a process of communication through interaction 

(Widdowson, 1984), distinct routines and characterized by clear openings 

and closings (Gumperz, 1977), and can be used to communicate political as 

well as daily topics.    

 

 

 

 

Exercise 1 

Now as you have been introduced to different definitions of discourse, try 

to formulate an alternative definition in your own word. 

 

Now let‟s go on to how discourse is defined in the perspective of 

linguistics. In linguistics, discourse has also been viewed in different 

perspectives. It, among others, has been used to refer to different types of 

language used in different sorts of social situations, such as newspaper 

discourse, advertising discourse, classroom discourse, the discourse of 

medical consultation (Faircluogh, 1992: 3). The definition gives you more 

Exercises 
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straightforward hints on what a discourse is. I‟m sure you are familiar with 

newspaper contents such as editorials, news items, articles, etc. You are also 

familiar with advertisement both in written forms and in electronic forms on 

TVs or electronic billboards. Are they different from each other? Are they 

also different from classroom dialog between a teacher and his/her students? 

How about a dialog between a doctor and his/her patients? Are they all 

different? Again, to help you get clearer picture, look at the following 

examples! 

This is the example of newspaper news item, taken from The Jakarta 

Post, Saturday, June 13, 2009. As you will see, the way the text is organized, 

the words chosen, and the grammatical items used are different from other 

texts that follow. 
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The next is an example of classified advertisement, again taken from a 

newspaper, i.e. The Jakarta Post, Saturday, June 13, 2009. Again, look at the 

organization, the words used, and the layout of the texts. Again, it is different 

from other texts that follow.   
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Another kind of advertisement is electronic advertisement as can seen 

below. Again, it has different layout, different organization, and different 

linguistic features. 

 

 

 

Next is another example of advertisement, i.e. the billboard. Again, you 

will find the unique characteristics of this kind of discourse. 
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Now, look at another kind of discourse, i.e. classroom discourse. For that 

purpose, look at the segment of a classroom discourse (taken from Suherdi, 

1994). In the segment, we can see that the segment has an observable 

structure. At least, we can see it as consisting of teacher‟s question, student‟s 

answer, teacher‟s request to repeat, student‟s repeated answer, teacher‟s 

second request to repeat, student‟s silent, teacher‟s explanation. In the 

segment, we see the teacher‟s insistence in asking questions. This is because 

the teacher, as normally happens in the classroom, is the real source of 

information. Besides, the teacher‟s responsibility does not lie in asking 

questions, but rather in explaining the concept being asked. However, before 

explaining the materials, it is imperative for teachers to, first of all, check if 

the students already know the materials.    

 

T What do you do with a LETTER? 

S6:  Weather! ...6... 

T:  Pardon? 

S6:  Weather! …1... 

T:  About the weather? ...3... 

Ss:  … 

T: Uh yes, okay. 

 sometimes we write about the 

weather in letter, 

 especially when we write 

write from MELBOURNE, 

 we usually say something about 

the weather, don't we? 

 

The last example, a dialog between a doctor and his/her patient, at a 

glance seems to have the same form as that between a teacher and his/her 

students as shown above. In fact, although taking the same form (i.e. dialog), 

it is very much different from the teacher-students dialog. As can be seen in 

the transcription, the questions asked by the doctor are genuine, i.e. the 

questions that the answers are only known by the patient. To get the clear 

idea, loot at the transcription below!  
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P:  Good evening, doctor! 

D:  Good evening, Sir. What‟s the problem? 

P:  I get a severe pain in my chest. 

D:  Do you have any history of heart problems? 

P:  Yes. I had a heart attack last Monday? 

D:  O. K. Now, would you take your clothes 

off? Let‟s check what happens. 

P:  O. K. 

 

Again, through the illustrations, you are expected to get a clear picture of 

various discourses commonly found in our society. At this point, it is hoped 

that you have had an appropriate understanding of the nature of discourse. 

However, a brief discussion of the place of discourse in the plane of social 

interaction will be presented at the end of this section. In systemic linguistics, 

especially in the systemiotic approach (See Suherdi, 2006) discourse has 

been considered to be one of the three strata on the language plane in social 

interaction (Ventola, 1988, cf. Martin, 1992). To make it simple, a schematic 

representation is presented here. 

 

Genre

Register

Language

PhonologyLexicogrammarDiscourse

Conv.
Str.

Conj.Lex.
Coh.

Ref.

 
 

Figure 1.1  
The Place of Discourse on the Language plane 

 

As can be seen in Figure 1.1, discourse is the highest level in language 

plane. It is above lexicogrammar and phonology. That is why discourse is 

also considered to be unit of language beyond sentence-level.  

To conclude the discussion, let‟s look back at the definitions of 

discourse. To have a confident understanding, the criteria put forward by Van 

Dijk (1997) will be presented here to help clarify what and what is not a 
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discourse, i.e. (1) it must be “language in use”; (2) it must involve the 

communication of beliefs; (3) it must be coupled with interaction, and (4) it 

must justify itself to other discourses. In other words, discourse must be 

authentic language, not invented one, in an interaction and communicate 

what the interlocutors think, believe, feel, want, etc. Still in this relation, 

Schiffrin (1994) emphasizes that discourse must be a collection of inherently 

contextualized units of language use, and not merely a collection of de-

contextualized units of language structure. 

 

Exercise 2 

Again, as you have been given illustrations of discourse, list spoken and 

written discourses that you are familiar with. 

 

Answer Keys To Exercises 

 

Exercise 1 

It can be formulated in many alternative wordings, among others: 

1) Discourse is a language communication in a real situation. 

2) Discourse is a communicative activity in systematic way. 

3) Discourse is a communication using language with certain rules of 

opening, talking/writing, and closing. 

4) Etc. 

 

Exercise 2 

1) Spoken discourse may include: 

 Conversations, storytelling, spoken announcement, debate, spoken 

invitation, warning, etc. 

2) Written discourse may include: 

 Newspaper contents, magazine, announcement, memo, advertisement, 

letters, leaflet, etc. 

 

Such as: 

 Discourse analysis is the examination of texts from various disciplines in 

order to give light to interpreting of those texts within the contexts of 

each discipline or combination of disciplines. 
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In the next part, you will be introduced to definitions and historical 

background of discourse analysis and its relationship with other disciplines. 

After doing the activity, you are expected to be able to understand the 

definition of discourse analysis and mention the scope that can be covered by 

discourse analysis. 

 

DISCOURSE ANALYSIS AND THE SCOPE OF STUDY 

 

Now, as you have understood the nature of discourse, you will be 

introduced to the nature of discourse analysis and its scope of study. To give 

you sufficient information, the discussion will be presented together with its 

historical background. This is intended to give you not only the boundaries of 

the scope and the relationship with other disciplines, but also how and why 

those areas are covered in the scope of study of discourse analysis. For that 

purpose, some review of how discourse analysis is developed, and what 

concepts and disciplines have been parts of the development will be 

presented prior to the presentation of the definition of discourse analysis.  

The first scholar whose thoughts will be discussed here is Teun A. van 

Dijk (1985a). His contribution to this field has been very productive (See for 

example van Dijk, 1985a, b, c, and d). For that reason, his thought will be 

summarized and presented for you here. First, this prominent proponent of 

discourse analysis thinks that discourse analysis is the combination of an old 

and a new discipline, that is to say, classical rhetoric (the art of good 

speaking) and new developments in humanities and social sciences.  Hence, 

its origin, as he said, can be traced back to the study of language, public 

speech, and literature more than 2000 years ago. As you may also know that 

in the past, rhetoric was very popular and played important parts in the 

planning, organizing, operating, and performing public speech in political 

and legal settings. However, after some important revivals in the Middle 

Ages and the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, rhetoric lost much of its 

importance in school curricula and academic research. In this conjunction, 

hed has the following to say: 
”The emergence of historical and comparative linguistics at the 
beginning of the nineteenth century and the birth of structural analysis 
of language in at the beginning of the twentieth century replaced 
rhetoric as the primary discipline of humanities. Fragments of rhetoric 
survived only in school textbooks of speech and communication, on one 
hand, and in stylistics or the study of literary language, on the other.” 
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Parallels to this decline, according to van Dijk, new developments in 

several fields of the humanities and the social sciences eventually led to the 

emergence of this subject, that is discourse analysis. 

In spite of its long historical stance, van Dijk believed (1985a) that the 

origin of modern discourse analysis began in 1960s and was signaled by the 

publication of (appeared in Communication 4) a new critical analysis of Prop 

by Bremond, an application of modern linguistics and semantics to literature 

by Todorov, the well-known extension to the analysis of film by Metz, the 

famous rhetorical analysis of publicity pictures by Barthes, and the first 

introduction to the new discipline of semiotics, sėmiologie, also by Barthes. 

A special issue (Communications 8) which was then published after the 

aforementioned series, was completely dedicated to the structural analysis of 

narrative. As van Dijk commented, although the background, orientations, 

objects of research, and methods of all the authors were still far from 

homogeneous, the common interest in discourse analysis within the wider 

framework of a linguistically inspired semiotics influenced and provided 

coherence in these first attempts. 

Along with these attempts, in the other side of the ocean, Hymes 

published an influential book of readings Language in Culture and Society 

(van Dijk, 1985: 3). Although there are obvious differences between the two 

sides, yet the interaction between structural linguistics and anthropology 

appeared to be very fruitful for the initial interest in the study of language 

use, discourse, and communication forms. Hymes‟ collection, as van Dijk 

said, not only contained the great names of linguistic anthropology (or 

anthropological linguistics) such as Boas, Greenberg, Goodenough, Levi-

Strauss, Malinowski, Firth, Sapir, and many others, but also the first 

collection of work from what soon be called sociolinguistics (Brown, 

Bernstein, Gumperz, Bright, and others). It means that not only discourse, 

style, forms of address, and verbal art, but also the social, cultural, and 

historical contexts, and the variations of language use can to be studied 

systematically. 
Other contributions that van Dijk mentioned include Chomsky’s 
generative-transformational grammar (1955) and Pike’s tagmemic 
approach to language and human behavior (1967), Hartmann’s text 
linguistics (1964), and Harris’ linguistic discourse analysis (1952), 
Palek’s hyper-syntax (1968), and Holliday’s ”systemic grammar” (1961). 
From this historical review, van Dijk draws some conclusions. First, the 
early interest in systemic discourse analysis was essentially a 
descriptive and structuralistic enterprise, mainly at the boundaries of 
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linguistics and anthropology. Second, this interest primarily involved 
indigenous or popular discourse genres, such as folktales, myths, and 
stories, as well as some ritual interaction forms. Third, the functional 
analysis of sentence and discourse structure as well as the first 
attempts towards text linguistics often took place independently of or 
against the increasingly prevailing paradigm of generative-
transformational grammars. Both the formal sophistication and the 
inherent limitations of this approach to language would decisively 
influence the development of discourse analysis and other studies 
during the 1970s. 

 

In 1970s, van Dijk noted several important contributions which wholly 

and explicitly death with systematic discourse analysis as an independent 

orientation of research with and across several disciplines. However, as he 

highlighted, this development did not come alone. There were several 

important theoretical and methodological inspirations shared by discourse 

analysis.  First, a critical extension or refutation of formal, context-free 

transformational grammars that to some extent gave room for sociolinguistics 

to take shape in the late of 1960s. Second was the discovery in linguistics the 

philosophical work by Austin, Grice, and Searl about speech acts. Third, 

within the framework of grammatical theory itself, it was repeatedly 

maintained that grammars should not merely provide structural 

characterizations of isolated sentences, which, with other arguments, led to 

the development of text grammars, mainly in Germany and other European 

countries. Last, but not least, is the development of artificial intelligence, 

which stemmed from the extension of cognitive research to models of 

memory for texts and of process for text understanding and production. 

Some development is also noted by van Dijk. First, increasing attention 

to the analysis of everyday conversation in sociology which served as a 

critical refutation of the prevailing macro sociological approaches to social 

structure. In later development, not only conversations but also dialogs in the 

classroom or other institutional settings received extensive interest, such as in 

discourse analysis approach to classroom talk by Sinclair and Coulthard 

(1975; for further development of this approach to ESL classroom discourse, 

see Suherdi, 2006).  Finally, the return of these developments to the starting 

point, i.e. anthropology as indicated by the increasingly autonomous 

orientation of ethnographic research on communicative events, labeled the 

”ethnography of speaking” of the ”ethnography of communication” 
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developed by Hymes, Gumperz, and others, and other further developments 

such as that by Halliday, Martin, and others in 1990s and 2000s.   

 

Exercise 3 

Again, as you have been given a comprehensive review of historical 

background discourse analysis, list the names of scholars contributing to 

the developments of discourse analysis up to this point of our discussion.  

 

This prolonged review of historical background is intended to help you 

to understand not only the definitions, but also the history and its relationship 

with other disciplines. Now, we shall look at some alternative answers to our 

question”What is discourse analysis?” For this purpose, alternative definition 

given by Douglas A. Demo (2001) has been examined and will be taken as 

our object of discussion. Demo defines discourse analysis as:  

 
“the examination of language use by members of a speech community. 
It involves looking at both language form and language functions and 
includes the study of both spoken interaction and written texts. It 
identifies linguistic features that characterize different genres as well 
as social and cultural factors that aid in our interpretation and 
understanding of different texts and types of talk. A discourse analysis 
of written texts might include a study of topic development and 
cohesion across the sentences, while an analysis of spoken language 
might focus on these aspects plus turn taking practices, opening and 
closing sequences of social encounters, or narrative structure.” 

 

There are at least five points that can be further discussed in relation to 

the definition, including: 

1. Discourse analysis is the examination of language use by members of a 

speech community 

 This point means that discourse analysis deals with the examination of 

language use, i.e. language as it is used, not language as a dormant 

system. In addition, this also suggests that the users are the members of a 

speech community. This might mean that the examination criteria should 

include those aspects of use in its natural settings as really used by the 

members of a speech community.  To illustrate this, you might 

remember that once in our classroom, there were some cases in which 

we were taught to construct sentences in isolation without even thinking 

of whether these sentences were really used in their life. Discourse 
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analysis does not deal with this kind of language exercises, but rather the 

real language as used by doctors and patient in a medical consultation, or 

teacher-students dialog in real classrooms or by a letter writer when 

he/she sends a letter, an essay writer when he/she writes essays, etc.       

2. It involves looking at both language form and language function  

 It is clear from that statement that discourse analysis concerns with both 

language form, including the expressions and the structures. In one 

sense, your memory of analyzing a sentence structure is, though very 

minimum, helpful to understand how discourse analysis concerns with 

the language form. Of course, in discourse analysis, it is not as simple as 

is in the sentence structure. It more deals with text grammar or text 

linguistics.  

 The second object of analysis is the function, the language function. 

Hence, it is not enough to analyze the form, but rather you should go 

further to see the functions the texts do in the communication. In many 

cases, the same sentences serve different functions, depending on the 

speech act futures of the utterances they use in the communication. For 

example, this sentence “Do you understand English?” may mean that the 

speaker is asking whether you speak or understand English. But, in other 

cases, it may mean that the speaker is getting angry because you are 

insisting doing or not doing something that he/she wants you to/not to 

do. Evidently, this interrogative sentence is serving two different 

functions.  

3. It includes the study of both spoken interaction and written texts 

 Our review of the historical background of discourse analysis has given 

you some hints that it deals with not only written texts, but also spoken 

interaction or spoken text. In this respect, we may say that we can have 

spoken discourse as well as written discourse analyses. That‟s why this 

module has been organized in this perspective, i.e. spoken (modules 2 

and 3) and written discourses (4 and 5).  

4. It identifies linguistic features that characterize different genres as well 

as social and cultural factors that aid in our interpretation and 

understanding of different texts and types of talk.  

 This point clearly means that discourse analysis identifies linguistic 

features that are particular to certain genres or text types. For example, 

texts in descriptive genres are characterized by simple present tense, 

especially linking verbs, modifiers + noun constructions, etc.; while 
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those in recount genres by past tense, adverb of places and manners, etc 

(For detailed discussion of these genres in Indonesian curricula, see 

Suherdi, 2009 and Permendiknas No. 22 Tahun 2006). In addition, it also 

deals with social and cultural factors pertained to the texts analyzed. 

Every text has its own social and cultural contents and constraints. A 

descriptive normally socially functions to describe something or 

someone. In a case of lost child, for example, police will need a 

description of the child in order for them to be able to seek to find the 

child. In the meantime, a recount functions to tell somebody past events 

or experiences. With the same case, the parents of the child need to tell 

the police what they were doing or did the last time he and she saw the 

child.  

5. A discourse analysis of written texts might include a study of topic 

development and cohesion across the sentences; and 

 With this point, it means that in analyzing written texts, discussions 

usually include a study of topic: how a topic is developed, where it is 

located in the sentence, and what the writer intends to do with that way 

of placing, etc. Besides the topic, discourse analysis also deals with 

cohesion, that is, how components of text interrelate to each other to 

build a whole unity.    

6. An analysis of spoken language might focus on these aspects plus turn 

taking practices, opening and closing sequences of social encounters, or 

narrative structure. 

 In the meantime, in analyzing the spoken discourse, apart from those 

aspects, it also deals with turn taking practices, i.e. how each speaker 

take their turn to speak; opening and closing, i.e. how speakers open and 

close their conversation in different social activities or encounters; and 

how each encounter is structured.  

 

Exercise 4 

Now, before closing, as you have been given a definition discourse 

analysis and the elaboration of the key points, write (1) important points of 

discourse analysis definition in your own words, and (2) find other 

definitions of discourse analysis that other scholars made in other sources 

or references.  

 



 PBIS4317/MODULE 1 1.19 

As for the scope of the study, we will be talking about two sub-topics: 

the scope of discourse analysis study and that of which this module will 

cover. In relation with the former, you will be introduced to the realm of field 

study that might be and has been covered by discourse analysis. In the 

meantime, in discussing the latter, you will be invited to a discussion of the 

coverage of this module, i.e. the delimitation that we will make in order to 

put this module in a realistic and productive perspective. 

As we have seen in the review of discourse analysis historical 

background and definition, discourse analysis is closely related and owes 

many areas of studies supports and contributions in its development into its 

nowadays status as we know it as an in dialog paragraphendent discipline. On 

the other sides of its existence, discourse analysis also contributes much to 

many areas of discipline such as law, history and historiography, mass 

communication, poetics, clinical psychology, social psychology, and political 

analysis. To give you a clear idea of how it contributes to those disciplines, 

again, what van Dijk (1985) has presented will be summarized and presented 

here. 

In the field of law, van Dijk considered that discourse analysis has been 

contributive in much of its object domain such as laws, legal (inter-)action, 

and legal documents; in history and hitoriography, in its texts and spoken 

discourse forms; and in mass communication, it deals with mass-mediated 

messages and their condition of production and perception, and in developing 

media texts and talks. In addition, the relation between discourse and 

pictures, photographs, or films are also analyzed through this the use of 

discourse analysis. In the meantime, poetics, interested in literary texts and 

dramatic dialogs, has been closely associated with the structuralist discourse 

analysis; while clinical psychology has paid attention to therapeutic 

discourse, and social psychology to the interaction of cognitive and social 

aspects of persuasive communication and attitude change, to the situational 

analysis of verbal interaction, and to discourse-mediated formation of social 

representations and attributions. At last, in politics, it deals with political 

analysis of discourse. 

Of course what has been presented above is only parts of what really can 

be covered by discourse analysis. As van Dijk himself admitted, ”there are 

more disciplines  involved in discourse analysis than could be represented 

here.” It suffices, however, for the purpose of this module, to end this 
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discussion with van Dijk‟s comments on the increasingly multidisciplinary 

nature of discourse analysis as he has the following to say: 
 
”This increasing multidisciplinary integration has led to the emergence 
of the new interdiscipline of discourse analysis as an independent field 
in the humanities and social sciences.”  
 

This remark, to some extent, helps to explain why there so many 

different, even some are conflicting, definitions of discourse and discourse 

analysis. This is because there are so many disciplines involved in discourse 

analysis. That is also why discourse analysis in practice takes different 

theoretical perspectives and analytic approaches such as speech act theory, 

interactional sociolinguistics, communication ethnography, pragmatics, 

conversation analysis, and variation analysis (Schiffrin, 1994). But, with the 

increasing integration of this perspective into a multidisciplinary perspective, 

in the future, we might be able to have more uniting and agreed definitions.  

The presentation of so many fields of study that can be covered by 

discourse analysis is not intended to give the picture of the scope of study 

that you will go through, but rather to show you how wide the scope of study 

that discourse analysis could reach. However, it is too ambitious to ask you to 

cope with that large coverage. Besides, it is wise to have you devote your 

time to explore discourse analysis and its application in analyzing texts 

involved the processes of teaching and learning. Hence, the scope of this 

module will be restricted to studying discourse analysis in analyzing teacher-

students classroom dialogs, students‟ spoken language performances, and 

students‟ written texts (works). To give you a clearer idea, the topics will be 

discussed in the rest of this section. 

 

Exercise 5 

Now, before going on to discuss the scope of this module, as you have 

been given a brief summary of how discourse analysis relate to other 

disciplines, (1) write important points of the relationship covered by the 

scope of study of discourse analysis, and (2) try to develop your own 

definitions of discourse analysis in a multidisciplinary perspective.  
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Answer Keys To Exercises 

 

Exercise 3 

 Such as van Dijk, Bremond, Todorov, Metz, Barthes, Hymes, Boas, 

Greenberg, Berstein, Gumpers, Widdowson, Halliday and Sinclair and 

Coulthard. 

 

Exercise 4 

1) Discourse analysis is the examination of language use by members of a 

speech community, meaning it is the language that is actually used 

which becomes the concern of discourse analysis, not a dead language, 

or segments of texts which are not used. 

2) It involves both language form and function, meaning that discourse 

analysis is concerned not only with the structure or grammar or 

expressions of language but also the functions they carry in the real 

communication. 

3) It includes the study of spoken and written texts, meaning discourse 

analysis covers all forms of texts, spoken or spoken and written ones. 

4) It identifies linguistic features characterizing the genres, meaning that 

each genre has its own linguistic feature. Discourse analysis is able to 

indentify those features. 

 

Exercise 5 

It can be formulated in many alternative wordings, among others: 

1) With law, it can be used in analyzing legal actions, interactions, and 

documents. 

2) With history, in analyzing historical spoken discourse and texts. 

3) With mass communication, in analyzing mass-mediated messages, the 

development of texts. 

4) With poetics, in analyzing literary texts. 

5) Etc. 

 

Such as: 

 Discourse analysis is the examination of texts from various disciplines in 

order to give light to interpreting of those texts within the contexts of 

each discipline or combination of disciplines. 

 



1.22 Discourse Analysis  

 
 

 

Discourse has been defined in many ways, and based on many 

different perspectives. That is why there are so many differences, and 

even some are conflicting, definitions in the literature. However, it is all 

about systematic ways of using language in real life situations. It should 

be systematic in the sense that it has certain ways of opening, dealing 

with the matters, and closing. In addition, the structure of discourse is 

also different from one another. In some narrative, the structure may take 

orientation, complication, and resolution order; while in recount 

orientation, series of events, and reorientation. In real communication, 

discourse can be in spoken, and in written forms. Conversations, debates, 

and teaching are normally conveyed in spoken forms, while letters, 

readings, and expository texts are in written forms. To sum up, discourse 

should be a form of communication, a routine, can be spoken or written, 

and in an interaction. 

In linguistics, discourse has been used to refer to different use of 

language in different social situations such as newspaper, advertising, 

classroom, and medical consultations. In systemiotic approach in 

Hallidayan systemic linguistics, discourse is considered to be one of the 

three strata, together with lexicogrammar and phonology, of language 

planee. It can be studied in terms of its reference, cohesion, logical 

conjunction, and conversational structure. 

In the meantime, discourse analysis may be defined as the 

examination of language use by members of a speech community. As 

indicated in the definition, that the analysis is beyond sentence level, in 

both spoken and written forms, including linguistic features as well as 

social and cultural factors. To really understand the definition, it is wise 

for students to read the historical background of this newly developed 

discipline.  

Based on the definition, the scope of the study of discourse analysis 

in general and that which will be covered in module has also been 

discussed and presented. Hence, it has been made clear that, although the 

scope of study covered by discourse analysis may be very broad, this 

module will be restricted to analyzing discourses involved in classroom 

English teaching-learning processes. For it is not only beyond the reach 

of this module, but also far from being relevant for English education 

students like you. 

 

 

S U M M A R Y 
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1) In a definition of discourse, this term is very central.... 

A. language structure 

B. language usage 

C. language use 

D. language development 

 

2) A discourse is normally characterized by specific.... 

A. mechanics 

B. structure 

C. performance 

D. competence 

 

3) Discourse is a communicative routine meaning.... 

A. incidental 

B. accidental 

C. regular 

D. segmental 

 

4) Discourse analysis is particularly concerned with the analysis of 

language at the ... level. 

A. word and morpheme 

B. phrase and compound words 

C. clause and its components 

D. text and its characteristics 

 

5) In its history, discourse analysis was affected by the development of the 

following disciplines, except .... 

A. anthropology 

B. physics 

C. rhetoric 

D. sociology 

 

Check your answer with the Key which is provided at the end of this 

module, and score your right answer. Then use the formula below to know 

your achievement level of the lesson in this module. 

 

 

FORMATIVE TEST 1 
 

Choose the correct answer! 
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Meaning of level of achievement:  90 – 100% = very good 

 80 – 89%   = good 

 70 – 79%   = average 

      < 70%   = bad 

 

If your level of achievement reaches 80% or more, you can move to the 

next Unit. Good! But if your level of mastery is less than 80%, you have to 

study again this unit, especially parts you haven‟t mastered. 

 

 

Level of acheivement  = 
The right answer

100%
Total score
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Learning Activity 2 
 

System of Discourse Analysis  
 

n this learning activity, you will be invited to see and learn the systems of 

analysis commonly used in discourse analysis. In other words, after 

finishing this activity, you are expected to be able to explain the system of 

analysis. However, as has been explicitly stated at the end of Learning 

Activity 2, our focus will be on discourses involved in English classrooms. 

For that reason, discussion on the system of analysis of natural discourse will 

be confined to some introductory remarks. The majority of this activity will 

be devoted to discussion on classroom discourse.    

 

A. SYSTEM OF DISCOURSE ANALYSIS 

 

In relation to the discussion of the aforementioned topic, we will refer 

mostly to the work of Flowerdew (2002) for written discourse analysis, 

Edmondson (1981) for natural spoken language, and my own work (Suherdi, 

2006) for classroom discourse analysis. Flowerdew identified four 

approaches to discourse analysis, including genre analysis, corpus-based 

studies, contrastive rhetoric, and ethnographic/naturalistic approaches. In the 

meantime, Edmondson (1981: 54-74) identified four systems of analysis of 

spoken discourse, i.e. speech acts sequences, tagmemic model, and rank-scale 

model; while Suherdi (2006), after comparing various approaches, proposes 

the use of systemiotic approach to classroom discourse analysis.   

As has been stated earlier, the focus of this module is on classroom 

discourse analysis, and discussion on non-classroom discourses, again, will 

be restricted to introductory remarks. For that reason, in this section, 

approaches identified by Flowerdew and Edmondson will be discussed at a 

glance; while the systemiotic approach will be given more room at the rest of 

this section. Their works will be summarized and presented below. 

The four approaches identified by Flowerdew (2002) are more focused 

on written discourse, especially academic discourses. First model is genre 

analysis. Starting with works in 1960s on formal feature of broad language 

varieties and register (e.g. Barber, 1962; Halliday, McIntosh, and Stevens, 

1964), and steadily became narrower and deeper (Swales, 1990), this 

approach reached maturity with the book-length studies of Swales (1990) in 

I 
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academic discourse, and Bhatia (1993) in business, academic, and legal 

genres. More recent studies (e.g. Freeman and Medway, 1994) has been more 

contextually than linguistically grounded. Other important work has also 

been conducted in Australia (e.g. Martin, 1985, Derewianka, 1990, Christie, 

1986).  

The second approach is contrastive rhetoric which is the study of the 

similarities and differences between two languages and how the influence of 

the L1 may affect the way individuals express themselves in the L2. This 

approach goes back to Kaplan (1966), Clyne (1987), Connor, 1996, Ventola, 

1992; Ventola and Maureen, 1996). To get a concise yet somprehensive idea 

of the rationale for this approach, look at what Grabe and Kaplan (1996: 109) 

explain: 
 
What is clear is that there are rhetorical differences in the written 
discourse of various languages, and that those differences need to be 
brought to consciousness before a writer can begin to understand what 
he or she must do in order to write in a more native-like manner (or in a 
manner that is more acceptable to native speakers of the target 
language).  
 

The writers argue that there is a “preferred expectations about the way 

information should be organized.” This expectation, in their opinion (p. 109), 

can be examined and the resulting description can form the basis of 

pedagogic materials. 

The third is corpus-based studies which are concerned with the 

collection, structuring, and analyzing large amounts of discourse, usually 

with the assistance of computers. Processing includes the operations of 

quantifying (counting the number of words or phrases), concordancing 

(producing lists of given linguistic items with sufficient context to determine 

syntactic, semantic, and paradigmatic properties), and parsing (syntactic 

analysis). Avalaible works include, among others, Sinclair and Collin 

Cobuild project (Sinclair, 1991). 

The last is ethnography, or more broadly, naturalistically influenced 

approaches view texts as only one of many features of social situation, which 

includes equally the values, roles, assumptions, attitudes, and pattern of 

behavior of the participants, or texts producers or receivers (Flowerdew and 

Miller, 1996;l Van Lier 1988; Candlin and Plum, 1999). Ethnography 

emphasizes direct observation, interview, and other modes of analyzing the 

situational context, in addition to textual analysis.  
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In the meantime, Edmondson (1981: 54-74), as has been mentioned 

earlier, identified four systems of analysis of spoken discourse, i.e. speech 

acts sequences, tagmemic model, and rank-scale model. First, the analysis of 

speech act sequences is developed by Rehbein and Ehlich (e.g. 1975, 1976) 

based on the model of the interactional process presented by Labov (1971: 

209; 1972: 122-3) and relevant to the notion of the tied or adjacency pair. In 

this analysis, it is argued that an adjacency pair, in the case of “rejection” in 

the conversational unit is not brought to a potential point of closure, but 

rather moved to a sequence of speech acts, and not having a closed pair of 

such acts. The model, according to Edmondson, is essentially one of 

psychological reconstruction, and the decision nodes allow of different paths 

through the psychological network. To help you get the visual picture of the 

network, the schematic representation developed by Rehbein and Ehlich 

(1975), as adapted by Edmondson (1981), the will be presented here.   

The representation can be understood as saying that an act in the part of 

speaker, through a mental process [N1] may directly be understood [U], and 

finally result in an accept which brings about Act 4; but, it can also not be 

understood [~U], followed by another mental process [N2], which is 

followed by another act [Act2] in the form of „pre-reject‟, at the same time, in 

the part of the speaker, another mental process [N3] takes place and result in 

other act [Act3], which is then followed by other mental process [N4], 

followed by a non-understanding then understanding which then result in an 

accept. In the meantime, there is also a probability if the third mental process 

[N3] result in a non-understanding and then reject [~U „reject‟] which then 

brings about Act 4
1
.  
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ACT 4 

 

ACT 4
1 

 

SPEAKER HEARER 

Mental Act                              Action   Action                                 Mental Act 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

     
 

 

 

ACT 1 

~U 

„Accept‟ 

~U      U 

 

ACT 3 „Ground‟ 

ACT 2 

„Pre-Reject‟ 

N1 U 

N2 

N4 

N3 

~U 

„Reject‟ 
 

 

Tagmemic model is developed by Klammer (1973) to establish the 

„Foundation for a theory of dialog structure.‟ In this model, language is to be 

viewed as social behavior. The analysis is concerned with the internal 

structure of different types of dialog pararaphs (Dialog paragraphs). Dialog 

paragraphs are conversational units which combine in certain ways in 

conversations. The central claim, as highlighted by Edmondson (1981: 61), is 

that an utterance as an element in a DIALOG PARAGRAPH has both 

grammatical function as an initiating, countering, or resolving unit, and a 

lexemic function such as question, remark, or proposal. The relationship 

between the two is one of „manifestation‟ such that for example an Initiating 

Speech (Sp-I) may be made manifest in a Question, and the following 

Resolving Speech (Sp-R) in an Answer. Such a pair forms a non-compound, 

simple DIALOG PARAGRAPH. The lexemic pairs given are: 

 

Question – Answer 

Remark – Evaluation 

Proposal – Response 
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Besides, the simple, there is also complex Dialog paragraphs, in which 

an Initiating slot is followed by one of more „countering‟ slots (Sp-Cs), and 

the occurrence or non-occurrence of Resolving unit (Sp-R) will determine 

whether or not the resultant DIALOG PARAGRAPH is itself „resolved‟ or 

„unresolved‟. If the final exchange contains a Sp-R, the whole DIALOG 

PARAGRAPH is „resolved‟. The examples are by no means exhaustive; 

however, the discussion will be ended up with a summarizing comment put 

forward by Edmondson as he said that the distinction between „grammatical‟ 

and „lexemic‟ categories is far from clear and problems of identification and 

application with this model are considerable. However, a tagmemic model 

such as Klammer‟s offers a means of combining the notions of interactional 

structure and illocutionary force, and a notion such as that of „discourse 

paragraph‟ would seem to have more general and complex structural 

potential than that of the tied or adjacency pair.    

The last analysis is the rank-scale proposed by Sinclair and Coulthard 

(1975), but because this will be discussed extensively when we discuss the 

framework offered in Suherdi (2006), the discussion will be presented later in 

the next section. 

 

 

 

Exercise 6 

Now, before going on to discuss Sinclair and Cluthard‟s system of 

analysis and its problematic issues, (1) write important systems put 

forward by Flowerdew (2002) and Edmondson (1981) and (2) give brief 

explanation for each of them.  

 

In introducing some historical background of systemiotic approach, I 

began with some approaches that have been used in analyzing classroom 

discourse. It includes Flanders (1970), using an “introspective” a priori 

approach (Flowerdew, 1990 as cited by Love, 1991: 31); Mehan (1979) and 

Erickson and associates (1981 and 1982) using an educational ethnography 

(Van Lier, 1988: 60), Sinclair and Coulthard (1975) and subsequent works 

based on it using an interactional, functional, rank-scale approach. 

EXERCISES 
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Sinclair and Coulthard‟s (1975) work has been seminal and widely 

adopted, adapted, and further developed to accommodate various phenomena 

in a variety of teaching learning situations. This may be partly because of the 

“pioneering way in which it draws attention to systemic organizational 

properties of dialogue and provides ways of describing them” (Fairclough, 

1992: 15) with progressively greater precision (Larsen-Freeman, 1980: 19). 

In addition, compared to that Flander‟s, it allows for more complex analysis 

of classroom discourse (Love, 1991: 3). These, at least in systemic tradition, 

put Sinclair and Coulthard‟s work in the center of many similar studies.  

Further review of the work shows, however, that when applied to more 

informal classroom situations, Sinclair and Coulthard‟s (1975) system and its 

various adaptation such as Coulthard and Brazil‟s (1981) and Stubbs (1981) 

appear to be inappropriate. This is mainly due to their failure to distinguish 

what Labov (1972) called A-events, in which the first interactant is also the 

Primary Knower; and B-events in which the first interactant is the Secondary 

Knower. In more informal classroom interaction, this A/B-event distinction is 

essential. In such interaction, the occasions in which the students serve the 

function of the Primary Knower might occur in significant number (for more 

the tailed explanation of A- and B-events, and the Primary and Secondary 

Knower, see Suherdi, 2006). 

In addition, Sinclair and Coulthard‟s (1975) system and its various 

adaptations seem to have been developed only to account for synoptic moves. 

It is not equipped with any tools to deal with the dynamic moves (to be 

explained later). This has rendered it less than complete. In other words, 

some system which describes these dynamic moves is required. For example, 

in classroom situation where there is no response from the students or when 

there is a misunderstanding, many dynamic moves will be inevitable. The 

interaction between the teacher and the student does not always flow in a 

predicted, synoptic way. At times, the flow of interaction goes off the track, 

or otherwise is stuck at a certain stage on the track. When this happens, some 

unpredicted, dynamic moves are required to get the flow back to the expected 

track or sustain the flow of discourse. In some classroom situations, the 

incorporation of the dynamic moves is inevitable. 

In the aforementioned classroom interactions, for example, where 

interaction is by no means neat and linier, handling these kinds of moves and 

recognizing the distinction of A- and B-events as well as the synoptic moves 

are essential if an appropriate analysis is being aimed at. Possible problems in 
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analyzing those kinds of interaction have been highlighted and efforts on 

dealing with these dynamic moves have been initiated by some discourse 

analysis proponents, for examples, Coulthard and Brazil (1981), Stubbs 

(1981) and Ventola (1987, 1988a, b) which have been mainly based on the 

work of Berry (1981a, b, c) and Martin (1985). 

To provide a concise introduction to the significance of dynamic moves 

that will be one of the main foci of this book, an explanation on some points 

in the development of classroom discourse, from Sinclair and Coulthard‟s 

(1975) conception to the one presented in this book, will be discussed in the 

following section. 

 

B. SINCLAIR AND COULTHARD’S FRAMEWORK OF ANALYSIS  

 

1. The Rules 

Sinclair and Coulthard (1975) has provided useful basis for discourse 

analysis, classroom discourse in particular. They developed a comprehensive 

system of analysis treating classroom discourse as comprising five ranks, 

namely: lesson transaction, exchange, move, and act. To help clarify the 

hierarchy, a diagram adapted from their work is presented in Figure 1.1. 

As shown by the diagram, a lesson typically consists of an unordered 

series of transactions, whereas a transaction normally consists of several 

exchanges, which manifest in three elements of structure, i.e. preliminary, 

medial, and terminal. Exchanges which realize preliminary and terminal 

elements are selected from the same move called Boundary, whereas those 

which realize the medial element are a class of exchange called Teaching. 

Hence, there are two major classes of exchanges, Boundary and Teaching. 

The former functions to signal the beginning or end of what the teacher 

considers to be a stage in the lesson: the latter comprises the individual steps 

by which the lesson progresses. 

The Boundary exchanges consist of two moves, framing and focusing. 

The two moves often occur together. However, the framing move frequently 

occurs on its own, the focusing move does so only rarely. 

The Teaching exchange comprises eleven sub-categories, six of which 

are Free and five Bound. The function of bound exchanges is fixed because 

they either have no initiating move, or have initiating move without a head, 

which simply serves to reiterate the head of the preceding free initiation. 

 



1.32 Discourse Analysis  

                                          Lesson 
 
 

Transaction 1 Transaction 2 Transaction n 
 
 
 

Exchange 1 Exchange 2 Exchange n  
 
 

      Move 1  Move 2    Move n  
 
 
                          Act 1    Act 2     Act  n 

 
Figure 1.1 Structure of Classroom Discourse 
(Adapted from Sinclair and Coulthard (1975) 

 The free sub-categories include: Teacher-Inform, Teacher-Direct, 

Teacher-Elicit, Pupil-Elicit, Pupil-Inform, and (Teacher) Check. And the 

bound sub-categories comprise: Re-initiation (i), Re-initiation (ii), Listing, 

Reinforce, and Repeat. (For a more detailed account, see Sinclair and 

Coulthard, 1975: 49-56). In the next lower ranks come moves and acts. There 

are five classes of moves, which realize the two major classes of exchange 

(Boundary and Teaching), namely: Framing and focusing which realize 

boundary, and Opening, Answering, and Following-up moves which realize 

teaching exchanges. 

Acts are the lowest rank units in Sinclair and Coulthard‟s system of 

analysis. There are three major acts which probably occur in all forms of 

spoken discourse, namely: elicitation, directive, and informative. They appear 

in classroom discourse as the heads of initiation moves. An elicitation is an 

act which functions to request a linguistics response. A directive is an act 

which functions to request a non-linguistics response. And an informative is 

an act which function to pass on ideas, facts, opinions, information and to 

which the appropriate response is simply an acknowledgement that one is 

listening. To exemplify, some portion of analyzed texts drawn from Sinclair 

and Coulthard presented in Figure 1.2. Some little modification in the form 

of the chart has been made to suit the room available. In Sinclair and 
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Coulthard‟s (1975) chart, the acts labels are placed in columns next to each 

move column. 

 
Type of 

exchange 
Opening Answering Follow-up 

Elicit What about this one. 
(s) 
This I think, is a 
super one. (s) 
Isabel, can you think 
what in means? 
(el<n>) 

Does it mean there’s 
been an accident 
further along the 
road? (rep) 

No. (3) (rep) 

Re-Initiate  Does it mean a 
double bend ahead? 
(rep) 

No. (3) (e) 

Re-Initiate Look at the car. (cl) Er slippery roads? 
(rep) 

Yes. (i) (e) it 
means ‘be 
careful’ 
because the 
road very 
slippery. (com) 

 
Figure 1.2.  

Example of Analyzed Text Using Sinclair and Coulthard’s 
Framework of Analysis 

 

Before concluding, one major point needs to be emphasized, i.e. that in 

this Sinclair and Coulthard‟s version of exchange structure, each move class 

can only occur once (Coulthard and Brazil, 1981): however, as Coulthard and 

Brazil identified, it has now been claimed that two informing moves can also 

co-occur (p. 101). Hence, a further effort is needed to help explain this. In 

this relation, Coulthard and Brazil‟s (1981) work might be very helpful to 

pursue the development of exchange structuring. And for this book‟s 

convenience, the following discussions will be mainly focused on exchange 

structure and various approaches towards exchange structuring. 

 

2. Some Problems 

Exploring some different kinds of data, Coulthard and Brazil identified 

some problematic points in exchange structuring system proposed by Sinclair 

and Coulthard (1975). This has been evolving around the fact that in some 

cases, it is not unproblematic to distinguish in the first place between eliciting 
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and informing, and between initiations and replies. To exemplify, they cited 

an example drawn from Sinclair and Coulthard (1975):  
  

T :  can anyone tell me what this means 

P :  does it mean danger men at work 

T :  Yes 

 

In spite of many efforts seeking to find solutions, problems remain not 

well-solved. Details of the efforts may be found in Suherdi (2006).  For that 

reason, promising solution offered by Margareth Berry (1981) will be 

introduced to you. This framework will be refered throughout Module 2 and 

3, especially in the discussion of discourses. 

 

C. BERRY’S FRAMEWORK OF ANALYSIS 

 

Like Coulthard and Brazil‟s, and Stubbs‟, Berry‟s (1981) contribution to 

the development of analysis system of discourse and classroom discourse 

based on the Sinclair and Coulthard‟s (1975) is also very significant. For that 

reason, a glance of introduction to her model will be presented here, and a 

comprehensive discussion will be presented later in Module 2. 

Berry has seen the systems proposed by Coulthard and Brazil and by 

Stubbs (she refers to Coulthard and Brazil, 1979 and Stubbs, 1979 

concerning the same topics), as well as that of Burton (1978), as greatly 

different from one another, in spite of the fact that they have been developed 

out of the same root, i.e. that of Sinclair and Coulthard. Instead of choosing 

one of the available systems, following Halliday, she proposed a multilayered 

approach. 

She argued that the aims of the discourse studies are twofold: to describe 

texts in such a way as to be able to say something worthwhile about the 

individual texts; and to work towards a theory of discourse. 

With regard to the first aim, she argued that when one is describing texts 

one whishes to be able to compare the texts or bits of texts in such a way as 

to be able to show similarities and differences. And an account of discourse 

structure based on a single linear structure for each unit, she argued, doesn‟t 

allow one to take account of enough similarities and differences. When 

coding, she maintained, one finds oneself forced to code in the same way 
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things which one intuitively feels to be different and to code as different 

things which one intuitively feels to be the same (p. 121). 

In connection with the second aim, she tried to develop a system that 

could predict the distribution of surface forms, to generate „grammatical‟ 

forms of discourse and to block „ungrammatical‟ forms (p. 122). Again, to 

her, an approach based on a single linear structure seems to be too limited 

and limiting to enable one to carry out this aim successfully. She identified 

that a major defect lies on the inappropriate way of showing that an element 

is obligatory under certain circumstances, optional under others, and of 

specifying under relevant circumstances. 

In this regard, she proposed an approach that takes into account three 

layers: interpersonal, textual, and ideational (this has been based on 

Halliday‟s three functions of the structure of information (p. 126). She 

identified two major parties which are always present in that activity, i.e. the 

primary knower (someone who already knows the information and secondary 

knower someone to whom the information is imparted).  

Based on the two-party scheme, she came to proposing four functions:  

K1 for the admission of knowledge of the information by the primary 

knower and the consequent stamping of the information with primary 

knower‟s authority. 

K2 for the secondary knower‟s indication of the state of his own knowledge 

in relation to the information. 

Dk1  for delaying K1 

K2f  for following up K2 

 

To exemplify, one of the examples given by Berry is presented here:  
 

Quizmaster :  In England, which cathedral has the tallest 

spire 

Contestant :  Is it Salisbury 

Quizmaster :  Yes 

Contestant :  oh 
 

In the example, quizmaster is the primary knower, and the contestant, of 

course, the secondary. The primary knower in this example did not do K1 in 

the first slot; rather he/she did Dk1 to allow the secondary knower to do K2. 



1.36 Discourse Analysis  

Only after the secondary knower did K2 did the primary knower do K1 

which was then followed by the secondary knower did the K2f. 

If in developing the interpersonal layer, she managed to reflect the view 

of discourse as knowers‟ transmitting and receiving information, in 

developing the textual layer, she tried to reflect the view of discourse as 

speakers‟ taking turns (p. 131). Based on such view, she maintained that 

there must be at least one speaker and this speaker must make at least one 

contribution to the exchange. She labeled the first contribution of the first 

speaker ai, and underlined it to show that it is obligatory. In addition, she 

labeled the first contribution of the second speaker bi; and as it is not 

obligatory, she did not underline it. To exemplify, using the same example 

above we can have:  

  

 Dk1 K2 K1 Kf 

 Ai Bi Aii Bii 

 

In the example, we can see that the first speaker was the primary knower, 

and the second speaker was the secondary knower. The first slot shows ai, the 

second slot shows bi, the third shows aii, and the fourth shows bii. 

In the two layers above, the knowers of the information and the speakers 

of the information have been discussed. The last layer of Berry‟s approach to 

exchange structure is the ideational, which is concerned with the information 

itself. 

In this respect, she suggested that the minimum amount of information 

for an exchange is a completed proposition. This completed proposition 

might be presented straight away by the first speaker, or be left to the second 

speaker to complete the proposition (p. 139-40). Exploring various possible 

functions at this layer, she came to the following:  

 

pb for propositional base, i.e. providing a basis for completed 

proposition by predicting the form of the completed proposition. 

pc for propositional completion, i.e. completing the proposition. 

ps for propositional support, i.e. supporting the proposition completed. 

 

Again, to exemplify, the example cited above will be used. Using this 

layer to complete the representation of the exchange structure of the example, 

we can have:  
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 Dk1 K2 K1 K2f 

 Pb Pc Ps  

 Ai Bi Aii Bii 

 

In the example, the first speaker provided a pb for the second speaker to 

complete the proposition, pc. As pc is predicted, when it is successfully 

completed, the first speaker provide a ps to support the proposition. 

To sum up, suffice it to say that the two aims mentioned earlier have 

successfully been achieved. From the point of view of coding texts, she 

claimed to have been able to show more similarities and more differences 

between the exchanges of the texts than that would have been possible with 

an approach based on a single linear structure (p. 144). Moreover, she has 

been able to show the similarities and the differences at the same time. The 

following examples given by Berry might help clarify the statement:  

 

 Quizmaster  :  in England, which 

cathedral has the tallest  

Spire                                 

Dk1   pb ai  

 Contestant    :  is it Salisbury        K2 pc bi   

 Quiszmaster :  yes                        K1 ps aii      

And      

 Son        :  which English cathedral 

has the tallest spire                                   

K2 pb ai 

    Father    :  salisbury                            K1 pc bi 

    Son        :  oh                                       K2f  aii 

 

From the point of view of constructing a theory of discourse, she claimed 

to have been able to predict the obligatoriness of all elements which must 

occur if an exchange is to be well-formed (p. 145). The last example 

presented above might also help exemplify the claim. 

 

Exercise 7 

Now, before closing, as you have been given a brief introduction to the 

systems of analysis given by Sinclair and Coulthard (1975) and Berry 

(1981), write brief explanation for each of their system.  
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Answer Keys To Exercises 

 

Exercise 6 

 Flowerdew (2002) identified four approaches to discourse analysis:  

 Genre analysis analysis of different use of language and its relevant 

contexts. 

 Corpus-based studies analysis through quantifying, concordancing, and 

parsing. 

 Contrastive rhetoric analysis of differences and similarities between L1 

and L2 and the effect of L1 on L2 learning.  

 Ethnographic/naturalistic approaches analysis through the use of data 

from observations and interviews.  

 Edmondson (1981: 54-74) identified four systems of analysis of spoken 

discourse: Speech acts sequences consider speech acts as not rigid 

structures but rather depends on whether the understanding can be 

constructed by both speakers and hearers. 

 Tagmemic model is concerned with the internal structure of different 

types of dialog paragraphs (Dialog paragraphs). 

 Rank-scale model views discourse as a rank-scaled structure starting 

with the highest, i.e. lesson, to transactions, exchanges, moves, and end 

up with act as the lowest.  

 

Exercise 7 

This may include: 

1) In teaching, including analysis of teacher-students interaction patterns, 

questioning techniques, etc. 

2) In learning, including students position in classroom interactions, 

students‟ verbal contribution, and students‟ written texts. 

 

 
 

 

Systems of analysis that have been developed and used in discourse 

analysis have been presented and discussed briefly in the efforts of 

giving you introductory knowledge that might be useful to understand 

the discussion of analysis of spoken discourse in Module 2 and 3, and of 

written discourse in Module 4 and 5. The discussion has been presented 

in two broad divisions: the system of analysis of spoken and that of 

S U M M A R Y  
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written discourses. In analyzing written discourse, four approaches 

identified by Flowerdew (2002) has been chosen. First model is genre 

analysis which starts with works in 1960s on formal feature of broad 

language varieties and register, and steadily became narrower and deeper 

and finally reached maturity with the book-length studies of Swales 

(1990) and Bhatia (1993). More recent studies (e.g. Freeman and 

Medway, 1994) have been more contextually than linguistically 

grounded. The second approach is contrastive rhetoric which is the study 

of the similarities and differences between two languages and how the 

influence of the L1 may affect the way individuals express themselves in 

the L2. The main argument of this system is that there is a “preferred 

expectations about the way information should be organized.” This 

preferential expectation can be examined and the resulting description 

can form the basis of pedagogic materials. 

The third is corpus-based studies which are concerned with the 

collection, structuring, and analyzing large amounts of discourse, usually 

with the assistance of computers. Processing includes the operations of 

quantifying (counting the number of words or phrases), concordancing 

(producing lists of given linguistic items with sufficient context to 

determine syntactic, semantic, and paradigmatic properties), and parsing 

(syntactic analysis). The last is ethnography, or more broadly, 

naturalistically influenced approaches view texts as only one of many 

features of social situation, which includes equally the values, roles, 

assumptions, attitudes, and pattern of behavior of the participants, or 

texts producers or receivers. Ethnography emphasizes direct observation, 

interview, and other modes of analyzing the situational context, in 

addition to textual analysis.  

In the meantime, Edmondson (1981: 54-74), as has been mentioned 

earlier, identified four systems of analysis of spoken discourse, i.e. 

speech acts sequences, tagmemic model, and rank-scale model. First, the 

analysis of speech act sequences is developed by Rehbein and Ehlich 

(e.g. 1975, 1976) based on the model of the interactional process 

presented by Labov (1971: 209; 1972: 122-3) and relevant to the notion 

of the tied or adjacency pair. In this analysis, it is argued that an 

adjacency pair, in the case of “rejection” in the conversational unit is not 

brought to a potential point of closure, but rather moved to a sequence of 

speech acts, and not having a closed pair of such acts.   

Tagmemic model is developed by Klammer (1973) to establish the 

„Foundation for a theory of dialog structure.‟ In this model, language is 

to be viewed as social behavior. The analysis is concerned with the 

internal structure of different types of dialog pararaphs (Dialog 

paragraphs). Dialog paragraphs are conversational units which combine 
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in certain ways in conversations. The central claim, as highlighted by 

Edmondson (1981: 61), is that an utterance as an element in a DIALOG 

PARAGRAPH has both grammatical function as an initiating, 

countering, or resolving unit, and a lexemic function such as question, 

remark, or proposal.  

The last analysis is the rank-scale proposed by Sinclair and 

Coulthard (1975). Sinclair and Coulthard‟s (1975) work has been 

seminal and widely adopted, adapted, and further developed to 

accommodate various phenomena in a variety of teaching learning 

situations. This may be partly because of the “pioneering way in which it 

draws attention to systemic organizational properties of dialogue and 

provides ways of describing them” (Fairclough, 1992: 15) with 

progressively greater precision (Larsen-Freeman, 1980: 19). In addition, 

compared to that Flander‟s, it allows for more complex analysis of 

classroom discourse (Love, 1991: 3). These, at least in systemic 

tradition, put Sinclair and Coulthard‟s work in the center of many similar 

studies. 

 

 
    

 

 
1) The following are the systems presented by Flowerdew (2002),      

except .... 

A. corpus-based studies 

B. tagmemic model 

C. genre analyses  

D. ethnography 

 

2) Contrastive Rhetoric is primarily concerned with .... 

A. the differences of similar discourses 

B. the similarities of different genres 

C. the effects of L2 on L1 learning 

D. the effects of L1 on L2 learning 

 

3) Which function belongs to lexemic function of an utterance?  

A. Initiation 

B. Remark 

C. Counter 

D. Response 

 

FORMATIVE TEST 2 
 

Choose the correct answer ! 
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4) In a corpus-based studies, the following steps are important, except .... 

A. quantifying  

B. concordancing 

C. parsing 

D. reducing 

 

5) The following is the right way of ranking the elements of a classroom 

discourse .... 

A. lesson, move, act, exchange, transaction 

B. exchange, act, move, lesson, transaction 

C. lesson, transaction, exchange, move, act 

D. act, lesson, transaction, exchange, move 

 

Check your answer with the Key which is provided at the end of this 

module, and score your right answer. Then use the formula below to know 

your achievement level of the lesson in this module. 

 

 
 
 
 

Meaning of level of achievement:  90 – 100% = very good 

 80 – 89%   = good 

 70 – 79%   = average 

      < 70%   = bad 

 

If your level of achievement reaches 80% or more, you can move to the 

next module. Good! But if your level of mastery is less than 80%, you have 

to study again this unit, especially parts you haven‟t mastered. 

 

 

 

Level of acheivement  = 
The right answer

100%
Total score
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Answer Keys to Formative Test 
 

Formative Test 1 

1) C 

2) B 

3) C 

4) D 

5) B 

 

  Formative Test 2 

1) B 

2) D 

3) B 

4) D 

5) C 
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