English 805 Discourse and Rhetoric across Cultures

Spring 2010

Instructor :Janet Bing

Office: 5030 BAL     Class:  Thursday 4:20‑7:00 Gornto 217 (televised).

Phone: 683‑4030   Office hours: T, R  2:00-3:00, W 3:00-4:00 and by appointment.

jbing@odu.edu   

This interdisciplinary course is a one-semester survey of aspects of language that are useful for exploring cultural models or schemata, both within and across cultures.  The focus of the course will be on methodologies for exploring culture through language.  As Foley (1997:249) notes, “different cultures often impose quite different conventions for the use and form of language in comparable social situations.” Topics include: linguistic relativity, metaphor, intercultural rhetoric, key words, framing, categorization, blending, politeness, literacy practices and the ethnography of speaking.    

Course goals:  Questions central to this course are: 

·  How does culture influence how people think, write, and talk? (Self-knowledge of one’s own culture is especially important, and can sometimes be learned by exploring other cultures.)

·  How does language both reflect and reinforce cultural values?  How can culture be discovered by a careful analysis of language?

·  What methodologies can be used to discover deeply embedded cultural values?

·  How are different types of writing organized in different cultures and how do these writing conventions affect international students learning to write English?

· How do assumptions about speaker/writer responsibility versus listener/reader responsibility influence a writing style?

·  What implications do cultural and rhetorical differences have for translation and for differences in power? 

Textbooks: 

- Connor, Ulla, Ed Nagelhout, and William Rozycki (Eds.) (2008). Contrastive Rhetoric: Reaching to intercultural rhetoric. Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins.
- Course requirements for 805 include reading the assigned readings, two take-home exams, a series of written assignments and short papers. 

Writing Assignments:

#1. Journals and conferences.  (5%)

#2: Analysis of metaphors. (15%) 

#3. Frames, Schemata, and mental spaces. 15%

#4 Ethnography of speaking  or free choice. 15%
Tests: Both tests will be take-home.

Participation: This includes attendance, participation in class and evidence of having done the reading during class discussions. 
Evaluation:
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Tentative Course Outline 
January 14.  What is culture?
  Overview of course topics, aspects of culture, defining intercultural/ cross-cultural, milestones in the study of culture, culture today.
January 21. What is culture ?  What is linguistic relativity? Reading assignment: "Introduction" and From contrastive rhetoric to intercultural rhetoric:  A search for collective identity",  in textbook: Contrastive rhetoric: Reaching to intercultural rhetoric ,

pp.  1-24. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

 
Scanlon and Scanlon (S&S) Chapters 1 and 7; Hinton (1994), Brislin and Kim (2003), Bloch (2008) Geert Hofstede cultural dimensions, all available on Blackboard. Hall (xxxx) is optional. Topics: Linguistic relativity, aspects of culture. 

January 28:  Metaphor and Metonymy.  Assignment: Lakoff & Johnson (1980), Farnell (1996), Reddy (1979), Lee (1950) Written Assignment #1 (Journals and conferences) due.

February 4:  Frames, Scripts and Schemata.  Read: Scollen and Scollen, Chapter 4.  Tannen, (1993), Quinn (2005), Strauss (2005) Bing & Woodward (1998).  Pear Stories. 

February 11:  Categorization and Prototypes: Assignment: Goodenough (2001) Lakoff (1987), Aitchison (1998) Ungerer and Schmid (xxxx) Written Assignment #2 (Metaphor) due.

February 18: Mental Spaces and blending: Assignment: Lakoff and Sweetser (1994), Fauconnier (1994) Preface, Chapter 1, Bing and Scheibman (forthcoming.)
February 25:  Contrastive Rhetoric.  Assignment: Kaplan (1966), Connor, Chapters 1, 2, 3, 4, and 9, Hinds (1987). Topics: History of contrastive rhetoric, issues in specific languages, research methods. Written assignment #3 (Humor) due.

March 4: Contrastive Rhetoric.  Connor, Chapters 5, 6 and 8, Hinds (1983) Carbaugh & Wolf (2000), McBride (2008), Kachru (1995) Kubota and Lehner (2004)

March 11: Spring break. 
March 18: Ethnography of speaking: Scollen and Scollen, Chapter 2, Cameron (2001, Chapter 5) Basso (1990) Gumperz (1982) Tannen (1981) Sherzer (1987) Take-home test #1 due.
March 25: Genre:  Connor, Chapter 7, Heath (2001), Mayes (2005), Labov and Waletski (      ) 

April 1: Issues Translation and key words as reflections of culture: Assignment: Read Condon (1974), Goddard and Wierzbicka (2004), Wierzbicka (1997), Topics: cultural values, key words, translation. 

April 8: Issues in Translation.  Assignment: Connor, Chapter 7, Rabassa, Seidensticker, Keyser and Prince (1979) Written assignment #4 due.
April 15 : Age, gender and culture.  Read Scollen and Schollen, Chapters 10 and 11, Tannen (1994), Crawford (1995) Bing (1996). Video  “9 to 5.”

April 22: Politeness, silence, and Power: Assignment: Scollen and Schollen, Chapters 3 &5, Kasper (1995), Sifianou (1995) on Blackboard.    Topics:  Interpersonal politeness and power, face, solidarity, public discourse. Test #2.

April 29: Discourse and Culture: Read: Dubois et al. 1993, Storey (n.d.) 

Writing Assignment #1. Journals and conferences.  (One half page to two pages.) Imagine some project that intersects with your interests, but that also involves culture (including your own culture or subculture). Identify at least one journal and one conference that might be an appropriate venue for this hypothetical paper.  Identifying more than one possibility will be even better, and, if you can, include a submission date for the conference(s).  Feel free to confer with colleagues and instructors about this.  For example, the first journal possibilities I thought of were Metaphor and Symbol, Women and Language, and Humor.  (For journal possibilities, bibliographies of books and articles in your area of interest are a good place to start.)  When you have located one or more journals, write a brief summary of the types of articles that are normally published there.

When you are looking for conferences, a good place to start is the web page of one of your professional organizations.  In my case, the web page of the Linguistic Society of America is where I would look first.  Since humor is one of my research areas, the conference I would choose would be the International Society of Humor Studies conference (2011). 

After you have located your publication and conference, propose a hypothetical title for a paper that you might write. (My hypothetical paper title is: “Cultural stereotypes in the humor of The Onion Atlas of the Planet Earth.”) Write a brief explanation of why you chose the subject.  For example, I chose this subject because humor is one of my research interests, and because cultural stereotypes interest me.

Purpose of the assignment: This assignment will help me become more familiar with your research interests, and might help you begin to think about how those interests may have been influenced by your own culture.   It may also help you think about a possible final paper for this course, one that could ultimately result in a publication for you.

Criteria for evaluation:
1. ___ Does the writer provide an explanation of his or her academic interests?

2. Is the chosen topic appropriate for both the writer and the conference?

3. ___ Does the description of the types of articles that appear in the journal(s) indicate that the writer has actually explored the journal?

4. ___ Does the explanation for why this topic was chosen make sense in terms of the writer’s experience and interests?

5. ___ Do the choices sound authentic for the writer?

6. ___ Is the topic chosen (probably) appropriate for this course?

Written assignment #2: Analysis of metaphors.   (About 1-2 pages plus an appendix of the text) Choose a text of your choice and identify the use of metaphor(s) in that text; attempt to reconstruct the frame within which the text was constructed and the cultural values implied by that frame. This may be a speech, a newspaper article, a blog entry, an advertisement, a travel brochure, a Youtube video or comment, a script from a movie radio, or T.V. show, a passage or paragraph from literature, or any type of text that interests you. Metaphors that teachers use when discussing teaching can be particularly revealing. If you feel adventurous, choose a text from another culture in translation.  For example, a review in the Japan Times is titled, “The loveable ox beats the nagging wife hands down,” and a blog in the Thai newspaper, The Nation is titled, “Post-mortem analysis of Hun Sins political circus against Thailand.”   Discuss the implications of the metaphors you identify: are they helpful, misleading, overt or covert?  What assumptions do they convey?  What underlying frame or schema do they suggest?  Come to class prepared to present your results.

Purpose of the assignment: A careful reading of a text will usually reveal far more metaphors than are initially obvious, and, as Quinn (2004) and Reddy (1979) and others have shown, a choice of language can help identify an underlying frame or schema which reveal the “structured expectations” (Tannen, 1993) of the speaker or writer. Sometimes (but not always) a key word will suggest an approach.  Feel free to use a combination of techniques in your analysis.

Criteria for evaluation:
1. ___  Did the writer explain the methodology used?

2. ____ Has the writer identified most of the metaphors in the text?

3. ___  Are some of the metaphors covert rather than overt (in the sense of Lakoff and Johnson (Reddy,1979)?

4. ___  Does the analysis of the metaphors suggest an underlying frame or schema?

5. ___  Did the writer discover any key words?

6. ___  Did the writer include the text?

7. ___  Is the analysis thoughtful or insightful?

8. ___  Does the analysis indicate that the writer has been able to adapt course readings to a new situation?

9. ___  Is the paper well organized and well written?

 Writing assignment #3. Frames, Schemata, and mental spaces. Suggested length: one to two pages plus possible appendix (for data).

  Many jokes and other types of humor use the technique of establishing one frame or schema and then unexpectedly switching to another one.  Some jokes, cartoons, and satires (such as those found in the Onion)  use blended spaces to create humor.  Analyze a sample of humor of your choice by describing the implied frames or mental spaces and explain how the humor is achieved.  For example, what interpretations of the key word woman in the following joke help establish two different frames and then switch frames? 

On a recent transatlantic flight, a plane passes through a severe storm. The turbulence is awful, and things go from bad to worse when one wing is struck by lightning. One woman in particular loses it.

Screaming, she stands up in the front of the plane.

"I'm too young to die," she wails. Then she yells, "Well, if I'm going to die, I want my last minutes on earth to be memorable!  Is there ANYONE on this plane who can make me feel like a WOMAN?"

For a moment there is silence. Everyone has forgotten their own peril. They all stare, riveted, at the desperate woman in the front of the plane. Then a man stands up in the rear of the plane. He is gorgeous, tall, and very well built. He starts to walk slowly up the aisle, unbuttoning his shirt

......one button at a time.

.......No one moves.

.......He removes his shirt.

......Muscles ripple across his chest.

......he whispers:

......"HERE, IRON THIS."

Purpose of the assignment: This assignment is designed to help students gain a better understanding of frames, schema, and mental spaces all of which attempt to explain the “structured expectations” (Tannen, 1993) of a speaker or writer. Sometimes (but not always) a key word will can be identified.  Feel free to use a combination of techniques in your analysis.

Criteria for evaluation:
1. ___  Did the writer clearly explain both the data and methodology used?

2. ____ Has the writer identified most of the metaphors in the text?

3. ___  Are some of the metaphors covert rather than overt (in the sense of Lakoff and Johnson (Reddy,1979)?

4. ___  Does the analysis of the metaphors suggest an underlying frame or schema?

5. ___  Did the writer discover any key words?

6. ___  Did the writer include the text?

7. ___  Is the analysis thoughtful or insightful?

8. ___  Does the analysis indicate that the writer has been able to adapt course readings to a new situation?

9. ___  Is the paper well organized and well written?

Could this assignment be expanded into a final paper? _____

Assignment #4: Ethnography of Speaking 
An ethnography of communication allows analysts to make explicit the forms, functions, and norms of communicative events as described in Chapter 2 of Scollon and Scollen (e.g. setting, topic, speaking rights of participants, ways of 
speaking, e.g. formality, choice of words, nonverbal cues, etc.). These underlying interactional ‘rules’ (patterns) are culturally specific, and community members typically only become aware of them when someone acts counter to conventional expectations.  
For this assignment, you should choose a speech event, a recurring communicative event that is “constituted by the use of language” (Cameron 2001:56) and describe it in terms of  Scollon and Scollen and Cameron 2001 Ch. 5) and elsewhere. Select an event with which you are familiar and to which you have easy access, but not one in which you have a central role since you will be an observer. Some examples of speech events are: specific classroom activities constituted by the use of language (e.g. openings, lectures, questions and answers), appointments or meetings in which language use is fundamental (e.g. office hours, advisement sessions); marriage ceremonies, lectures, therapy sessions, sermons, service encounters (customer-seller exchanges, e.g. requests for information, ordering at a restaurant), tours, interviews, lectures, tutoring sessions, student presentations, standup comedy acts, storytelling, speeches, debates, radio talk shows, news reports, arguments. 
Observe the event at least three times, making detailed field notes. Did the multiple versions of the event you witnessed point to shared underlying communicative norms? If so, in what ways? Describe the components of the event and interpret norms when you can. You should expect that you will probably not be able to characterize all the components of the event using the grid. Also, in the beginning of your analysis be sure to introduce the speech event you are analyzing and briefly indicate how you determined it is at the level of speech event and not, for example, a more general speech situation. 
Your paper should be 4-6 double spaced pages not including references or attachments. Consult at least two sources beyond course readings (e.g. theoretical discussions, case studies) to expand your understanding of the method. You can use whatever style you feel comfortable with for references and citations (APA, LSA, MLA). 
Evaluation criteria: the analysis is focused, thoughtful and shows good understanding of the material; 
specific examples are used to illustrate your descriptions/interpretations; clear organization and 
presentation (section headings may be useful for this assignment); relevant reference is made to scholarly 
work with appropriate citations. 
A note on documentation

When you cite sources, you may use any standard documentation style (such as MLA, APA, or LSA) with which you are familiar and comfortable.  

Required readings available on Blackboard:

Aitchison, Jean (1998). Bad birds and better birds: Prototype theories.  In Clark, Virginia, Paul Escholz, and Alfred Rosa, Language: Readings in Language and Culture.   St. Martin’s Press, New York. 

Basso, Keith (1990). “To give up on words”: Silence in Western Apache culture.  In Carbaugh, Donal (Ed.) Cultural Communication and Intercultural Contact. Hillsdale, New Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Bloch, Joel. 2008. Plagiarism in an intercultural rhetoric context: What we can learn about one from the other. Contrastive rhetoric: Reaching to intercultural rhetoric, ed. by Ulla Connor, Ed Nagelhout, and William V. Rozycki, 257-274. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Bing, Janet and Joanne Scheibman (forthcoming) Blended Spaces as Subversive Feminist Humor.

Bing, Janet and William Woodward (1998)  Nobody’s Listening: A Frame Analysis of the Ebonics Debate.  SECOL Review, Vol. XXII, 1:pp.1-20.

Brislin, R.W., & Kim, E.S. (2003).  Cultural diversity in people’s understanding and uses of time. Applied Psychology, 52(3), 363-382.

Carbaugh, Donal  and Karen Wolf (2000). Situating rhetoric in cultural discourses. In Alberto Gonzalez and Delores Tanno (Eds.) Rhetoric in Intercultural Contexts, Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications, Inc., pp. 19-30.

Condon, John C. (1974). The values approach to cultural patterns of communication. In Condon, John C. and Saitor, Mitsuko, Intercultural Encounters with Japan.  Tokyo: The Simul Press, pp. 132-152.

Crawford, Mary. 1996. “Two Sexes, Two Cultures.”Talking Difference.  Sage: Thousand Oaks, CA., pp. 886-128.

Farnell, Brenda.  1996.  Metaphors we move by.  Visual Anthropology 8.311-335.

Fauconnier, Gilles. Preface, Chapter 1 Mental Spaces. Cambridge University Press: Cambridge, UK, pp xvii-xlvi, 1-34.

Goddard, Cliff and Anna Wierzbicka (2004) Cultural scripts: What are they and what are they good for?  Intercultural Pragmatics 1-2, 153-166.

Gumperz, John (1982). Prosody in conversation.  Discourse Strategies.  Cambridge U. Press: Cambridge, pp. 100-129. 

Heath, Shirley Brice. 2001. What no bedtime story means: Narrative skills at home and school.

Linguistic anthropology: A reader, ed. by Allesandro Duranti, 318-342. Malden MA:Blackwell.

Hinds, John (1983) Contrastive Rhetoric: Japanese and English.  Text 3, no. 2, 183-195.

Hinds, John (1987) Reader versus writer responsibility: A new typology.  In Connor, Ulla and R.B. Kaplan (Eds.) Writing Across Languages: Analysis of L2 Text, pp. 141-152.

Hinton, Leanne (1994). Language and the structure of thought. Flutes of Fire. Berkeley, CA: Heyday Books, 60-69.  

Kaplan, Robert. B (1966) Cultural thought patterns in intercultural education.  Language Learning 16, 1-20.

Kachru, Yamuna (1998). Culture and speech acts: Evidence from Indian and Singaporean English. Studies in the Linguistic Sciences, 28:1 (1998 Spring), pp. 79-98.

Kasper, Gabriele (2005) Linguistic Etiquette. In Kiesling, Scott F. and Christina Bratt Paulston (Eds.). Intercultural Discourse and Communication. Malden, MA:Blackwell, pp. 58-77.

Keyser, Samuel Jay; and Prince, Alan. (1979) Folk Etymology in Sigmund Freud, Christian Morgenstern, and Wallace Stevens. Critical Inquiry, 6:1, pp. 65-78.

Lakoff, George. (1987) Women, Fire and Dangerous Things: What Categories Reveal about the Mind, Chicago: University of Chicago Press, pp. 1-45.

Lakoff, George and Eve Sweetser (1994) Forward. In Gilles Fauconnier, Mental Spaces. Cambridge University Press: Cambridge, UK, pp. ix-xvi.

Lakoff, George and Mark Johnson (1980) Metaphors we live by, Chicago: University of Chicago Press. pp. 3-45.

Lee, Dorothy (1950) Codifications of Reality. Psychosomatic Medicine, May, 1950, No. 12.

Quinn, Naomi (2005) How to Reconstruct schemas People Share. Finding Culture in Talk: A Collection of Methods.   New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 33-81.

Lucy, John (1996) The scope of linguistic relativity: An analysis and review of empirical research.  In John Gumperz and Stephen Levinson (Eds.) Rethinking Linguistic Relativity. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Mayes, Patricia. 2004. Genre as a locus of social structure and cultural ideology: A comparison

of Japanese and American cooking classes. Discourse across languages and cultures, ed.

by Carol Lynn Moder and Aida Martinovic-Zic, 177-194. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Nayar, P.D. (n.d.) The language of describing people.  Unpublished paper, University of South Carolina.

Palmer, Gary B. (1996). Metaphor and Metonymy. Toward a Theory of Cultural Linguistics.  U. of Texas Press.

Rabassa, Gregory. (1989) No Two Snowflakes Are Alike: Translation as Metaphor, pp. 1-12. In Biguenet, John and Schulte, Rainer (eds.). The Craft of Translation. Chicago: U of Chicago Press.

.

Reddy, M.J. (1979). The conduit metaphor -- a case of frame conflict in our language about language. In A. Ortony (Ed.), Metaphor and Thought  (p. 284-297). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Seidensticker, Edward. (1989) "On Trying to Translate Japanese," pp. 142-153. Biguenet, John (ed.); and Schulte, Rainer (ed.). The Craft of Translation. Chicago: U of Chicago Press.

Sherzer, Joel. (1987). A Discourse-Centered Approach to Language and Culture.  American Anthropologist 89:295-309.

Sifianou, Maria (2005) Off-record Indirectness and the Notion of Imposition.  In Kiesling, Scott F. and Christina Bratt Paulston (Eds.) Intercultural Discourse and Communication. Malden, MA: Blackwell,  215-225.
Shakir, Abdullah and Mohammed Farghal (1991) The Activation of Schemata in Relation to Backround Knowledge and Markedness.  Text: 11, 201-222.

Strauss, Claudia. 2005. Analyzing discourse for cultural complexity. Finding culture in talk: A

collection of methods, ed. by Naomi Quinn, 203-242. New York: Palgrave MacMillian.
Tannen,  Deborah (1994) The Relaltlivity of Linguistic Strategies: Rethinking Power and Solidarity in Gender and Dominance.  Gender and Discourse. New York: Oxford University Press, pp. 19-52.

Tannen, Deborah (Ed.) 1993. What’s in a frame?  Surface evidence for underlying expectations. Framing in Discourse. New York : Oxford University Press, pp. 14-56.

Tannen, Deborah (Ed.) 1982. Spoken and Written Language: Exploring Orality and Literacy,   Norwood, NJ: Ablex. (Selected chapters)

Ungerer & Schmid (        ) Prototypes and categories.  

Watanabe, Suwako (2005) Cultural Differences in Framing: American and Japanese Group Discussions. In Kiesling, Scott F. and Christina Bratt Paulston (Eds.) Intercultural Discourse and Communication. Malden, MA: Blackwell.

 Wierzbika, Anna (1997). Japanese key words and core cultural values.  In Wierzbicka, Anna, Understanding Cultures Through Their Key Words.  New York: Oxford University Press.

Yamada, Yoko (1974) Reasoning values in the readers’ column of the asahi newspaper. In Condon, John C. and Saitor, Mitsuko, Intercultural Encounters with Japan.  Tokyo: The Simul Press, pp. 153-159.

