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Oppgavene skal besvares på engelsk.

Answer Part I, ONE question from Part II and ONE question from Part III. Pass marks are required on all parts.
Part I
(30 %)

1. Give brief accounts of any THREE of the following topics. Examples from English should be provided wherever relevant.

a. register 
b. time connectives
c. synonyms with word-class change
d. text vs. discourse
e. Toolan’s view of generic sentences
f. members’ resources (as this term is used by Fairclough)
Part II
(40 %)
EITHER

2. Give an account of process-and-participant analysis as applied to English. In your answer you should discuss to what extent such analysis can be used to shed light on the ways in which characters and events are described. The attached excerpt from J.D. Salinger’s novel The Catcher in the Rye should be used for exemplification (complete analysis of this text is not required). Add your own examples where appropriate. (Text provided, no. 1)

OR

3. Give an account of the main types of metaphor recognised by Anne-Marie Simon-Vandenbergen in her article on George Orwell’s novel Nineteen Eighty-Four. Then discuss some of the ways in which metaphors of speech and music are used in that novel. The attached excerpts from the novel should be used for illustration. (Text provided, no. 2)

Part III
(30 %)
EITHER

4. Give an account of Biber’s attempt to classify English text types. In your answer you should explain the results of Biber’s factor analysis as they emerge from the attached table from his article. (Text provided, no. 3)
OR

5. Give an account of the conversational principles of co-operation and politeness. The attached dialogues from Guy Cook’s book on Discourse should be used for exemplification. Add your own examples where appropriate. (Text provided, no. 4)

Text provided, no. 1
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	‘Hey,’ Stradlater said. ‘Wanna do me a big favour?’

‘What?’ I said. Not too enthusiastic. He was always asking you to do him a big favour. You take a very handsome guy, or a guy that thinks he’s a real hot-shot, and they’re always asking you to do them a big favour. Just because they’re crazy about themself, they think you’re crazy about them, too, and that you’re just dying to do them a favour. It’s sort of funny, in a way.

‘You goin’ out tonight?’ he said.

‘I might. I might not. I don’t know. Why?’

‘I got about a hundred pages to read for History for Monday,’ he said. ‘How about writing a composition for me, for English? I’ll be up the creek if I don’t get the goddam thing in by Monday. The reason I ask. How ’bout it?’

It was very ironical. It really was.

‘I’m the one that’s flunking out of the goddam place, and you’re asking me to write you a goddam composition,’ I said.

‘Yeah, I know. The thing is, though, I’ll be up the creek if I don’t get it in. Be a buddy. Be a buddyroo. Okay?’

I didn’t answer him right away. Suspense is good for some bastards like Stradlater.

‘What on?’ I said.

‘Anything. Anything descriptive. A room. Or a house. Or something you once lived in or something – you know. Just as long as it’s descriptive as hell.’ He gave out a big yawn while he said that.

(From J.D. Salinger, The Catcher in the Rye)


Text provided, no. 2

Inside the flat a fruity voice was reading out a list of figures which had something to do with the production of pig-iron. The voice came from an oblong metal plaque like a dulled mirror which formed part of the surface of the right-hand wall. Winston turned a switch and the voice sank somewhat, though the words were still distinguishable. The instrument (the telescreen, it was called) could be dimmed, but there was no way of shutting it off completely.

…
The voice of Goldstein had become an actual sheep's bleat, and for an instant the face changed into that of a sheep.

…
It seemed to him that he knew exactly what it felt like to sit in a room like this, in an arm-chair beside an open fire with your feet in the fender and a kettle on the hob; utterly alone, utterly secure, with nobody watching you, no voice pursuing you, no sound except the singing of the kettle and the friendly ticking of the clock.

…
As he watched the eyeless face with the jaw moving rapidly up and down, Winston had a curious feeling that this was not a real human being but some kind of dummy. It was not the man's brain that was speaking, it was his larynx. The stuff that was coming out of him consisted of words, but it was not speech in the true sense: it was a noise uttered in unconsciousness, like the quacking of a duck.

…
A thrush had alighted on a bough not five metres away, almost at the level of their faces. … It spread out its wings, fitted them carefully into place again, ducked its head for a moment, as though making a sort of obeisance to the sun, and then began to pour forth a torrent of song. In the afternoon hush the volume of sound was startling. … The music went on and on, minute after minute, with astonishing variations, never once repeating itself, almost as though the bird were deliberately showing off its virtuosity. Sometimes it stopped for a few seconds, spread out and resettled its wings, then swelled its speckled breast and again burst into song. Winston watched it with a sort of vague reverence. For whom, for what, was that bird singing? No mate, no rival was watching it. What made it sit at the edge of the lonely wood and pour its music into nothingness? He wondered whether after all there was a microphone hidden somewhere near. … Perhaps at the other end of the instrument some small, beetle-like man was listening intently -- listening to that. But by degrees the flood of music drove all speculations out of his mind. It was as though it were a kind of liquid stuff that poured all over him and got mixed up with the sunlight that filtered through the leaves.

…
In another room someone with a comb and a piece of toilet paper was trying to keep tune with the military music which was still issuing from the telescreen.

…
The songs, the processions, the banners, the hiking, the drilling with dummy rifles, the yelling of slogans, the worship of Big Brother -- it was all a sort of glorious game to them.

(From George Orwell, Nineteen Eighty-Four)

Text provided, no. 3
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The occurrence of the 40 grammatical features in this corpus is subjected to factor analysis.
This is a completely neutral kind of analysis, performed by means of a computer program,
which produces groupings or clusters of features according to how frequently they co-occur
in texts. Each cluster is referred to as a factor. Biber’s factor-analysis program leads to the
identification of five separate factors, but in his further analysis he only makes use of three of
them.

In respect of each feature a weight or loading is calculated showing the strength of the
overrepresentation of that feature on a particular factor: the higher the factor weight, the more
noteworthy the overrepresentation of the feature. If a feature is remarkable not for its co-
occurrence with the other features on that factor but rather for its absence, the result is a
negative factor weight. A negative factor weight is just as significant and meaningful as a
positive one.

Biber decides to include in his analysis only features with factor weights exceeding .35, which
are described as salient weights. Moreover, features which come out with a salient weight on
more that one factor are only included in the count for the factor where it shows the highest
weight (the other cases are shown in brackets). The results of the calculations are set out in

Table 2:
TABLE 2

Summary of the Three Major Factors Produced by a Factor Analysis of Forty
Linguistic Features in British Speech and British Writing*

Features with Positive Weights Greater than .35

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
questions .79 nominalizations .74  past tensc .89
that-clauses .76 prepositions .61  third person
final prepositions .68  specific conjuncts .61 pronouns 61
proverb do .67  agentless passives .60  perfect aspect 47
contractions .67  by-passives 47 '
1/you .62  split aux 42
general hedges 61  au-clefts 45
if-clauses .56  attitudinal
wh-questions 52 disjuncts .35
pronoun i 49  (word length) 40
other subord-

inators 48
specific

emphatics .46
demonstrative be .42
wh-clauses 41
general

empbhatics 41
(present tense) A2
(infinitives) .35

Features with Negative weights Greater than .35

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
word length —.71  place adverbs —.57  present tense =62
type-token ratio —.65  time adverbs —.55  adjectives -.40

relative pronoun

del. =50
subordinator that

del. =42
(third person '

pronouns) =,8b

*Features in parentheses are duplicate loadings and are not used in the com-
putation of the factor scores. Decimal numbers are the actual factor scores.




(From Douglas Biber, ‘Spoken and written textual dimensions in English: resolving the contradictory findings’)
Text provided, no. 4
[image: image3.jpg]Why formal links are not enough 33

— Don’t impose
— Give options
— Make your receiver feel good

These maxims of the politeness principle explain many of those frequent
utterances in which no new information is communicated. My neighbour
said ‘U'm sorry. I saw you were home’ in an attempt to mitigate the
imposition she was making. In English we often give orders, and make
requests and pleas (directives) in the form of elaborate questions (‘Would
youmind. . . Could you possibly . . . May I ask you to. . .’) which give the
option of refusal; we apologize for imposing (‘’m sorry to bother you’),
and add in praise to make our hearer feel good (‘You know much more
about car engines than I do’). Clearly the politeness principle and the co-
operative principle are often in conflict with each other. Politeness and
truth are often mutually incompatible (how do we answer the friend who
asks whether we like his new hairstyle, for example?) and so are politeness
and brevity. These conflicting demands of the two principles are something
of which people are consciously aware. In English, there is even a term for
the surrender of truth to politeness: ‘a white lie’.

» TASK 17

Here are transcripts of two actual conversations. Can you identify
which maxims of co-operation and politeness are being obeyed or
flouted?

1 A new teacher has gone to his headteacher’s office. The head-
teacher is extremely busy preparing for a meeting. The young
teacher speaks first.

A: excuse me are you busy
B: no not at all
A: I wondered if I could have a word with you

2 A telephone call. The convention * indicates a substantial pause;
# the beginning and end of overlapping speech.

A: hello Mr Parkin this is Guy Cook here

B: yes

A: er do you remember um sending us a er an estimate for
electrical repairs * for a hundred and fifty pounds * well I've
er just had a word with the Electricity Board with an engineer
called Mr Golding and he tells me that the er the list of jobs
you gave us unless there’s any special circumstances should
not be more than around one hundred pounds *

oh *

well he said he’d have to look at it of course but er is there
some special reason why you thought it would cost more
B: no*

o
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well would you be prepared to do it for the price he quoted
no

well why not _

[ can’t afford it not with my wages and overheads # I have
well # why should I pay an extra fifty pounds if I can get it
done cheaper *

well if you can do that * do

F EFPsRp

3.10 The social basis of conversational principles

The co-operative and politeness principles, and the tension between them,
reflect a dual purpose in human intercourse: to act ethiciently together with—
other people, and to create and maintain social relationships. There are
situations, and there are types of relationships, in which one of these
purposes becomes dominant, and the other hardly matters at all. In
emergencies, when there is a need for immediate action, it is hardly
appropriate to follow the politeness principle. In a cinema, for example,
although you would no doubt forgive me if I shouted ‘Move!’ at youifl had
seen that a heavy chandelier was falling on to your head, you might not be
so tolerant if I used the same formulation, requesting the same action, if you
were simply obscuring my view of the screen. In the latter case I would be
more likely to give you options and a reason, by saying: “Would you mind
moving slightly. I can’t see the screen very clearly.’

Brown and Levinson (1978), who have studied politeness phenomena in
widely diverse languages and cultures, suggest that their origin is the same
in all societies. All human beings, in order to enter into social relationships
with each other, must acknowledge the face of other people. By this they
mean that people both avoid intruding upon each other’s territory
(physical territory, a particular field of knowledge, a friendship) and also
seek to enlarge the territory of others—in Lakoff’s terms, make the other
person feel good—presumably on the assumption that the same will be
done to them. The specific nature of face varies from society to society. In
some societies, parents have more rights to interfere in the domestic affairs
of adult children, for example, than in others. In some cultures, a bedroom
is private and cannot be entered without permission, while in others it can.
Such differences cause notorious misunderstandings between people from
different cultures, who are usually—but not always—speakers of different
languages. Moreover, the precise way of indicating respect for face may be
culture specific, and not subject to direct translation. In some cultures,
initial refusal of an offer may be merely polite, and invite repetition; in
others the opposite may be true. Clearly, such issues are vitally importantin
the teaching and learning of foreign languages. Brown and Levinson’s
notion of a universal cause behind conversational principles may help both
teachers and learners to approach this difficult problem more successfully.
Though their realizations differ, the two, often conflicting, aims of
communication—to co-operate and to maintain social relations—are





(From Guy Cook, Discourse)
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