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Foreword

Multimodality and Pragmatics'

Prof. Dr. Yueguo Gu
Chinese Academy of Social Sciences
Beijing Foreign Studies University

This book aims to explore the interconnection between multimodality and
pragmatics from the perspective of speech act. The speech act is not new
in pragmatics. However, new knowledge can be brought to this traditional
theory if multimodality is included. In this foreword, Prof. Gu would like to
provide some background information about multimodality and pragmat-
ics, which is the academic context of this book’s discussion of multimodal
pragmatics.

1 Preliminary Remarks

As multimodality has become a buzzword, it is of some urgency to explore
the interconnection between multimodality and pragmatics. Multimodal-
ity, as Kress (2009: 54) points out, ‘is not a theory even though it is often
used as if it were. The term maps a domain of inquiry.” It is seen occurring
in many disciplines, e.g. multimodal discourse analysis (MDA) in linguis-
tics, multimodal corpus in language engineering, multimodal interface in
human—computer interaction (HCI), and multimodal learning in education.
There are two basic usages of the term emerging from these inquiries. One,
as found in MDA, is in the sense of multi + mode, a mode being ‘a socially
shaped and culturally given resource for making meaning. Image, writing,
layout, music, gesture, speech, moving image, soundtrack are examples of
modes used in representation and communication’ (Kress, 2009: 54; italics
original). The other is in the sense of multi + modality, a modality being a
sense organ and its interconnected neural networks.

We receive information about the world through tactile sensations
(body senses such as touch and pain), auditory sensations (hearing),
visual sensations (sight), and chemical sensations (taste and olfaction).
Each sensory modality has one or more separate functions.

(Kolb & Whishaw, 2005: 135; italics added)



xiv  Foreword

Multimodality in this foreword refers to the system of sensory modalities,
which is found not only in humans but also in other animals, even in some
plants. Issues concerning multimodality in MDA are best dealt with by
MDA researchers.

Medical science and neuroscience in particular deal with neurophysiolog-
ical structures and functions of multiple sensory modalities. The key issue
we are concerned with here is: In what way does multimodality as such affect
pragmatics? The answer clearly depends on how pragmatics is conceptual-
ized that it incorporates multimodality as part of its theory building. If this
is used as our yardstick, a survey of the existing literature shows a sparse
picture. However, what is inspiring is that it is found in Morris’s behavioural
semiotics, which is acknowledged to be the original source for pragmat-
ics. Other studies include Bates’s study of developmental pragmatics (1976,
1979), Perkin’s detailed investigation of pragmatic impairment (2007), and
Gu’s study of total saturated experience in situated discourse (Gu, 2009a,
2009b). The bulk of the foreword is to review these works.

As our review of Morris’s behavioural semiotics will show, the pragmatics
the founding father envisaged is much broader than the current mainstream
linguistics pragmatics. The word multimodality being the latest coinage,
the terms Morris uses for it are ‘distance senses’ (sight, hearing, and smell)
and ‘contact senses’ (touch, taste) (see Morris, 1951 [1938]: 32). Since both
types of senses play a vital role in living organisms’ sign-making behav-
iours, Morris’s theorization of sign behaviour naturally incorporates them
as its intrinsic component. This multimodal component is distilled when
linguistics pragmatics, formulated in the spirit of analytic philosophy of
language, moves away from Morris’s broader sign behaviour to focus on
verbal behaviour only. The overall trend of pragmatics development, taking
Morris’s original vision as a reference framework, is reductionism in scope.
The latest boom in multimodal studies, including embodiment in philoso-
phy and sociology, encourages a growing current of bringing multimodality
back to pragmatics.

2 Morris’s behavioural semiotics: seeds for multimodal
semiotic pragmatics

‘The modern usage of the term pragmatics,” Levinson (1983: 1; bold original)
observes, ‘is attributable to the philosopher Charles Morris (1938).

By ‘pragmatics’ is designated the science of the relation of signs to their
interpreters. [...] signs have as their interpreters /iving organisms, it is a
sufficiently accurate characterization of pragmatics to say that it deals
with the biotic aspects of semiosis, that is, with all the psychological,
biological, and sociological phenomena which occur in the functioning
of signs.

(Morris, 1938: 30; italics added)
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The italicized texts are worth stressing here, since they are the parts that
are skewed in linguistics pragmatics. First Morris’s ‘living organisms’ em-
braces both humans and animals, even plants included.? This cross-species
scope of subjects is subsequently constricted to the human species only, and
furthermore, it is the hearing members of the species that play a role in the
conceptualization. Manual signers, Braille users — these visual and tactile
users — are marginalized at the mercy of applicability of the theory concep-
tualized on the audial-oral modality only.

Second, Morris’s ‘all the psychological, biological, and sociological’ is,
however, found too wide to some philosophers and linguists, ‘especially
within analytical philosophy, the term pragmatics was subject to a succes-
sive narrowing of scope’ (Levinson, 1983: 2; italics origin). The mainstream
pragmatics driven by analytic philosophy is mono-modal in the sense that
its conceptualization as well as practice is based on (1) viewing language as
an object instead of viewing it as lived experience and (2) reduction of the
language object to written form for visual access. Recall that even recorded
live speech is transcribed into static symbols for the eyes to look at. In terms
of multimodality, the original oral-auditory modality is transformed into
visual modality. ‘It is instructive,” Locke (2011: 6) observes, ‘to consider the
things that readers do not encounter on the printed page. They see no pros-
ody, no voice quality, no tone of voice, no rate of speaking, no loudness, no
vocal pitch, and no formant structure.’

It is instructive to review the pragmatics envisaged by Morris in his se-
ries of works (1993 [1925], 1951 [1938], 1955 [1946], 1962, 1964; for a more
detailed review, see Gu, 2019). Sign behaviour is the kernel of his theory
building. It is rooted in Mead’s theory of social behaviourism, which is
distinctively different from behaviourism as substantiated in Watson (1998
[1924]) and Skinner (2005). Among the various differences, first, mind, to
Mead (1962), was not to be reduced to non-mental behaviour, as Watson
and Skinner did to it, but to be seen as a type of behavior genetically emerg-
ing out of non-mental types. Behaviorism accordingly meant for Mead not
the denial of the private nor the neglect of consciousness, but the approach
to all experience in terms of conduct. (Morris, 1962: xvii; italics added).

Second, human interaction with its environment is not like a ‘puppet,
whose wires are pulled by the physical environment’ as assumed in Watson
and Skinner, but is dynamic in that only those aspects of the world become
stimuli when they affect the release of an ‘ongoing impulse’ (Morris, 1962:
XVii).

Animals and humans both have impulses, which trigger behaviour of var-
ious kinds, of which sign behaviour is primary. In other words, sign behav-
iour is not the privilege endowed exclusively to the human species. Animals
also are capable of engaging in sign behaviour. For instance, the impulse of
feeling hungry is universal in the animal kingdom. It universally triggers
the sign behaviour of searching and locating food. What makes the human
species qualitatively different is the transition from impulse to rationality,
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the transition being inconceivable without the aid of human language, the
most complicated form of sign behaviour ever seen.

From an impulse to its satisfaction is there an action process, which
according to Mead (1962) displays a general pattern of three phases: (1)
orientation, (2) manipulation, and (3) consummation. These serve as the
bedrock for Morris to formulate his theory of sign behaviour. Let us con-
tinue the hunger impulse as an example. The actor, triggered by the impulse,
launches the orientation phase of searching for food. There are a range of
possibilities, one of which is a stimulus occurring in the environment and
perceived by distance senses. Now the olfactory sense organ (=nose) regis-
ters an odour, which the brain-mind processes it as the odour of, say, cheese,
an ‘interpretant’ in Peirce’s terminology; thus, a sign is generated that, in
the absence of an impulse-satisfying object, causes in an organism a dis-
position to a sequence of responses of the same type that the object itself
would cause. The second phase of manipulation, following the disposition,
involves contact senses, which are also the modalities invoked in the final
consummation phase. The impulse-satisfying object (say, cheese) is the de-
notatum of the sign. It is worth stressing here that the properties of the sign
denotatum — the cheese properties — are correlated with the perceptual sense
organs and become part of the overall integrated experience of the whole
semiosis, which can be graphically represented in Figure 0.1.

The essence of semiosis, as it will be shown below, lies in its conceptual-
ization of sign behaviour as a process of living experience, unfolding over
a here-and-now space—time. The role multimodality plays in such semiosis
is twofold. First, it provides living experience with perceptually multimodal
input and output. Second, it facilitates the construction of the subject’s

_distance
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Figure 0.1 Mead’s action schema and Morris’s adaptation in sign behaviour.
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experienced environment. Such conceptualization is consistent with Uex-
kiill’s theory of Umwelt that is now acknowledged as one of the founding
bedrocks of biosemiotics. As mentioned above, Morris’s behavioural semi-
otics is meant to embrace the sign behaviours of both humans and animals.
So it is quite appropriate for us to demonstrate Morris’s semiosis with an-
imal studies by Uexkiill (2010 [1934]), although the two giant semioticians
were unaware of each other’s works. The case to be cited here is Uexkiills
famous study of tick in search of its prey in the wild.

Tick, according to Uexkiill (2010 [1934]: 44-45), is an eyeless creature, but
with general sensitivity to light in the skin; it is deaf; it has no sense of taste,
and it becomes aware of the approach of its prey through the sense of smell.
An adult female tick hangs inert on the tip of a branch in a forest clearing.
Its position allows it to fall onto a mammal running past. Once a mammal
happens to pass by, its skin glands send out butyric acid, which acts as a
stimulus to the hanging tick, whose smell sense organ picks it up as a percep-
tion sign, and acts on it by dropping itself down to hit the mammal’s hairy
warm skin. The temperature signals to the subject that it has spotted the
right prey. The tick then uses ‘its sense of touch to find a spot as free of hair
as possible in order to bore past its own head into the skin tissue of the prey.’
For the sake of comparison, a graphic is also drawn to illustrate Uexkiill’s
narrative (see Figure 0.2).

The similarity between the tick’s meaning-making behaviour and the sign
behaviour of the hunger-cheese scenario is quite apparent. It is important
to note that the tick‘s meaning-making behaviour is simultaneously both

The tick [female] hangs inert on the tip of a branch in a forest clearing. Its position allows it to
fall onto a mammal running past.

O It is eyeless, but with a general sensitivity
to light in the skin;
O It is deaf;
O It has no sense of taste;
O It becomes aware of the approach of its
prey through the sense of smell;
%

The mamal's skin glands i
comprise the feature catriers --
the stimulus o "rhe butyric acid

The tick's fine sense of temperature
andetects something warm;

The tick uses its sense of touch to find a
«spot as free of hair as possible in order to
bore past its own head into the skin
tissue of the prey.

The tick” s hearty blood meal is also its last meal, for it now has nothing more to do than fall to the ground,
lay its eggs, and die.

Figure 0.2 Uexkiill’s tick’s meaning-making.
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framed and enabled by its perceptual sense organs. It is framed, for exam-
ple, by it being eyeless, deaf, and tasteless. In other words, there are no such
things as image, sound, or sweetness in the tick’s experienced environment,
i.e., the tick’s Umwelt, in spite of the fact that the surrounding may be infil-
trated with such things. The tick, however, is enabled by its skin’s general
sensitivity to light and its senses of smell and temperature. These modalities
facilitate the construction of the tick’s experienced environment in which it
lives.

Semiosis is hierarchically organized in view of the complexity of sign be-
haviour. The semiosis, i.e., patterns of sign behaviour shared among living
organisms demonstrated above, is referred to as primary here-and-now se-
miosis, to be contrasted with semiosis that transcends here-and-now space—
time (see further discussion in Section 4). It is characterized by the fact that
the subject’s living experience and environment are constructed via mul-
timodal interactions within a physical surrounding and that the subject’s
existence of living depends on a successful and continuous flow of such mul-
timodal interactions. In an extraordinary case, the tick hanging above had
waited for its prey to pass by for 18 years, during which time the tick had
been kept in starvation (see Uexkiill, 2010 [1934]: 52).

For ease of reference, we have, in the section title, ‘smuggled’ in the term
‘multimodal semiotic pragmatics,” as a convenient label to refer to Mor-
ris’s theorization of the primary here-and-now semiosis. When Morris deals
with sign behaviour of language, he takes it for granted that verbal sign
behaviour builds on the primary here-and-now semiosis. Deely (2001: 7-9)
holds that animals remain in, and cannot transcend their simple Umwelts,
whereas humans construct a ‘linguistic Lebenswelt’ on top of the simpler
Umwelt. Deely’s view is in total agreement with Morris’s (see further dis-
cussion below).

3 Bates’ study of developmental pragmatics:
Piaget‘s sensorimotor intelligence

Developmental pragmatics by definition is concerned with how children
acquire the use of language. Bates’ series of seminal studies (collected in
Bates, 1976, 1979) attempts to ‘provide a broad ontogenetic view of the ac-
quisition of pragmatics.” The sampling age period ranges between 9 and 13
months, ‘a critical period in the emergence of communicative intentions,
conventional signaling, and the idea that things have names’ (Bates, 1979:
315). Intention, communication, convention, and name-object reference
are traditional themes of linguistics pragmatics. Bates’ approach to them
is distinctive in two ways — incorporation of Peirce’s semiotics (specifically
Peirce’s tripartite distinction of sign, see below) and Piaget’s theory of sen-
sorimotor intelligence (i.e., stage theory, see below) — lending support to
multimodal semiotic pragmatics.
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Bates (1976: 2) mentions Morris for his ‘most widely cited definition of
pragmatics’ as a study of ‘the relations between signs and their human
users.” The definition is found to be flawed with ‘some weaknesses,” for it
‘misses the epistemological distinction between content and use, the psy-
chological difference between objects and procedures.” Bates’ critique of
Morris is rather hasty, offhand. Morris’s work cited by Bates is Sign, Lan-
guage and Behavior (1946 edition by Prentice-Hall), but without indicating
the page where the quote is taken. Bates seems to have missed the bedrock
of Morris, viz. his theory of behavioural semiotics which in turn is inti-
mately influenced by Mead’s social behaviourism. When Morris draws the
famous tripartite distinctions of syntactics (syntax), semantics, and prag-
matics, he is not dividing ‘linguistic science into three areas’ as claimed by
Bates (1976: 2). Morris is dealing with the division of labour in behavioural
semiotics, of which linguistics is held to be a sub-part. By dismissing Mor-
ris, Bates adopts Peirce’s theory of semiotics based on three types of signs:
icons, indices, and symbols. These three types of signs become impor-
tant metalanguage for Bates to construct her developmental pragmatics.
This move no doubt is laudable and fruitful. Peirce’s semiotics is logically
founded (Hoffmeyer, 2008: 20-23),> whereas Morris’s is social behavioural.
The two are actually complementary (we cannot further elaborate here on
this topic).

The second distinctive feature of Bates’ approach is the incorpora-
tion of Piaget’s sensorimotor intelligence. Piaget regards infant growth
and maturation as a process of intelligence development, which is con-
structed incrementally through postnatal experience. He argues that de-
velopment is structured with distinctive landmarks or stages. There are
three major stages, each of which allows for further fine-grained identifi-
cation of sub-stages. The first, being most relevant to discussion here, is
the sensorimotor intelligence (from birth up to one and one-half to two
years, see Piaget, 1971: 17). Piaget (1953) draws the following fine-grained
distinctions:

Elementary sensorimotor adaptations

The first stage: the use of reflexes

The second stage: the first acquired adaptations and the primary
circular reaction

The intentional sensorimotor adaptations

The third stage: The secondary circular reactions and the
procedures destined to make interesting sights last

The fourth stage: the coordination of the secondary schemata
and their application to new situations

The fifth stage: the tertiary circular reaction and the discovery of
new means through active experimentation

The sixth stage: the invention of new means through mental combinations
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Bates’s study of infant pragmatic acquisition, in theory formation, em-
braces the whole range from 0 to 18 months, while in empirical investiga-
tion, her data set (9-13 months) only covers Piaget’s Stages 4-6, the choice
of which, as pointed out above, is believed to be associated with the ‘dawn
of language.’

What is the ‘pragmatics’ that infant babblers attempt to acquire during
the sensorimotor period in preparation for late speech development? Bates
and her associates focus mainly on the ‘three major aspects of pragmatics —
performatives, propositions, and presuppositions’ (Bates, 1976: 113). As we
all know, these pragmatic building concepts are all formulated on the basis
of the full-fledged cognitively mature adult with a philosophically compli-
cated mind. In what way is it justifiable to apply them to immature babblers?
Bates’s ingenuity lies in her interpretation of these concepts in procedural
terms. Take performative for example. “The term performative describes
the organization of the child’s communicative goal, e.g. to obtain an object
through use of an adult, or to obtain adult attention through the use of
an object’ (1976: 113; bold original). Carlotta and Marta, Bates’s two infant
subjects, were found to have constructed such ‘performative without words’
prior to their referential use of words.

We are led to the tentative conclusion that the sensorimotor performative
is based on the cognitive developments of Stage 5, while the use of words
with referents in such sequences is dependent upon the capacity for in-
ternal representation characteristic of Stage 6.

(Bates, 1976: 77 italics added).

The sensorimotor performative is, in our view, the subject matter proper of
multimodal semiotic pragmatics. Before looking at it more closely, we need
to review Piaget’s conceptualization of ‘sensorimotor activity schema’ that
underpins Bates’s sensorimotor performative and arguably lays the founda-
tion for multimodal semiotic pragmatics.

The newborn’s first cry declares the beginning of its exploration of the
new world. As far as multimodality is concerned, embryological studies
find that the somesthetic system (kinesthetic and cutaneous processes) is
the earliest sensory system to develop in the human embryo (Stack, 2001:
351). The first indication of the developing ear can be found in embryos of
approximately 22 days (Sadler, 2012: 321), and the auditory system becomes
function to some extent by the sixth month (Fernald, 2001: 41). Karmiloff
and Karmiloff-Smith remark:

From the sixth month of gestation onward, the fetus spends most of its
waking time processing these very special linguistic sounds, growing fa-
miliar with the unique qualities of its mother’s voice and of the language
or languages that she speaks.

(2001: 1)
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Figure 0.3 The global sucking reflex schema.

As for sight, at the time of normal birth, ‘the peripheral retina of the eye
is quite well developed, but the central retina ... is poorly developed and
undergoes considerable post-term changes’ (Slate, 2001: 8). Unlike hearing,
visual experience is impossible prior to birth. ‘It is therefore not surprising
to find that the visual world of the newborn infant is quite different from
that of the adult.

It is apparent now that the newborn’s sensory modalities at birth are un-
evenly developed. Bearing this in mind, we are interested in how the new-
born, equipped with immature, but growing multimodality, explores the
new world through activities, such as sucking, kicking, touching, grasping,
holding, and reaching, to name but only a few, which in Morris’s terminol-
ogy, are sign behaviours or to adopt Piaget’s fine-grained terminology, sen-
sorimotor activities or behaviours. It is important to note that sensorimotor
behaviour is no less pragmatics than verbal behaviour, since it also involves
a triadic relation between the subject, the sign, and the object. (Reminder in
order here: Symbol in Piaget’s works is the genus, while sign is the species. In
Peirce and Morris, the usage of the two terms is reversed.)

Let us take the sucking reflex behaviour for example. It involves, among
other things, the sensory tactile stimulus as ‘external excitant’ (Piaget’s
term), and the motor responses of mouth and tongue movements. The suck-
ing reflexes show a behavioural pattern that Piaget calls the sucking reflex
schema. The sucking reflex in the first instance may be activated to function
when the newborn rubs the lips with its own hand, or when the mother‘s
breast touches the lips. It can even be set in motion when the lips are touched
by a cloth or an object like that. This ‘global’ sucking reflex schema can be
captured graphically as shown in Figure 0.3.

Piaget characterizes this global schema as ‘generalizing assimilation,’ i.e.,
incorporating increasingly varied objects into the reflex schema, such as
sucking his finger, mother’s breast, pillow, quilt, and bedclothes. The new-
born of course quickly updates the schema by ‘recognitory assimilation,’
i.e., by differentiating the nipple from non-nipple objects. The differenti-
ation is associated with swallowing and satisfaction (i.e., ‘consummation’
in Mead and Morris). Persistent failures in achieving satisfaction lead to
crying or rejection, which in turn result in the end of the reflex behaviour —
when this happens, accommodation has taken place! The updated sucking
reflex schema is shown in Figure 0.4.

What do we learn from this analysis? It is one of Piaget’s fundamental
tenets regarding the child’s development, namely that all mental objects are
constructed from the child’s sensorimotor activities upon the external world.
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Real-world objects do not copy themselves onto the passive child. Rather,
the child explores the world of objects through varied sensorimotor activi-
ties empowered by the framing and enabling, but maturing hence dynamic,
sensorimotor capabilities. During this exploration, the child tries to impose
its own ‘sensorimotor schema’ on the world (i.e., assimilatory adaptation)
and revises those schemata when the child meets resistance (accommoda-
tory adaptation).

Our analysis of Morris and Uexkiill above has rendered it obvious that
this fundamental tenet is shared by Morris’s behaviour semiotics and Uex-
kiilll’s biosemiotics. The infant constructs its Umwelt (i.e., experienced
environment) through its sensorimotor activities (i.e., sign behaviour or
meaning-making behaviour). The infant’s Umwelt, due to its immature mul-
timodality, is different from that of adults. What makes a human infant dif-
ferent from, say, a tick’s baby, is that, as far as multimodality is concerned,
the former’s sensorimotor activity schema is highly plastic, capable of both
assimilatory and accommodatory adaptations, whereas the latter’s capacity
is genetically fixed.

Now let us return to Bates. Bates’s developmental pragmatics does not
take the infant’s language as something innately endowed, as assumed in
the Chomskian paradigm, according to which all the postnatal experience
does is simply ‘trigger’ the endowed I-language to grow (Cook and Newson,
2000: 106).* Bates, in contrast, adopts Piaget’s epigenesis and shows that
pre-speech sensorimotor activities lay a foundation for the development of
language use. Bates’s developmental pragmatics is rich, and full justice of
her works has to be found elsewhere (see Tomasello and Slobin, 2005).

4 The primary here-and-now semiosis: total saturated
experience with total saturated signification

The hunger-cheese sign behaviour from orientation to manipulation to con-
summation results in what Gu (2009b) proposes to call total saturated expe-
rience (TSE) with total saturated signification (TSS). Gu uses the scenario
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of enjoying the roast Peking duck to illustrate the concept. Given the goal,
there are a range of possibilities: (1) going to a Chinese restaurant and eat-
ing a real roast Peking duck; (2) watching others eating it; (3) watching a
video show of how people enjoy eating it; (4) listening to a talk about how
a roast Peking duck is being made; and (5) reading a recipe about how to
make a roast Peking duck. The first one in comparison with the remaining
represents a total saturated experience of duck-eating. Its total saturated
signification is typically associated with the qualities extracted from multi-
modal interactions with the real object, e.g. qualities such as its taste, col-
our, odour, crispiness, tenderness, and emotional states triggered by them.

In the primary here-and-now semiosis where the TSE-TSS is attained, the
subject—object relation, in the subject’s experienced Umwelt, is, first of all,
a consummatory relation established through contact senses (taste, touch,
etc.). In the Chinese theory of cuisine, sight and smell, Morris’s distance
senses are also regarded as contributing to the consummatory relation. The
reference relation traditionally held in linguistics pragmatics between the
subject and object is obviously inadequate. One can testify this by the fact
that one can never enjoy eating duck by simply referring to or pointing at it!

The primary here-and-now semiosis characteristic of TSE-TSS has de-
velopmental significance at the individual personal level and at the national
social level. Human languages in view of TSE-TSS experience develop un-
evenly. Each language is like what Wittgenstein calls an ancient city (1997
[1953]: 5%, with old streets, lanes as well as new buildings, CBDs, etc. Take
China for example. There are about 150 or more languages. Mandarin Chi-
nese in comparison offers more modes of experience than the remaining
ones. The primary here-and-now semiosis with TSE-TSS, i.e., multimodal
semiotic pragmatics, is like the basement floor, on top of which there is
what Gu (2009a) calls the land-borne situated discourse (LBSD), i.e., the
sensorimotor-constructed Umwelt plus linguistic Lebenswelt — is the oldest
in history, but the most dynamic, fleeting, saturated mode of experience.
Mandarin Chinese (an inaccurate but convenient label here) over 3,000
years ago, on the other hand, invented writing script, thus creating another
mode of experience, i.e., experience based on visual interpretation of writ-
ten sign vehicles. This is the Written Word-borne discourse (WWBD). Of
150 or so languages, only a minority provides such a mode of experience
for the users. Mandarin Chinese is further privileged to be able to provide
two more modes of experience: (1) telephone calls, radio broadcasts, TV
programmes, etc., that is, air-borne situated discourse (ABSD) for oral-au-
ditory as well as visual consumption, and (2) the latest Web-borne situated
discourse (WBSD), which transcends totally the primary here-and-now live
semiosis into the domain of virtual reality.

Now it is beneficial to revisit Morris’s definition of pragmatics cited
above. Pragmatics is conceptualized to deal with the biotic aspects of se-
miosis encompassing all the psychological, biological, and sociological phe-
nomena occurring in the functioning of signs. We have used two concepts
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multimodality and sign behaviour as two exploratory probes to fathom the
pragmatics initially envisaged by Morris. In this sub-section, we would like
to highlight the interactions of sensorimotor mechanism, which are biolog-
ical in nature, with the psychological and sociological via the subject’s live
sign behaviour. Take greeting for example. Greeting in the mode of primary
here-and-now semiosis, if fully performed, is a total saturated experience
with total saturated signification. The TSE-TSS greeting simultaneously
displays multiple layered properties: (1) the well-integrated sensorimotor
activity schema; (2) the gestural or verbal schema; (3) the emotional com-
panionship; and (4) the sociocultural appropriateness. The two to four lay-
ers hardly need elaboration here. The first covers a complex phenomenon of
bio-psychological nature. A well-integrated sensorimotor activity schema
can be graphically shown in Figure 0.5.

The sensorimotor display of positive emotion is the externalization of the
current thought and psychological emotion (e.g. feeling happy to see the
greeting) that accompany the gestural and/or verbal behaviour of greeting.
Gu (2013b) labels it as mao (54, i.e., the embodiment) of thought and emo-
tion, which is observable in facial expression, bodily posture, prosody of
speech, etc. The four components are normally sequentially organized and
well-coordinated. Malfunctions or hiccups will result, with everything else
being equal, in failure.

Why bother about sensorimotor activity schema and well-integratedness?
Does it have anything to do with pragmatics? Gu (2013b) shows that incon-
gruence between what is said and what is emotionally displayed also triggers
implicatures. Children with autism spectrum disorders (ASD) are particu-
larly compromised in reaching the mutual eye contact, still less to maintain
it for long. No better justification is given than those studies of pragmatic
impairments provide, to which we turn.

6 Pragmatic impairment: Perkin’s study

Apart from its bias on modelling the mature adult as pointed out above,
the current mainstream pragmatics suffers from another limitation, namely
that it is based on the assumption that linguistic communication ‘typically
appears to be a single, seamless process’ (Perkins, 2007: 8). Little considera-
tion is given to communication disorders in its theory formation. Moreover,

Unlike clinicians, who need to understand a condition in its entirety in
order to play appropriate intervention, pragmatic theorists have had the
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luxury of being able to focus only on the specific features which are of
interest to them.
(Perkins, 2007: 8)

When the current theories are applied to the clinical context, ‘it is not always
well suited to the needs of language pathologists and has led to a great deal
of confusion in the clinical diagnosis of pragmatic impairment, and in re-
gard to the nature of pragmatic impairment itself” (Perkins, 2007: 8).

Hence, Perkins argues for a holistic model of pragmatics, namely ‘emergen-
tist pragmatics’ (EP). Its holistic approach is particularly seen in the inclusion
of ‘sensorimotor systems’ as one of the three ‘elements’ of theory construction
(the other two being cognitive systems and semiotic systems). Both theoretical
and practical aspects are compelling for Perkins to make this inclusion.

Apart from obvious examples such as the use of gesture to compen-
sate for linguistic output problems and the use of facial expression and
tone of voice to interpret the attitudinal or emotional state of a speaker
during comprehension, sensory input and motor output systems are
rarely included in discussions of pragmatic ability and disability. How-
ever, once pragmatic functioning is seen as an emergent phenomenon
it is clear that sensorimotor systems provide a range of communicative
choices in the same way that cognitive and linguistic systems do; that
restriction in choice as a result of impairment is pragmatically con-
straining and can have a knock-on effect both within the sensorimotor
domain and in cognitive and linguistic domains; and that sensorimotor
systems are as vulnerable as language and cognition to the effects of
compensatory adaptation during interpersonal communication.
(Perkins, 2007: 139)

The most devastating knock-on effect of sensorimotor impairment on prag-
matics (and language in general), perhaps, is the loss of vision (acquired
blindness) and hearing (acquired deaf). Alternative modality compen-
sation has to be attained, e.g. tactile modality for sign behaviour and
communication.

Pragmatic impairment due to malfunctions of sensorimotor systems pre-
supposes knowledge about the system’s normal functioning, i.e., knowledge
of what Gu (2007, 2015) calls ‘multimodal congruence.” Perkins touches
upon the same phenomenon when he points out that visual and auditory
perceptions play a key role in inferential processing, and misreading of fa-
cial expression or voice quality could result in failure to detect irony. Moreo-
ver, the ‘expression of emotion and attitude is particularly multimodal, with
meaning being conveyed via articulation, voice quality, prosody, facial ex-
pression, gesture, posture and gaze’ (Perkins, 2007: 140).

As Perkins correctly points out, the coordination and integration of senso-
rimotor systems with cognitive systems and semiotic systems ‘is a relatively
unexplored area’ (Perkins, 2007: 139). There are many hard and pressing
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Figure 0.6 Visual agnosia of an Alzheimer’s disease patient.

problems calling for solutions. Here is an instance taking from our corpus of
Alzheimer’s disease patients. As shown in the screenshot (see Figure 0.6), the
left is the AD patient, and the right is his second son. There is a third person,
i.e., the researcher, not shown in the picture. The conversation goes as follows:

Researcher: (to the AD, while pointing at the son) Do you recognize
him?

AD: (Turn to look at his son) er ...

Son: (to the AD, while pointing at himself) Do you recognize me?

AD: (Staring at his son) er ...

Pragmatically speaking, the impairment can be categorized as person
recognition impairment, or visual agnosia. But what is the cause of this
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impairment? Is it associated with the condition of cognitive memory re-
trieval? Or is it due to the compromise of associated visual neural pathways?
Even if definite answers are found, clinicians are pressed by the patient
for a therapeutic solution, which is yet another hard problem currently
unsolvable.

7 Multimodal semiotic pragmatics: future directions for
Morris’s vision

It is worth reminding the fact that the term multimodal semiotic pragmatics
does not refer to a mature established theory, out there, ready to pick up and
use! It only points to a research direction initially envisaged by Morris, to-
ward which other researchers, aware or unaware of Morris’s works, happen
to converge.

Multimodal semiotic pragmatics, as reviewed above, clearly holds a com-
plementary relation with the current mainstream linguistics pragmatics.
That is, it does not, and cannot replace the existing theories. Conversely,
linguistics pragmatics does not, and cannot replace multimodal semiotic
pragmatics either. Having said this, multimodal semiotic pragmatics seems
to be ‘more basic, that is, it can serve as the ‘ground floor’ on which linguis-
tics pragmatics is to be more securely situated. This is the direction toward
which Bates’s developmental pragmatics, Perkins’s emergentist pragmatics,
and Gu’s study of four-borne discourses seem to lead us.

There are of course many research issues associated with multimodal se-
miotic pragmatics itself proper. As pointed out above, Morris would intend
multimodal semiotic pragmatics (i.e., primary here-and-now semiosis) to
include both animals and humans. So logically there will be multimodal
semiotic pragmatics for animal sign behaviours. Very interestingly, the
latest growing interest in biosemiotics (Barbieri, 2007; Hoffmeyer, 1996;
Romanini and Fernandez, 2014) seems to move toward this direction. Biose-
miotics also recognizes sign behaviour and sensorimotor mechanism as two
domains of properties common to living organisms. Adopting these two as
the point of departure to conceptualize pragmatics, the outcome is not just
an issue of being broader or narrower but brings to the fore the fundamental
question of where language comes from. The issue of evolution of language
has been literally ‘out of question,” for the mainstream linguistics pragmat-
ics takes language as given, and pragmatics’s business proper is to see how
language is used in communication. This is particularly transparent when
a componential view of pragmatics is adopted, with a division of labour
between syntax, semantics, and pragmatics.

Ironically, the componential view is believed to have originated in Mor-
ris. However, a close reading of Morris will show that Morris is not at all
responsible for such division of labour in linguistics pragmatics. This is be-
cause Morris, drawing the tripartite division, is concerned with behavioural
semiotics, not linguistics! Moreover, ‘syntactics, semantics, and pragmat-
ics, are ‘subordinate branches’ ‘dealing, respectively, with the syntactical,
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the semantical, and the pragmatical dimensions of semiosis’ (1951 [1938]:
8; italics added). Morris is not recommending dividing semiosis into three
parts, but rather to look at it from three perspectives, as he takes it for
granted that ‘the various dimensions are only aspects of a unitary process’
(1951 [1938]: &; italics added). Later on, he emphasizes that, ‘after making
use of the abstractions involved in this treatment, we will specifically stress
the unity of semiotic’ (1951 [1938]: 13; italics added).

Of the three dimensions abstracted from semiosis, the pragmatic is, in
actual use, primary and fundamental, this is because it operates at the level
of behaviour making something become a sign in the first place. This is im-
plicated in the remarks Morris makes:

Syntactical rules determine the sign relations between sign vehicles;
semantical rules correlate sign vehicles with other objects; pragmati-
cal rules state the conditions in the interpreters under which the sign
vehicle is a sign. Any rule when actually in use operates as a type of
behavior, and in this sense there is a pragmatical component in all rules.

(1951 [1938]: 35)

Put it differently, there is a sequential order implicit in semiosis, namely
syntactics and semantics will have nothing to do until a sign is made, and it
is the sign behaviour that fixes a sign vehicle and the object the sign is made
to stand for.

Multimodal semiotic pragmatics does not take language for granted. Ver-
bal behaviour is a species of sign behaviour. In the time of evolution, hu-
mans’ verbal behaviour is a later comer. Stokoe observes:

When gesture is defined as body movement that communicates more or
less consciously, and Sign is taken as a generic term for natural sign lan-
guages, the progression from gesture to Sign is entirely natural. What
mabkes it so is the nature of the hominid phenotype and its attributes — its
vision and the physical structure and use of hands, arms, faces, and bodies.

(Stokoe, 2000: 388)

If one accepts Stokoe’s position, multimodal semiotic pragmatics will also
have a role to play in the story of language evolution.

Finally, it is worth emphasizing the fact that Morris’s conceptualization
of semiotics is intended to have a unifying function:

It is doubtful if signs have ever before been so vigorously studied by
so many persons and from so many points of view. The army of in-
vestigators includes linguists, logicians, philosophers, psychologists,
biologists, anthropologists, psychopathologists, aestheticians, and so-
ciologists. There is lacking, however, a theoretical structure simple in
outline and yet comprehensive enough to embrace the results obtained
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Figure 0.7 An ecological chain of activities.

from different points of view and to unite them into a unified and con-

sistent whole. It is the purpose of the present study to suggest this uni-

fying point of view and to sketch the contours of the science of signs.
(1951 [1938]: 1)

Morris’s ‘unified and consistent whole’ theory of signs is indeed solidly de-
manded in real-life semiosis, which can be demonstrated by what Gu (2012)
calls the ‘ecological chain’ of activities. An individual Mr. Y suffers from
hay fever as a result of his interaction with the physical environment. He
sneezes nonstop. He takes a bus to go to a drug store — he enters into a node
on the web of spatial-temporal trajectories framed and enabled by the com-
munity. In the drug store, i.e., another node on the web of spatial-temporal
trajectories, he talks about his hay fever to a girl assistant, who shows him
a few choices and offers him some advice. He makes a choice and pays.
This whole transaction would have been impossible without a drug manu-
facturer producing the drug. The latter on the other hand would never have
been produced without research on the drug. The drug research, in turn, is
motivated by the fact that Mr. Y is not alone who sneezes at the exposure of
flowering plant pollens. The whole series of activities, each seeming to hap-
pen separately and independently, actually form a coherent whole, as shown
in Figure 0.7 (quoted from Gu, 2012: 550).

It would be no small achievement to account for this ecological chain in
terms of the unifying metalanguage of behavioural semiotics as envisaged
by the founding father!



xxx Foreword

Notes

1 This foreword was an original paper in the book “Gerontolinguistics and Multi-
modal Studies” (Shanghai: Tongji University Press, 2020), edited by Yueguo Gu
and Lihe Huang. The author and the press authorize the reprint.

2 Nowadays, there are branches of semiotics for humans (i.e., anthroposemiot-
ics), for animals (i.e., zoosemiotics), for plants (i.e., phytosemiosis), and even
for physical objects (i.e., physiosemiosis). See Deely (1990) for introductory
treatment.

3 Peirce writes (1955: 98): “Logic, in its general sense, is, as [ believe | have shown, only
another name for semiotic ... the quasi-necessary, or formal, doctrine of signs.”

4 Chomsky does not use ‘trigger,” but verbs such as convert, map, select, etc., e.g.
‘the innate component of the mind/brain that yields knowledge of language
when presented with linguistic experience, that converts experience to a system
of knowledge’ (Chomsky, 1986: xxvi)

5 The visual person recognition itself can be sufficient for the initiation of greet-
ing. In this case, the greeting behaviour first of all functions as an attention
attractor. It is not a proper greeting.
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Preface

Developing multimodal pragmatics
from speech act study

Lihe Huang

For the long-term development of linguistics, the spoken language has been
studied primarily as a static object or unichannel phenomenon, i.e., just
speech or text outcomes. Furthermore, constrained by research perspectives
and techniques, the so-called ‘non-linguistic’ aspects of communication —
including gesture, facial expression, and body movement — have been
‘justifiably’ separated from language study. This traditional view of human
language leads to linguists and relevant scholars focusing only on the use of
language itself, ignoring the fact that multimodal resources convey mean-
ing. However, today’s neuropsychology informs us that humans are born
multimodal. That is to say, human interaction is multimodal, and meaning
in discourse is created through an interplay of an array of modalities. We
combine multimodalities in input and output when experiencing the world.
To respond to this new trend of advocating for a multimodal concep-
tion of language, most scholars agree that conducting linguistic research
should use multimodality as the benchmark. As such, the object of linguis-
tic study should consider all the information expressed in both vocal and
other different channels, including prosody, gesture, facial expression, and
body movement, which invariably accompany verbal expression in face-to-
face situations. That is to say, linguistic phenomenon and human commu-
nication mechanism studies should apply a multimodal perspective and be
based on various multimodal data collected through multiple techniques.
Multimodal research is a research paradigm that integrates multiple
approaches. Different research fields and approaches define and inter-
pret ‘modality’ differently. The concept of modality has three main defi-
nitions: (1) sense organs and interconnected neural networks, (2) semiotic
resources for meaning construction, and (3) the way of representing infor-
mation through some physical media. Accordingly, as an integrated par-
adigm, the multimodal study consists of several different approaches and
fields, including (1) multimodal discourse analysis rooted in semiotics, (2)
multimodal corpus-based study, and (3) multimodal study in neurosci-
ence, human—computer interaction (HCI), and learning science. These
approaches have been applied to many different fields, focusing on both
fundamental research and technological development. The relevant fields
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include multimodal semiotics, multimodal corpus linguistics, neurolinguis-
tics, HCI, and multimodal research in learning sciences and their related
domains. The multimodal paradigm is extensively used in linguistics stud-
ies, which can involve many linguistics fields, including re-examining con-
ventional topics and classic theories from the multimodal nature of daily
human communication and then verifying, modifying, and developing tra-
ditional linguistic theories.

Fruitful achievements have been made in multimodal discourse analysis,
multimodal metaphor research, multimodal stylistics, and multimodal ped-
agogy. Multimodal research in neurolinguistics, HCI, and learning sciences
spans multiple disciplines, yielding impressive results in each domain. The
development of modern information technology and artificial intelligence
(AD) has continuously expanded the channels and methods of information
interaction between humans and the outside world. In turn, the multimodal
nature of human language communication holds the key to those pilot stud-
ies. Multimodal learning research aims to explore how to make full use of
multimedia materials (e.g. the internet) for learning, to verify the benefits
that multimodal learning brings to the internalization of acquired knowl-
edge and the persistence of memory and learning efficiency, and to measure
the impact that wearable devices and networks information platform have
made on learning methods and effects. In contrast, studies based on multi-
modal corpus are relatively few in China, while flourishing abroad.

Compared with the above research outcomes, multimodal corpus studies
of language use in situated discourse seem inadequate. For this, this book’s
author decided to adopt a multimodal corpus approach to explore prag-
matic issues.

Language research should take multimodal interaction between peo-
ple and the outside world as an essential data source. When dealing with
situated discourse with saturated significance, the multimodal corpus ap-
proach can be ideal for quantitative analysis. Multimodal corpus refers to
the corpus that integrates various information, such as texts, audio, and
videos. Researchers can process, retrieve, and conduct statistical analysis
of the corpus data in a multimodal way. The integration of textual, audio,
and video records of situated discourse in the corpus can provide a good
platform for further and more profound exploration of an extensive range of
linguistic phenomena in real-life interaction.

This book considers language as the multimodal manifestation of peo-
ple’s face-to-face interaction. Both verbal and non-verbal channels, includ-
ing speech, prosody, gesture, facial expression, and body movement, should
be considered when a speaker’s pragmatic interaction is being studied.
Speech acts, regarded as a basic human communication unit, are a classic
topic in pragmatics. Studies related to speech acts have broad application
prospects in HCI, Al and so forth, becoming a focus of the current linguis-
tics community. Therefore, it is of great significance to apply a multimodal
corpus approach to examine pragmatic topics. It is conducive to expanding
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the scope of pragmatic research while enriching related theories. This is why
the author decided to re-examine speech acts from a multimodal perspec-
tive, rather than following the traditional path in pragmatics and collecting
data just from the outcomes of speech or text. It is also an attempt to de-
velop multimodal pragmatics (initially envisaged by Morris) by integrating
multimodal corpus method.

In this book, the author adopts multimodal corpus linguistics and the
primary thought of Simulative Modelling and takes speech acts performed
by Chinese illiterate people in situated discourse as the research object. The
goal is to discover how linguistic structures, prosodic features, and gestures,
which are impacted by speakers’ occurrent emotions and other factors,
interact with each other to produce various live illocutionary forces. The
study is also designed to describe the mechanism of the emergence of dif-
ferent illocutionary force indicating devices (IFIDs). Additionally, possible
influential factors for such emergence are also explored. The whole study is
based on the self-constructed multimodal corpus of Chinese situated dis-
course and adopts an interdisciplinary methodology.

More specifically, this study (1) conducted a conceptual analysis of differ-
ent types of illocutionary force, and their ontological properties, conditions,
and presented the rules for implementation in sets; (2) performed case anal-
yses of each corresponding illocutionary force-token regarding its specific
conditions, and presented their differences and shared characteristics; (3)
devised a system of resources with a detailed explanation of their functions
that the speaker uses to express illocutionary forces in different situations;
(4) used statistical methods to describe the interactive mechanism among
emotional states, prosodic features, and gestures when the speaker performs
different illocutionary forces; and (5) made speculations about the multi-
modal means of illocutionary forces and the possible impact of the IFIDs.

Meanwhile, this book discusses the necessity of developing multimodal
pragmatics to extend the pragmatics research horizon further. It concludes
that multimodal paradigms could upgrade pragmatic research methods,
which is crucial for researchers in interpreting the significance of language
use more comprehensively and accurately from general human behaviour.
Furthermore, this book elaborates on different multimodal research ap-
proaches used in multimodal language research and other related fields. The
author also envisions some possible topics for the research of multimodal
corpus approach to linguistic studies, which will provide profound theoret-
ical significance and great applicable possibilities, and should become one
of the emerging fields of language research in the future. Additionally, the
author would like to point out that the speakers have authorized the use of
the multimodal data in this book for academic purposes, and no third-party
interest is involved.

Multimodal research is a comprehensive paradigm, integrating multiple
approaches to various spheres, ranging from humanities and social sciences
to natural sciences and engineering technologies. To further promote the
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development of multimodal research, the author co-founded and now co-
chairs Tongji Institute of Linguistics and Multimodality, which is one of
the first independent institutions of its kind in China. This institute spe-
cializes in several sub-fields, including multimodal discourse analysis and
multimodal pragmatics. As an essential research output in the book series
entitled “Multimodality and Special People Speech Studies Series” initiated
by the institute, this book is suitable for researchers and students who wish
to carry out frontier research in multimodality, pragmatics, corpora, and
other fields.



1 Some preliminary remarks

1.1 Research review of speech act theory
and illocutionary force

The study of speech acts is a critical area of pragmatics. It is vital to carry
out an intensive investigation into how speakers use various expressive de-
vices to perform speech acts and shape illocutionary forces in situated dis-
course. As these researches present broad multidisciplinary application
prospects in HCI, Al, etc., it has become one of the key research fields in
today’s linguistics community.

From a diachronic perspective, the study of speech acts can be divided
into three stages: (1) establishing speech act theory and early research by
analytical philosophers, (2) including linguists from a purely linguistic per-
spective, and (3) now expanding with the corpus-based approach.

1.1.1 The establishment of speech act theory and
early studies by analytical philosophers

With the development of mathematical logic and linguistics, focusing on
language has become a prominent feature of Western philosophy in the first
half of the 20th century. Philosophers engaged in these studies are called
linguistic philosophers, and their research belongs to the philosophy of
analysis. Against the background of the ‘linguistic turn’ in Western philos-
ophy, Austin proposed the Speech Act Theory (Austin, 1962) in the 1950s,
which originated from his exploration of three philosophical issues, includ-
ing the relationship between daily language and philosophical research, the
methodology of behaviour research, and the distinction of constatives and
performatives. Afterward, Austin rediscovered that there was no substan-
tial difference between constatives and performatives, since as far as the
speakers are sincere when they make the utterance, they are ‘doing things
with words” and producing the corresponding illocutionary force.” After
this, Austin made a new leap in his exploration of speech act theory. Ac-
cordingly, the study of speech acts gradually became one of the core fields
in pragmatics.
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2 Some preliminary remarks

Adopting the abstract method, Austin extracted three types of acts from a
complete speech act: Locutionary act, illocutionary act, and perlocutionary
act. In speech act theory, a locutionary act is the act of making a meaningful
utterance; an illocutionary act is the act that attaches certain illocutionary
force to the meaningful utterance in a specific context; and a perlocutionary
act is a speech act that produces an intended effect achieved in an addressee
by a speaker’s utterance (Gu, 1989: 30-31). However, it is worth noting that
Austin’s abstract method was not to divide speech acts into three separate
parts, but to examine the same thing from different dimensions or perspec-
tives; also, the relationship between abstracted acts is not compositional but
inclusive (Gu, 1989: 32). Among these three abstracted speech acts, Austin
shed most light on the illocutionary act; later, his speech act theory also
entirely focused around the illocutionary act. After Austin, the illocution-
ary act/force became the top priority in the research of speech acts, which
received extensive attention and in-depth discussion by scholars.

Austin claimed that speech act verbs/phrases are important cues for de-
coding speech acts. In this sense, he divided verbs in natural language into
speech act verbs and perlocutionary act verbs, which can be regarded as
one of the bases for distinguishing the two types of speech acts. There are
thousands of speech act verbs; what does it mean for people accomplishing
thousands of things ‘using words?’ In this case, it is necessary to bring up the
taxonomy of illocutionary acts.® Since Austin utilized speech act verbs to
distinguish illocutionary act/force, he believed that consulting dictionaries
was the first useful step; five categories of speech act are listed: Verdictives,
exercitives, commissives, expositives, and behabitives. However, Austin’s
classification has some problems. Firstly, the classification blurs the differ-
ences between illocutionary force and speech act verbs, and equates the two
(see Gu, 2002a: F28). This action consequently misclassified the study of
illocutionary force, which should be recognized as a behavioural study, as
syntactic and semantic research on speech act verbs. Evidence shows that
many scholars since Austin regarded speech act verbs as the core of the
study of speech acts. Undeniably, such a tendency was influenced by Aus-
tin’s approach, equating the classification of illocutionary force with that
of speech act verbs. Secondly, unified standards are absent in Austin’s cat-
egorization. For instance, the determining criteria of expositives are based
on the speaker’s attitude while exercitives are based on the speaker’s status,
power, and identity. Also, the contents of each category are somewhat con-
fusing and sometimes overlapping. Nevertheless, though Austin’s classifica-
tion of illocutionary force seemed not to be that successful, it stimulated a
heated discussion on how to classify speech acts, where scholars gradually
deepened their understanding of speech act theory while recognizing Aus-
tin’s classification deficiencies.

However, Austin was not the only scholar who regarded language as an act
because phenomenological philosophers, including F. Brentano, E. Husserl,
A. Reinach, and J. Daubert, long discussed the phenomena in words (Gu,
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1994a: 2), and his understanding of the essence and taxonomy of speech act
is also far from satisfactory. Despite that, scholars generally acknowledged
that Austin’s insights on speech acts and illocutionary force were valuable
contributions to speech act theory (Gu, 1989: 36). Furthermore, it is of great
illuminative significance to view language use as an act.

A series of subsequent studies by Searle et al. (Searle, 1969, 1976, 1979;
Searle, Kiefer, & Bierwisch, 1980; Searle & Vanderveken, 1985, etc.) de-
veloped and enriched Austin’s speech act theory. Gu (1994a: 2) proposed
that Searle’s work on speech acts could be summarized in three aspects:
critiques of Austin’s speech act theory, unique contribution to speech act
theory, and logical analysis of the speech act presented in collaboration with
Vanderveken.

In terms of Austin’s speech act theory critiques, Searle mainly focused
on the abstract segmentation and classification of speech acts. He argued
that semantics and speech act are not two independent studies, but the same
study from two different perspectives. The new recognition that the mean-
ing of a sentence determines speech act in an appropriate context and ba-
sically defines illocutionary force makes the separation of the illocutionary
act and locutionary act untenable. Searle therefore proposed ‘the proposi-
tional act’, i.e. different discourses can express the same proposition, but
they have diverse illocutionary force (Gu, 1994a: 3). Searle (1976) pointed
out that Austin’s deficiencies in illocutionary acts are reflected in at least six
aspects: (1) Explicit criteria for classification are absent; (2) it is a mistake
to categorize illocutionary acts as speech act verbs; (3) speech acts overlap
in different categories; (4) miscellaneous speech act verbs arise in a specific
category of illocutionary act; (5) some speech acts do not match the defini-
tion of the category; and (6) there is a failure to recognize that not all verbs
are speech act verbs. Therein, the lack of an explicit classification standard
is the biggest drawback that gave birth to all the other defects.

As the first scholar to put forward a set of speech act theories and the con-
cept of an ‘indirect speech act,” Searle made a unique contribution to speech
act theory. Following Searle (1969: 21), language communication belonged
to the science of human behaviour, because its most basic unit is the speech
act generated and restricted by a series of constitutive rules. Meanwhile,
Searle determined the sufficient and necessary conditions together with the
constitutive rules of speech acts and further explored 12 dimensions to clas-
sify speech acts. In terms of these dimensions, four of them are the most
important: (1) The illocutionary point* of a speech act, (2) the direction of
fit between discourse and the objective world, (3) the psychological states of
discourse expression, and (4) the content of the proposition. On that basis,
he divided speech acts into five categories: assertives, directives, commis-
sives, expressives, and declarations. Then he employed formalized methods
to describe the above five speech acts, respectively.

Moreover, Searle and Vanderveken (1985: ix) also sought to give a logi-
cal analysis of the speech act. In the preface of Foundations of illocutionary
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logic, they claimed that ‘there have been few attempts to present formalized
accounts of the logic of speech acts’. On this account, the book was writ-
ten to establish a precise formalized theory of illocutionary acts under the
guidance of modern logic resources. Vanderveken (1994: 100) pointed out
that illocutionary logic can be integrated into general formal semantics (see
Fu, 2005). Related studies mainly focused on the dimensions of speech act
verbs, semantics, etc., restricting the study of speech acts and illocutionary
force to the categories of logical philosophy and formal semantics to re-
search by following the path of formal logic.

Grice’s (1975, 1978) series of papers illustrated the cooperative prin-
ciple and four subordinate maxims (maxim of quantity, quality, relation,
and manner), which are under the postulate that the speaker and hearer
are both rational beings.’> These crucial axioms, initially proposed by Grice
for conversational exchanges, were later applied to construe the speaker’s
sincere intention behind the illocutionary force in a specific situation. Like-
wise, Strawson (1964) also delved into the intentions entailed in speech acts,
which is closely related to Grice’s theory of meaning/intention. With the
principle of politeness, Leech (1983) examined the motivation to use indi-
rect speech acts and concluded that people use indirect speech acts out of
politeness. Additionally, it should be noted that the “utterance’ proposed by
Grice is a broad concept that includes both verbal and non-verbal acts. In
other words, an utterance could be a string of words or a body movement.
In previous research, pragmatics was tied in with the verbal communication
of language; therefore, it excluded Grice’s argument that body movements
are utterances and Austin’s theory of the perlocutionary act from pragmatic
research. In fact, language use and social activities are intertwined, and
hence a general theory of behaviour is needed as a more fundamental the-
oretical framework to deal with the complicated situations of language use
(Gu, 2010: xv—xvi).

Bach and Harnish (1979) also made significant contributions to the de-
velopment of speech act theory. They proposed that the speaker’s intention
and hearer’s recognition are both crucial in language communication, that
is, to understand the implications of the speaker’s words, the hearer also has
to make full use of the communicative intention and the hearer’s inference
in addition to the content and context of the discourse, so as to connect
language structure and speech behaviour (Bach & Harnish, 1979: xi). Such
an ‘intention-and-inference’ approach is widely divergent from Austin’s
argument — acting is totally conventional. Nevertheless, they did acknowl-
edge thatsomeillocutionary acts are conventional and do not need ‘intention-
reasoning’ (Bach & Harnish, 1979: xvi).

Bach and Harnish (1979: xii) claimed that their methods almost rely upon
analytical philosophy and linguistics and combine methods related to cogni-
tive psychology and social psychology. Their explorations on pragmatics were
already in accord with those of linguists, i.e. regarding language use as an
activity in which people use language to exchange information. Building on
that exploration, the illocutionary act is an act of linguistic communication,
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or rather, an act of expressing attitude through utterance. A successful il-
locutionary act (speech act) is achieved when the hearer understands the
speaker’s attitude through reflexive intention (Bach & Harnish, 1979: xv),
and certainly, the speaker also ‘intentionally’ supposes that the hearer un-
derstands his/her intentions. Indeed, such a reflexive intention also serves as
the distinguishing feature of different illocutionary acts. Bach and Harnish
(1979) treated speech acts purely from the perspective of ‘information com-
munication,” which completely isolated illocutionary acts from perlocution-
ary acts, for the reason that as the latter is beyond the scope of linguistic
communication, it should be excluded from the pragmatic field. Based on ‘in-
formation and communication theory, this pragmatic perspective influenced
many linguists, including Leech and Levinson (Gu, 1993, 1994).

Additionally, the taxonomy of speech acts developed by Bach and Har-
nish (1979: 39-59) was quite distinctive. According to the attitudes of speaker
and those of hearer, they categorized various speech acts into four groups,
including: (1) constatives (that express a speaker’s belief and his/her desire
that the hearer forms a similar one), (2) directives (that express some attitude
about a possible future action by the hearer and the intention that his/her
utterance be taken as a reason for the hearer’s action), (3) commissives (that
express the speaker’s intention to do something and the belief that his/her
utterance obliges him/her to do it), and (4) acknowledgements (that express
feelings toward the hearer, or the intention that the utterance will meet some
social expectations regarding the expression of feelings).

At the early stage, many scholars explored the speech act theory regard-
ing the relations and distinctions between intention, meaning, and illocu-
tionary force. Symposium on J. L. Austin by Fann (1969) is an epitome of
the fruitful achievements during this period. In the final analysis, as speech
act theory was born under the influence of the historical background and
ideological trend of modern philosophy’s ‘linguistic turn,” and as the early
scholars engaged in the study of speech act theory were mainly analytical
philosophers, the study of speech acts has long taken on the connotations of
pronounced logical philosophy. Therefore, in the initial stage and for some
time after that, mainstream research on speech acts in traditional British
and American pragmatics mainly focused on the field of logical philoso-
phy. Analytical philosophers, however, mostly researched speech acts based
either on their introspective judgement or on their observations of written
language and self-made examples, without noticing the influence of context
(de Moraes & Rilliard, 2014: 233). The above phenomena are closely corre-
lated to analytical philosophers’ tasks in the early research of speech acts,
for what they were considering was not only about linguistics but also about
linguistic philosophy.

1.1.2 The participation of linguists

After the theoretical foundation was laid, speech acts, a consistent topic
of pragmatics, received comprehensive and intensive research from scores
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of philosophers, and an abundance of academic achievements were made
in this domain. Nevertheless, overall, the studies in question emphasize
theories while overlooking the practical investigation of language (Gu,
1994b: 15). As pragmatics became an independent discipline, exploratory
approaches and the research scope of speech act theory witnessed a gradual
change after the inclusion of linguists.

When the speech act theory was established, Austin concurrently pro-
posed taxonomies of speech act verbs and illocutionary acts; unfortunately,
he failed to analyse them in detail. It is not until linguists were included in
the research that the taxonomy, syntactic structure, and semantic dimen-
sion of the illocutionary act won more academic attention. However, many
studies, affected by logical philosophy, were still confined to the field of
formal semantics. Since the 1970s, the focus of pertinent studies was on de-
coding the syntactic structure of speech, or on developing the taxonomy of
illocutionary acts and speech act verbs. For instance, Ross (1970) noticed
that there are some shared syntactic properties between simple declara-
tive sentences and explicit performatives; following semantic and syntactic
cues, Verschueren (1980) systematically elaborated the definition, research
values, and analytic methods of speech acts, and further labelled speech
acts in different groups. As for adopted methodology, he no longer followed
the traditional one originating from analytic philosophy, but preferred the
practice of linguistics and anthropology as he borrowed some formalism in
the description of speech act verbs. Furthermore, Verschueren (1999) also
differentiated performative verbs from general speech act verbs through a
detailed explanation of their performance.

At that time, Wierzbicka (1987) was recognized as the scholar who
achieved happy outcomes in the study of speech acts. He believed that
speech act verbs are essential for us to perceive the real world (consisting
of interpersonal relationships and interactions). For a long time, however,
a systematic study on speech act verbs was absent (Wierzbicka, 1987: 3).
On the whole, previous studies only attached importance to the ‘exemplary’
exploration of speech act verbs whose definitions were also restricted to an-
notation in traditional dictionaries (Wierzbicka, 1987: 8). Not every speech
act verb can be adequately explained with the help of ordinary dictionaries,
as the biggest flaw of traditional dictionaries in defining verbs lies in ‘circu-
larity’ (Wierzbicka, 1987: 4-5). For example, in the Longman Dictionary of
Contemporary English (1978), multiple verbs are borrowed to interpret the
speech act verb ‘ask,” including answer, request, demand, call on, and invite,
resulting in a concatenation of speech act verbs that also require further
interpretation. Based on the Longman Dictionary of Contemporary English,
Wierzbicka started a systematic investigation of English speech act verbs
(1987). One of her findings shows that there are about 250-300 frequently
used speech act verbs in everyday English, not counting marginalized or
technical words. Also, she argued that there is no way to categorize speech
act verbs unless each of their meanings is examined in detail. In light of the



Some preliminary remarks 7

annotation of speech act verbs, Wierzbicka (1987: 1-35) explained it in four
aspects (cf. Zhong, 2008): (1) Citations and metalanguage are adopted, while
‘definition’ is replaced by ‘explication.” In her studies, it is common to see
a speech act verb with a detailed exemplification without alluding to other
speech act verbs. (2) Comparisons are made between the collocations of var-
ious speech act verbs in the pattern of negative structures (e.g. Wierzbicka,
1987: 46-47). (3) Pragmatic features are taken into account in the analysis of
syntax. For example, to better illustrate the speech act verbs, the speaker’s
intentions, beliefs, and attitudes are canvassed in Wierzbicka’s exemplifica-
tion. (4) The ordering criteria of speech act verbs depend on the extent to
which they are relevant. As is known to all, no dictionaries can skip the step
of ordering words in the entry. In this case, Wierzbicka abandoned the tra-
ditional lexicographical method that puts words in alphabetical order, but
turned to utilize the meaning of words as the ordering standard, especially
their semantic similarities and differences. More specifically, she grouped
closely related words into the same category, so as to reflect the relationship
between those words.

Wierzbicka’s pioneering exploration of speech act verbs has undoubtedly
provided significant referential value for pertinent research. However, some
deficiencies did arise in her studies. (1) There is room for expansion concern-
ing the coverage of speech act verbs; (2) still, ‘semantic primitives’ used to
interpret other speech behaviour verbs can be pared down and standard-
ized; and (3) speech act verbs in different categories can be further analysed
by comparison.

It should be pointed out that though scholars at this stage made significant
achievements in investigating speech act verbs, the study of speech act verbs
cannot be equated with that of speech acts. Tracing back to Austin’s estab-
lishment of speech act theory and his early research, performative verbs
were treated as an entrance or an analytic apparatus in examining speech
acts, so it is apparent that the study of performative verbs is not equivalent
to the study of speech acts. When exploring performative verbs, researches
always looked into the grammatical dimension; but the fact is that only the
performative functions of discourse were carefully studied, as they dealt
with the pragmatic dimension (cf. Leech, 1983: 206-211). Although most
scholars knew this well, there was no better access to investigating speech
acts. They still prioritized the analysis of speech act verbs, which constitute
a pivotal part of speech act study.

Many discussions on the classification of speech acts also emerged at
this stage. Based on previous conclusions, Leech (1983: 206) added the
category of ‘rogative verbs’ as a novel type to speech acts. When it comes
to inquiry or interrogation, observing the relationship between discourse
and the objective world, it is the hearer (the person who is expected to an-
swer the question) rather than the speaker that makes the discourse fit in
the objective world. Levinson (1983: 239-242) argued that Seale’s taxonomy
was further improved compared with Austin’s, but it could not cover all
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the types of speech acts due to the lack of a principal basis. Searle (1976:
10-16) divided speech acts into five groups: representatives, directives, com-
missives, expressives, declaration. In Verschueren’s (1999: 24) view, though
Searle fine-tuned the taxonomy of speech acts, the improvements he made
are similar to those made by Austin, confined to three overlapping aspects,
namely expected psychological state, direction of fit, and illocutionary
point. If we reframe the way we approach speech acts, different taxonomies
will arise. Developed from the individual perspective, Seale based the crite-
ria of his taxonomy on the speaker’s ‘intentionality’ in essence, overlooking
the fact that speech acts are social behaviour in nature, and misclassifying
speech acts as expressions of personal intentions labelled in the category of
individual psychology, which is consistent with thought in his late works.
Additionally, some scholars classified speech acts with the integration of
discourse analysis. The following are some illustrative examples. Taking
contextual components and syntactic-grammatical properties of discourse
into account, Sinclair and Coulthard (1975) developed a taxonomy based on
the interactive functions of speech acts. Hancher (1979) demonstrated his
classification and the taxonomy of Vendler, Ohmann, and Fraser, which are
both roughly similar to Seale’s. Tsui (1994) creatively proposed the model of
interaction, and three main moves of initiating, responding, and follow-up
were included in her taxonomy of interaction analysis. In general, following
Searle, many scholars only attempted to improve his taxonomy, restricting
themselves to his classifying framework concerning the principle (cf. Wang,
2006: 86).

All this being said, researchers started to pay attention to the linguistic
dimension of speech acts at this stage; however, pertinent studies failed to
treat language as a kind of human behaviour for the reason that their focus
was disappointingly confined to the syntactic structure of discourse and
speech act verbs, especially their taxonomy. Correspondingly, the scope
of the investigation was also confined to illocutionary force indicating de-
vices (IFIDs) in terms of linguistic devices. For a long time, researchers
used to pay more attention to performative verbs when it came to IFIDs,
overlooking the importance of other IFIDs. Some researchers even bor-
rowed some formalism to describe and analyse IFIDs (Zaefferer, 1981).
As suggested by Searle (1969: 30) and Searle and Vanderveken (1985: 1-2),
in English, inter alia, IFIDs range in their scope in mood, punctuation,
word order, pitch, stress, etc. With increasing attention to colloquial and
live speech in pragmatic studies, some researchers began to probe into the
role of prosody in performing illocutionary force (de Moraes & Rilliard,
2014: 234).

Related studies in this field remained dissatisfying, albeit some linguists
noticed the diversity of IFIDs and launched an investigation into a few
non-verbal devices. The underlying cause was rooted in the scope and meth-
odology of the research and the selected corpus. In traditional studies, many
collected linguistic data by means of role-playing, discourse completion
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test, multiple-choice questions, rating scale, etc. (Felix-Brasdefer, 2010).
Austin (1979: 237) once stated that there are a variety of non-verbal mes-
sages beneficial to the performance of felicitous speech acts. Such gestures
as he alluded to, including winking, pointing, shrugging, and frowning, are
considered to be crucial to the conveyance of pragmatic meaning even in the
absence of speech (Austin, 1962: 76).

Consequently, a non-verbal apparatus involving tone, pitch, rhythm,
stress, and accompanying gestures (e.g. winking, pointing, shrugging,
frowning) constitutes alternative devices in performing the illocutionary
act. Sometimes, behavioural information is conducive to getting rid of the
ambiguity of speech. Taking an example given by Austin (1979: 245-246),
imagining a person bowing deeply from the waist in front of you, various
purposes or implications may be embedded in this action — he/she perhaps
is going to observe the local flora on the ground ahead of you or to tie his/
her shoelaces. Alternatively, maybe he/she is paying obeisance to you. Other
IFIDs like ‘taking one’s hat off and speaking a greeting’ may help eliminate
such ambiguity. Thus, these movements are one of the indispensable compo-
nents in performing a felicitous illocutionary act. Notwithstanding, Austin
failed to explore more deeply in this regard; at the least, he enlightened the
future research that physical movements should be an essential aspect of
speech analysis.

Speech act theory is an incarnation of the infiltration and integration of
language, behaviours, and society, through which Austin (1962) suggested
that most discourse is imprinted with human behavioural properties, and
language is indeed a unique human behaviour. As Levinson (1983: 246)
pointed out, illocutionary force belongs to the category of behaviour, and
appropriate instruments for its analysis should be sought in the theories of
behaviour rather than in theories of meaning. Searle (1969; 2001) also in-
sisted that language is part of theory of action and language is a form of
intentional, rule-governed behavior. Though firmly claimed by some schol-
ars, many previous studies were still unaware that speech acts are part of
behavioural theory, and most scholars were always keen to explore the con-
ditions for explanation and restriction within language (Fu, 2005). Under
such circumstances, related studies made light of such social factors as the
context in which speech acts are located. In Searle’s late studies, he strayed
from the main line adopted in his early studies that integrating language,
behaviour, and society, attempting to seek a breakthrough in speech act
from the intentionality® of the brain. Such practice linking language with
the human brain’s mechanism and ingraining speech act theory into the
philosophy of mind disobeys the original intention when speech act theory
was first established (cf. Gu, 1994a, 1994b).

Research at this stage laid particular stress on the illocutionary act while
underestimating the vital role perlocutionary acts played in the whole prag-
matic context. In the same vein, relevant research excluded perlocution-
ary acts from one of the organic components of ‘complete speech acts,” as



10 Some preliminary remarks

described by Austin from a pragmatic perspective. In this way, the initial
purpose of pragmatic studies, that is, to investigate the actual usage of lan-
guage, was undermined. Fortunately, in later studies, some scholars took
discourse analysis and rhetoric into account, which proved to be intrusive
for the ensuing research (cf. Gu, 2010: xiv—xvi; O’Keeffe, Clancy, & Adolphs,
2011: 96-98).

Along with research on speech acts, many scholars made objective reflec-
tions on speech act theory. For instance, holistic evaluations on the stud-
ies of speech acts and Searle’s academic philosophy are illustrated in three
critics; see Burkhardt (1990), Lepore and Gulick (1991), and Searle, Parret,
and Verschueren (1992). Moreover, some scholars began to examine speech
acts through interdisciplinary research from the dimensions of cognition
and semantics, i.e. a comparative study of speech acts from a cross-cultural
perspective thankfully arose in this field (Blum-Kulka, House, & Kasper,
1989). Another example is that considering speech acts as the basic unit of
speech communication, scholars such as Dore (1973) began to study the
mechanism of children’s language acquisition from speech acts, yielding
great achievements.

At a time when Western linguists were conducting intensive research on
speech acts, the Chinese linguistic community began to introduce it. The
pioneering introduction of exotic pragmatic theories can be traced back
to 1979 when Xu GuoZhang, a well-known scholar, translated How to Do
Things with Words by Austin into Chinese, which was enrolled in the Jour-
nal of Linguistics in the same year (Wang, 1990). Subsequently, other prag-
matic research involving speech act theory was introduced to China by
many Chinese scholars, such as Hu (1980), Gu (1989), and He (1989). Among
them, Duan (1988) and Gu (1989, 1994a, 1994b) systematically introduced
and critically analysed speech act theory. He (1984, 1988) discussed indirect
speech acts, especially English ones. Some scholars also existed, Gu (2015)
as one representative, who explored the taxonomy of the Chinese illocution-
ary act and Chinese speech act verbs with recourse to speech act theory (cf.
Gao & Yan, 2004). In all, many Chinese scholars carried out a considerable
amount of research on Chinese and English speech acts, and here we will
not go into it.

1.1.3 Corpus-based speech act studies

As pragmatics evolved and research paradigms became more and more di-
verse, a new direction for the study of speech acts unfolded, which further
enriched the research scope. Also, with researchers’ efforts, the traditional
meaning-oriented studies developed into multi-perspective ones that fo-
cused on the whole discourse and communicative process, unlocking prag-
matics from the confines of linguistic philosophy and consistently reframing
the research methods.
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1.1.3.1 The rise of speech act study with text corpus approach

From the 1980s onwards, corpus-based language research started flourish-
ing abroad. Viewing the development of corpus linguistics over the past 30
years, though accompanied by ups and downs, it has nowadays penetrated
and influenced many linguistic fields. Today, Chinese scholars have utilized
some fundamental methodologies in corpus linguistics to deal with linguistic
issues, which also incorporated influence in other research fields concerning
humanities and social sciences. Against such a background, corpus-based
methodologies have been introduced to pragmatic research. Qian and Chen
(2014) did a statistical survey on how many research papers in the pragmatic
area were published with corpus-based approaches during the past ten years.
Their conclusion showed that, among the studies that adopted the corpus
approach, various research objects, perspectives, and analytical units could
be found in overseas studies, while such resources appeared to be only in
extant Chinese studies. Abroad, corpus-based papers accounted for nearly
half (46.7%) of all pragmatic research papers, while the Chinese counter-
parts only accounted for 1.4% (taking the papers published in the Journal of
Pragmatics, an authoritative journal of pragmatics research as an example).
In 2004, a special issue on corpus methods for pragmatic research was pub-
lished in the Journal of Pragmatics. Then some monographs and collections
in the same domain (including synchronic and diachronic studies) succes-
sively came out, e.g. Adolphs (2008), Romero-Trillo (2008), Felder, Miiller,
and Vogel (2011), and Taavitsainen and Jucker (2014) (cf. Rithlemann &
Aijmer, 2014). Since 2013, Springer has been publishing an annual Yearbook
of Corpus Linguistics and Pragmatics, exploring the cross-relations between
corpus linguistics and pragmatics, which provide plentiful examples of
corpus-based approaches to pragmatics research.

The study of speech acts constitutes an important topic in corpus-based
pragmatics research (Qian & Chen, 2014). Therefore, a number of corpus-
based speech act studies boomed at home and abroad. In terms of over-
seas studies, some significant research outcomes on speech acts are listed
as follows, to name but a few: Aijmer (1996) conducted an early study on
the investigation of a few speech acts in English with a basis in the London-
Lund Corpus of Spoken English; Cutting (2001) explored how speakers’
attitudes affect the implementation of speech acts in authentic conversa-
tions; Adolphs (2008) paid keen attention to speech acts in spoken corpora;
Carretero, Maiz-Arévalo, and Martinez (2013) analysed speech acts embod-
ied in online discussions; and Kohnen (2000) and Rithlemann et al. (2010)
discussed the application of corpus methods in pragmatic research, e.g. in
the study of speech acts. As for Chinese research, Xiang (2007) evaluated
the distinctive features of Chinese speech acts categorized in commissives
from the perspective of semantic prosody; Kuang (2013) delved into Chinese
speech acts expressing ‘thanks’ in the class of behabitives; and Liu (2013)
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gave an analysis of the characteristics of speech acts in requests performed
by Chinese college students.

One of the difficulties in using corpus-based methods to study speech acts
lies in the identification and annotation of their types. In this view, a series
of annotation schemes were developed for pragmatic research (including
those designed to mark speech acts), such as DAMSL (Dialogue Act
Markup in Several Layers), SWBDD (Switchboard DAMSL), and DART
(Dialogue Annotation & Research Tool) (Weisser, 2015). Plus, some prag-
matically annotated corpora were constructed, among which speech acts
were tagged in such corpora as the Corpus of Verbal Response Mode An-
notated Utterances (Stiles, 1992) and a sub-corpus of the Michigan Cor-
pus of Academic Spoken English (Maynard & Leicher, 2007). Some specific
examples concerning the annotation of speech acts can be found in Stiles
(1992), Leech and Weisser (2003), Garcia (2007), Kallen and Kirk (2012),
and Weisser (2015) (see Rithlemann & Aijmer, 2014). However, the corpora
mentioned exclusively deals with English discourse, and the corpora tagged
with Chinese speech acts is still uncommon. In the natural language pro-
cess, researchers created schemes for the automatic annotation and pro-
cessing for conversational speech acts (Georgila, Lemon, Henderson, &
Moore, 2009). Additionally, some software tools were developed to label
speech acts automatically, such as the SPAACYy (a semi-automated tool for
annotating dialogue acts) designed by Weisser (2003), but the applicability
to other languages still needs enhancement. Leech and Weisser (2003) point-
edly asserted that currently, there are two kinds of annotation approaches
to speech acts, namely, one is specialized for a single project, and the other
is developed for broader, general purposes. Based on previous research, the
SPAADIA (Speech Act Annotated Dialogues) Annotation Scheme was de-
veloped by Leech and Weisser (2014) to fulfil the goal of balancing both
specificity and generality. That is to say, SPAADIA is compatible with a
specific or universal task. As can be gleaned from the brief overview above,
in recent years, improvements have been made in the annotation of speech
acts, but a widely accepted annotation method or system is still absent (De
Felice, Darby, Fisher, & Peplow, 2013: 78).

The crux of speech act tagging is that not all speech acts have a regular-
ized and relatively fixed syntactic form. Rithlemann (2010: 290) refers to this
as having no ‘lexical hook, because annotation must take contextual infor-
mation in addition to words, phrases, etc. into account (Weisser, 2015: 84).
At present, some researchers have adopted a line-by-line analysis method
for all corpus texts, that is, every utterance is marked appropriately as a par-
ticular type of speech act, and then the marked utterances are further anno-
tated in other languages or with other contextual information (McAllister,
2015). Usually, this method is accurate in judging and labelling speech acts,
but it is time-consuming and labour-intensive when dealing with large-scale
corpora. Thus, many studies prefer the joint method of computer keyword
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retrieval and one-by-one analysis in the annotation of speech acts (see, e.g.,
Adolphs, 2008; McAllister, 2015).

The study of speech acts with corpus-based approaches has benefited
from the development of corpus linguistics, making it an increasing interest
in the research of speech acts. Overall, although much progress has been
made in this domain, a few drawbacks still arose in those studies.

Firstly, the corpora consulted are all text corpora. Even the study of
speech in natural spoken language is based on transliterated text. So, it is
not surprising that researchers attach much attention to language forms
such as performative verbs and syntactic structures when dealing with tex-
tual data.

Secondly, some studies indiscriminately equate the annotation, retrieval,
statistics, and analysis of performative verbs with the study of speech acts.
Although many researchers incorporated various linguistic forms and the
contexts of the utterances into the investigation of speech acts, what should
be noted here is that the annotation, retrieval, and analysis of linguistic
forms (such as performative verbs and established linguistic forms) should
be recognized as a priority in the study of speech acts. In particular, early
corpus-based research focused exclusively on speech acts with fixed forms
or established usage (e.g. Aijmer, 1996). For example, when examining the
speech act of ‘apology,” researchers usually search for terms like ‘sorry’ or
‘pardon’ in English corpora, and the same practice is adopted in Chinese
corpora.

Thirdly, in most studies, every single utterance is treated equally as an
independent speech act. On account of that, methods and software contrib-
uting to the automatic annotation of speech acts were developed by Stolcke
et al. (2000), Leech and Weisser (2003), Stockley (2006), and Weisser (2003,
2015), etc. However, the fact is that in natural conversation, speech acts are
entirely functional. More specifically, one speech act may reside in a variety
of utterances, and there is no strict one-to-one correspondence between the
two.

In general, as the automation of annotation improves as well as research
continuing, the study of speech acts based on text corpora will soon earn an
important place in the international pragmatic community, despite difficul-
ties and challenges.

1.1.3.2 Emergence of multimodal corpora and speech act study

In the most up-to-date corpus-based research, utilizing text corpora to
study speech acts has become dominant, but the traditional text-based ap-
proach can only partially reflect the copious information in spontaneous
conversation. Many studies particularly highlight the investigation of per-
formative verbs and syntactic structures while under-evaluating the impor-
tance of illocutionary devices such as prosodic features and gestures.
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As the corpora evolved from single text corpora to audio corpora, re-
searchers began to be aware that there are more cues that make a difference
in language use, e.g. voice and prosody. In this sense, the research scope has
been further enriched. Importantly, prosody’s pragmatic function (espe-
cially intonation) is valued (Wichmann & Blakemore, 2006). Some scholars
studied in depth the important cues embedded in voice and prosody in the
analysis of speech acts. For example, the relation between French intona-
tion and the performance of illocutionary force was detected by Fonagy,
Bérard, and Fonagy (1983); Wennerstrom (2001) discussed the potential in-
fluence that English prosody exerts on illocutionary force, while Meyer and
Mleinek (2006) examined how prosody in Russian affects the delivery of
the speaker’s intended meaning; and by bringing the dimension of emotions
into the picture, de Moraes and Rilliard (2014) explored how illocutionary
forces interact with affective prosody and facial expressions in Brazilian
Portuguese. It was found that, in general, social attitudes and prosodic
features seem to have a sound correlation in various types of illocutionary
forces, while propositional attitudes are not related to any specific prosodic
features; and by observing facial features, it is easy to distinguish social
attitudes and propositional attitudes. As far as studies of illocutionary force
are concerned, the above is some of the few studies from many different
perspectives (prosody, facial expressions, etc.).

With the advancement of modern computer multimedia technology and
storage technology, and the improvement of people’s understanding of the
essence of language activities, the linguistic data that researchers concerned
themselves with changed from monomodal to multimodal, which gave birth
to multimodal corpora and facilitated the rise of multimodal corpus lin-
guistics” accordingly. The scope of pragmatic research (including the study
of speech acts) was extended, and its methodologies were enriched by using
multimodal approaches, making pragmatic research with multimodal cor-
pus approaches a new concern (Romero-Trillo, 2008) and placing this study
at the frontier of pragmatics.

Multimodal corpora reflect much information that was previously un-
recorded and display the relationship between language, context, or other
factors, which is of high reference value for us in more comprehensively and
accurately interpreting the meaning of language in use. The adoption of the
multimodal corpus in pragmatic research provides the classic theories orig-
inating from logical philosophy with fresh perspectives and new practices
(Knight & Adolphs, 2008), and the scope of classic pragmatics theories will
be further enriched. Some researchers examined the affordances of pros-
ody, facial expressions, and bodily movements in meaning-making, resort-
ing to multimodal corpora (either based on partial linguistic data or small
corpora). For example, Kendon (1995) devoted analytical focus to the con-
notations of four frequently used gestures like sign- and meaning-makers
in authentic conversation in southern Italy via video documents, with the
assumption that they can be the apparent indicators of various speech acts
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in mind. Likewise, building on filmic documents, the similarities and differ-
ences between the translation of English and French speech acts were com-
pared by Mubenga (2008, 2009), who proposed the multimodal pragmatic
analysis based on Halliday’s theories of systematic grammar and semiotics.
In China, under the guideline of semiotic multimodality, Chen and Qian
(2011) brought up a multimodal framework for pragmatic analysis to delve
into the intricate interactions of the multidimensional information embed-
ded in live speech.

So far, few approaches based on multimodal corpus linguistics have been
utilized in the study of speech acts. Nevertheless, Gu (2013a) made a break-
through in this regard. Based on the analysis of individual discourse in
multimodal corpora, he constructed a conceptual model for analysing per-
formative acts and discussed the relationships between illocutionary forces,
emotions, and prosody in situated discourse. Daily verbal communication
experience tells us that the same utterance accompanied by different pro-
sodic features, expressions, or physical movements often conveys different
interpretations intended by the speaker, i.e. different illocutionary forces.
For example, the use of “This is your book’ is open to two interpretations:
(1) if the speaker says it in ascending tones, it can be intended as a sign of
scepticism, that is, the speaker doubts the attribution of this book; (2) if he/
she uses descending tones, it can be intended as a sign of affirmative or, to
put it differently, he/she is making the statement that the book belongs to
you. This shows how many prosodic features influence speech communi-
cation. Sometimes, the speaker’s facial expressions and bodily movements
often give away the occurrent emotions and, at the same time, affect the
prosodic features, causing the same utterance to yield different illocution-
ary forces. For example, the utterance “You are so smart’ can be perceived
in different ways when the speaker gives various non-verbal cues. More
specifically, if the speaker articulates it in a rising tone or even plays with
dancing eyebrows, it shows that he/she is delighted, and the utterance can
be construed as a genuine compliment by the hearer; on the other hand, if
the speaker gives it a falling intonation in an indifferent manner, frowning
and squinting, the utterance may be perceived and interpreted as dissatis-
fied and biting by the hearer. These are what we usually mean by ‘listening
to the intended meaning behind someone’s words’ and ‘reading faces.” This
indicates that speakers are all involved in multimodal interactions with out-
siders (including the physical surroundings) in natural conversations where
they perform various performative acts that correspondingly form particu-
lar authentic illocutionary forces. In this respect, researchers need to take
syntactic structures, prosodic features, bodily movements, and other cues
into consideration.

Meanwhile, basic approaches in multimodal corpus linguistics, steps
for Simulative Modelling, and research perspectives are elaborated by Gu
(2013b), providing a theoretical framework and analytical tactics for the
investigation of speech acts based on multimodal corpora. Although it is
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outside the mainstream to explore pragmatics questions such as live speech
acts in natural discourse with multimodal corpus-based methods from ‘the
whole person’ perspective, it still places such research at the frontier of
pragmatics.

Gu (2013a) carried out research that treats speech acts as collective hu-
man behaviour. However, previous research prefers the concept that lan-
guage use is an activity in which people exchange information with the help
of language; hence, the core issue of pragmatics is to reveal how language
serves communication (Gu, 2010: xiv). In this way, expressions, gestures, and
bodily movements are only considered as para-/extra-linguistic information
whose research value lies in how they contribute to information exchange.
However, when facing real-life situations of language use, this mindset tends
to be out of place, because establishing the research foothold and theoret-
ical foundation in information communication theory is insufficient for us
to get the whole picture of language use. Instead, it is necessary to bor-
row concepts from sociology in connection to actions to restore the soul of
speech act theory. Moreover, we have to bear in mind that due to the fact
that language use is intersected in social activities, the matter of language
should be analysed from the perspective of behaviour, and language use
should be understood under the framework of general behaviour theories
(Gu, 2010: xvi). Other cues, including gestures and prosody, are indispen-
sable components of the felicitousness of illocutionary acts performed by
‘the whole person,” and therefore must be taken into account when studying
the illocutionary forces located in situated discourse. Detailed strategies are
presented in Chapter 3.

Generally, the research carried out by Gu (2013a) provides inspiration
for further investigation into speech acts in situated discourse by providing
analytical ideas and theoretical frameworks. Additionally, the STFE-match
assumption (what is said, what is thought of, what is felt, and what is em-
bodied) proposed by Gu (2013b), on the other hand, provides solid research
principles and analytic perspectives for this research. As noted already,
there is no doubt that these studies are quite cutting-edge and full of inspira-
tion. However, importantly, they still require refinements, which constitutes
the very reason for the present study. The relationship between this pilot
study, Gu (2013a), and Gu (2013b) can roughly be described in two aspects:

1 The theoretical basis and conceptual model of real-life illocutionary
force have already been established by Gu (2013a, 2013b), where only
a few sampling corpora are exemplified for analytical purposes, and a
reasonable scale of multimodal corpora for statistics, analysis, and ver-
ification are absent. To fill this gap, more types of illocutionary forces
are included in this research, in addition to a multimodal corpus in
Chinese situated discourse being constructed for verification.

2 On the whole, Gu (2013a) shed light on the interaction between illo-
cutionary force, prosody, and emotion, while such non-verbal cues as



Some preliminary remarks 17

facial expressions, gestures, and bodily movements are absent from the
procedure of analysis. In this study, the analytic framework is refined to
some extent, and the non-verbal act is added to the analytic tiers.

In brief, following the basic ideas and theoretical framework of Gu (2013a,
2013b), this study fine-tunes the analytic framework in both researches when
necessity arises, and self-constructed multimodal corpora of a proper size
will be adopted for quantitative analysis in the hope of facilitating the devel-
opment of speech act study toward multimodal corpus pragmatics.

In conclusion, although some studies have examined the functions of
prosody and gestures arising in the course of speakers performing speech
acts, in general, the use of multimodal corpora methods to study pragmatic
questions including speech acts is still in its infancy. Especially in China,
extant research is still at the theoretical discussion stage, which means that
empirical research is needed for refinement and enhancement. Further-
more, many problems remain unsolved in the adoption of corpus methods
for pragmatic research, and on account of that, more effort should be made
in this field to promote the development of pragmatic theories (Rithlemann,
2010).

1.2 Research contents and objectives

1.2.1 Overview of the research

This research locates itself in the field of multimodal corpus pragmatics,
which is also an emerging research field that the author advocates. By con-
sulting the basic methods in multimodal corpus linguistics and taking mul-
timodal data in live speech, this research is to discover how speakers employ
multiple means of expression in situated discourse to perform illocutionary
acts. More specifically, the research is also designed to explore how the tri-
adic interaction of emotion, prosody, and non-verbal acts produces a variety
of live illocutionary forces, that is, to describe the mechanism of expressions
carrying various illocutionary forces adopted by speakers and their char-
acteristics, displaying regularity, and possibly being influential factors of
IFIDs.

In general, the research aims to unveil how illocutionary force is associ-
ated with emotional states, prosodic features, and gestures from both origi-
nal and extended viewpoints, hence enriching the theories in pragmatics by
applying a multimodal corpus approach.

1.2.2 Primary research objectives

1 To explore the relations between speakers’ occurrent emotions and illo-
cutionary acts in live speech and examine how emotions interact with
prosody and gestures;
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2 To describe speakers’” multimodal means when expressing different il-
locutionary forces, and to define the forms and functions of IFIDs in
situated discourse, in addition to analysing potential factors that would
affect their presentation and interaction;

3 Inspired by the research on the multimodal study of speech acts, the
author believes that multimodal corpus pragmatics is far more than a
speech act study. Therefore, based on the previous multimodal study
of illlocutionary acts, the author attempts to enrich the emerging multi-
modal pragmatics and provide further inquiry into this field.

1.3 Research methodology and analysis approach

In this book, language communication is deemed an intricate system. This
work deals with speech acts and their corresponding illocutionary forces
produced by Chinese illiterate people in live speech, to discover how speech
content, prosodic features, and non-verbal acts, which are impacted by
speakers’ occurrent emotions, interact with each other to produce a variety
of live illocutionary forces, and to describe the mechanism of the emergence
of different IFIDs. Inspired by mixed-method research, the author blended
qualitative and quantitative approaches in launching a qualitative analysis
on speech behaviour and types of illocutionary force, in addition to a quan-
titative corpus-based investigation capitalizing statistical methods.

1.3.1 Basic methodology: Simulative Modelling

Simulative Modelling is widely used in the scientific research and engineer-
ing field, to model an object or phenomenon that already exists at the time of
modelling. It requires researchers to collect authentic information on what
the research object is, then select a particular perspective of research, mine
data, and carry out the research. In terms of language research, Simula-
tive Modelling is the attempt to reproduce the saturated meaning conveyed
by human multimodal discourse activities under modelling (Gu, 2016: 4).
Simulative Modelling is also an elemental approach in the construction of
multimodal corpus linguistics. In this study, the speaker’s authentic illocu-
tionary force in situated discourse is modelled through three stages: (1) con-
cept modelling, (2) data modelling, and (3) implementation and verification.
On this basis, analysis is then carried out on illocutionary force in situated
discourse.

1.3.2 Data resource: multimodal corpus

Situated discourse is a multimodal process filled with total saturated signifi-
cance with the participation of the interlocutors in a conversation (Gu, 2009:
435). Therefore, it would be rather inadequate not to investigate speech acts
from a multimodal perspective. In this research, the author transcribed and
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processed situated discourse with the employment of multimodal corpus
linguistics, modern audiovisual technology, and multimodal corpus analy-
sis software (Elan). Besides, with the combination of qualitative and quan-
titative paradigms, this research presents a dynamic and multidimensional
description of illocutionary force conveyed by speech acts in the multimodal
corpus of Chinese situated discourse.

1.3.3 Research scope: interdisciplinary perspective

Multimodal language research is comprehensive and includes several
sub-disciplines. In authentic interactions, the expression of speech acts and
their corresponding episodes depend on both intonation or gesture in creat-
ing particular functions and the actual words or discourse structures being
used. In this sense, this research’s principal concern is to figure out how
speakers perform illocutionary acts and form illocutionary force through
their multimodal interactions in situated discourse. From the perspective
of linguistics, the integration of several branches of linguistics, including
phonetic analysis, pragmatics, and corpus linguistics, is adopted through
the application of statistical techniques and qualitative methods. Addition-
ally, it provides the analysis of emotional states conveyed in the speakers’
prosodic features and gestures when performing illocutionary acts, and the
research also integrates some proper methods and background knowledge
from sociology, psychology, and non-verbal studies.

1.4 Framework of this book

Overall, this book is organized as follows:

Chapter 1 reviews the research phylogeny of speech act theory and illo-
cutionary force, and then introduces the backdrop, content, objectives, and
methodologies of this study.

Chapter 2 comprehensively discusses basic concepts such as situated dis-
course and multimodal corpus to reveal the theoretical issues behind them.
Introductions of the construction of multimodal corpus and multimodal
corpus linguistics are presented in this chapter as well.

Chapter 3 elaborates on the core methodology of this study in detail,
namely, Simulative Modelling. Also, an analytic framework is developed
here by considering STFE-match assumption and live illocutionary forces
in situated discourse. Insights into the taxonomy of illocutionary forces and
its rationale are provided in this chapter as they forge paths and perspectives
for a well-organized and segmented research later.

Chapter 4 zooms in to look closely at the Discovery Procedure of live illo-
cutionary forces in situated discourse, including its principle, basis, charac-
teristics, framework, and connotations.

Chapter 5 explains how the raw multimodal data located in situated dis-
course is collected and processed in this study.
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Chapter 6 displays the details of the self-built multimodal corpus of Chi-
nese illiterate people’s illocutionary force, including selecting and imple-
menting the segmentation and annotation schemes of illocutionary forces.
Additionally, the testing of the annotation’s consistency, validity, and relia-
bility will be available here.

In Chapter 7, a conceptual analysis of various types of illocutionary force
in the multimodal corpus is carried out, and the analysis of specific situa-
tions sums up each token corresponding to the illocutionary force type.

In Chapter 8, based on the constructed corpus and collected data, the
speakers’” multimodal expressive devices when performing illocutionary
forces are broken down into further examined items using statistical meth-
ods. After that, we conclude with the mechanism and rationale beneath the
surface phenomenon and surmise what may affect speakers’ multimodal ex-
pressive devices and IFIDs.

In Chapter 9, the author summarizes and presents the conclusion of our
research. Meanwhile, the innovation, research values, and constraints of
this study and the future agenda in the ongoing research are discussed here.

In Chapter 10, fresh insights into the topics of multimodal corpus linguis-
tics are provided by introducing research paradigms and various approaches
to multimodality. Finally, the basic logic behind the construction of multi-
modal pragmatics and some associated research problems is proposed.

1.5 Summary

In brief, this chapter mainly reviews the research phylogeny of speech act
theory and illocutionary force, and then introduces the backdrop, content,
objectives, and methodologies of this study.

The study of speech acts can be divided into three distinct stages: (1) Es-
tablishing speech act theory and early research by analytical philosophers,
(2) then including linguists from a purely linguistic perspective, (3) and now
expanding with the corpus-based approach.

By adopting basic multimodal corpus linguistics methods and taking
multimodal data in live speech, the research is designed to discover how
the speakers employ various devices in situated discourse to perform illocu-
tionary acts. More specifically, the research is also designed to explore how
the triadic interaction of emotion, prosody, and non-verbal acts produces
a variety of live illocutionary forces, i.e. to describe the mechanism of ex-
pressions carrying various illocutionary forces adopted by the speakers and
their characteristics, displaying regularity, and possible influential factors
of the IFIDs.

Notes

1 Situated discourse refers to the here-and-now utterances made by certain lan-
guage users without preparation, which is the most primitive form of verbal
communication. See Section 2.1.1 for more details.
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2 Austin and Searle did not clearly define ‘illocutionary force’ in their classic
works. Leech (1983: 15) defined it as the meaning of an utterance. If we adopt
Leech’s definition, ‘illocutionary force’ in this study can be defined as: the mean-
ing of an utterance yielded in verbal communication through speakers’ multi-
modal interaction.

3 Gu (1989: 32) pointed out that illocutionary acts are performed by speakers,
while illocutionary forces are a contextual function of the discourse.

4 Illocutionary point is correlated with illocutionary force, but they are not the
same. The former is a component of the latter. For example, ‘require’ and ‘order’
share the same illocutionary point — asking somebody to do something — but they
have different illocutionary forces. Searle and Vanderveken (1985) explained the
corresponding illocutionary points of the five illocutionary forces respectively:
To state something in a determined way (representative), to promise something
(commissive), to make somebody to do something (directive), to impact objec-
tive things through utterances (declaration), and to express some feelings or atti-
tudes (expressive).

5 It should be noted that Grice’s cooperative principle is based on the assumption
that both the speaker and the hearer are rational beings, differing from Gu’s
STFE-match principle (based on the live, whole person). This study adopts Gu’s
STFE-match principle, which is elaborated in the following sections.

6 The ‘intentionality’ used by Searle does not mean intentions or aims, but the
generalization of mental activity abilities, e.g. beliefs, wishes, and the five senses.

7 Different scholars interpret the philosophy of multimodal corpus linguistics dif-
ferently. See Baldry and Thibault (2006) and Gu (2013b).



2 Situated discourse and
multimodal corpus

2.1 Situated discourse and multimodal linguistic research

This study examines the illocutionary forces in the situated discourse that
bear a close relation to multimodality. In this section, the ties between situ-
ated discourse and multimodal linguistic research are introduced.

2.1.1 Situated discourse

In its formation, situated discourse is the utterances (or writings) made by
user(s) of a particular language at a specific time and place (Gu, 1999a: 3)
with little pre-preparation. In essence, such discourse is situated in the sense
that it is situated to (Gu, 2002b: 490):

An actual social situation;

Actual users;

An inter-subjective world of discourse;

Actual goals;

A spatial and temporal setting;

The cognitive capacity of actual users;

The performance contingencies of actual users who are engaged in
spontaneous talking with little pre-planning.
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In this study, the linguistic data is confined to land-borne situated discourse
(LBSD) (see Gu, 2012b), i.e. interlocutors’ face-to-face interaction in a given
time and place. Such face-to-face discourse is the oldest linguistic form that
existed before writing was invented. We need to look into the following
facts: Some ethnic groups only communicate in spoken languages without a
writing system, children normally acquire their mother tongue from LSBD
before knowing how to read, and most of the verbal activities of an illiterate
who has never received education in a written form are composed of situ-
ated discourse, so it is reasonable to conclude that human language devel-
ops from situated discourse, which serves as the most fundamental form of
human verbal activities. Thus, situated discourse deserves intensive inquiry.
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It should be noted that the study of situated discourse in this book is
not wholly equivalent to the research of spoken language in traditional lin-
guistics. Spoken language has a broader scope than situated discourse. In
terms of speakers, spoken language can be a single person’s self-talk, while
situated discourse usually involves two or more speakers in conversation. In
terms of preparing speech content, if the speaker prepares the speech con-
tent in advance (in written/oral form), such as oral presentation of a written
text, drama, sketch or crosstalk, it falls into the scope of spoken language
instead of situated discourse.

From the history of linguistic theories, situated discourse is treated
with different importance and handled in different ways in theories devel-
oped by Chomsky, Saussure, Hymes, Halliday, Bloomfield, Austin, and
Searle, and in various linguistic research paradigms, including discursive
analysis and conversational analysis (see Gu, 1999b). However, the attention
of some related research in conversation analysis of situated conversations
is quite inspiring. Conversation analysis was first carried out by sociolo-
gists, among which the representative scholars include Sack, Sehegloff, and
Heritage. Early conversation analysis research mainly described the struc-
ture of daily social activities (Sacks, Schegloff, & Jefferson, 1974), and later
on, its scope was extended to social interactions in institutional contexts
(Gonzalez-Lloret, 2010: 59). Today, conversation analysis has widened its
research scope to investigate speech acts (Drew, 2013: 4). Researchers of
conversation analysis set store on many phenomena that are not of inter-
est to previous linguistic studies, such as turn-taking rules, turn transition
relevance places, situated repair, emergency response, interruptions, and
pauses. Indeed, their studies are mainly aimed to expatiate on the social
phenomenon behind conversations. Ethnomethodologists, Harold Garfin-
kel as a representative, probed into ‘social interactions’ in daily life (see, e.g.,
Garfinkel, 1967; Sacks, 1984; Schegloff, 1984, 2007). If we use one sentence
to summarize ethnomethodology, then it would be ‘back to the things them-
selves,” which means studying the related issues of sociology by returning
to the facts of everyday activities in the sociological aspect. Later on, with
the emergence of interactional linguistics, a discipline influenced by con-
versation analysis in its methodology, scholars began to pay more atten-
tion to language structure, turn-taking orders, prosodic features, and the
syntactic—semantic functions in everyday verbal activities (Lindstrom,
2009: 96-97).

From a methodological point of view, all research paradigms, including
ethnomethodology and conversation analysis in sociological research, and
the up-and-coming interactional linguistics, stress the importance of au-
thentic information in people’s daily practices, which serves as the warp
and woof for analysing various social and linguistic issues. Their revelation
to linguistics is ‘back to language use itself,’ i.e. linguistic research should
focus on the real look of everyday language use and generalize the linguis-
tic patterns from the most straightforward facts. However, taking situated
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discourse as an object of linguistics research involves the classification of
linguistic branches and the construction of related theories. In this respect,
Gu (1994, 1997, 1999a, 1999b, 2002b, 2002¢, 2006a, 2006b, 2009) includes a
series of theoretical constructions and practical explorations.

Compared with previous research, the investigation of speech acts
grounded in situated discourse can be deemed an extension in terms of in-
vestigating perspectives and objects, which encourages researchers to make
breakthroughs in methodology. For more explorations on the speech act
and its recommended method (simulative modelling), detailed elaborations
can be found in the author’s relevant works (see Huang, 2014a), and we will
not go in detail here.

2.1.2 Definition of multimodality

One concept closely related to situated discourse is ‘multimodality.” The
term ‘multimodality’ has become a ‘buzzword’ across research in natural
science, engineering technology, humanities, and social science, involving
linguistics, cognitive science, philosophy, brain science, clinical medicine,
computer science, and many other fields (Gu, 2015a: 448). Multimodality
can be interpreted in different ways and examined by different approaches
in different domains. More information about this is provided in Chapter 10.

The term ‘multimodality’ in this book originates from brain nerve science.
Modern brain science research prefers to use the term ‘modality’ to refer to
general sensory organs and their interconnected neural networks (see Kolb &
Whishaw, 2005: 135). Many significant results have been achieved in mod-
ern neurology and embryology research on multimodal sensory systems.
For example, the visual modality shapes if the interconnected neural system
dealing with visual signal processing is connected to the eyes. Vision, hear-
ing, touch, smell, and taste are the most conventional multimodal sensory
systems that are often investigated. In this regard, ‘modality’ is defined as
how humans interact with external environments (e.g. people, animals, ma-
chines, objects) through sensory systems (e.g. vision, hearing, touch). Kolb
and Whishaw (2005: 135) pointed out that sensory modality can have one or
more functions. For example, body sense includes tactility, pressure, joint
sense, pain and thermoception. Only when perception and production mo-
dality' work together can a complete verbal communication proceed. For
example, the speaker gives utterances (including prosodic features) through
vocal modalities, and the hearer receives this information through auditory
modalities. If the interactants employ gestures like facial expressions, hand
movements, or postures, other channels, such as vision, touch, and body
sense, will also be included. Overall, the interaction between physically and
mentally healthy people and the outside world (including interpersonal in-
teractions) is multimodal or at least bimodal, particularly face-to-face sit-
uated discourse. For example, experienced doctors of traditional Chinese
medicine (TCM) usually adopt the method of ‘inspection, auscultation and
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olfaction, inquiry, pulse-taking, and palpation’ during their diagnostic in-
teraction with patients, involving multiple modes ranging from vision, hear-
ing, taste, and vocalization to touch.

The situated conversation is a kind of multimodal interaction where peo-
ple use their multimodal sensory systems to encode and decode the outside
world’s meanings. Evidence of this can be found in neurology. With the help
of functional magnetic resonance imaging (fMRI), event-related poten-
tial (ERP), positron emission tomography (PET), electroencephalography
(EEG), and other techniques, researchers have proved that different func-
tional areas of the brain control the processing of different information in
discourse activities. For example, the process of emotional prosody at and
above sentence level is typically lateralized to the left hemisphere (Robin,
Tranel, & Damasio, 1990), mainly located in the inferior frontal gyrus, su-
perior temporal gyrus, and parieto-occipital region. There are also studies
in brain imaging that indicate that both the left and right hemispheres of
the brain are activated when processing speech and prosody, i.e. the right
hemisphere in charge of the production and understanding of emotional
cues in verbal communications is dominant in the knowledge of emotional
prosody (Ireland & Tenenbaum, 2008: 213; Whitaker, 2010: 225), while the
left hemisphere mainly deals with phonological processing (some scholars
are sceptical about such distinctions; see Wharton, 2009: 166). Besides, the
motor area involved in the bodily movements is found to be localized in the
front half of the brain (Ireland & Tenenbaum, 2008: 211), and the front area
of the left hemisphere handles positive emotions, positive intervention, or
forward movements, while the front area of the right hemisphere is relatively
more involved in negative emotions and avoidance behaviours. Research
using modern brain imaging technology indicates that when a speaker is
engaged in a situated conversation, many regions and the corresponding
information processing systems in his/her brain operate simultaneously.
These interconnected brain processing regions complement and support
each other to carry out multimodal processing in people’s interactions in
situated conversations or with the outside world.

Fruitful research achievements in modern neurology and embryology
have encouraged many scholars to develop ‘multimodal senses-based’ lin-
guistic theories (or “multimodal conception” in Chapter 10). The so-called
‘multimodal senses-based’ implies a default premise — the occurrence and
development of language require the support of the multimodal sensory sys-
tem to construct linguistic theories. Studies based on multimodal sensory
systems include Piaget’s empirical constructivism, Karmiloff-Smith’s cog-
nitive development, Johnson’s embodied philosophy, and Gu’s modelling of
‘saturated experience’ and ‘saturated significance’ (Gu, 2015a). Guided by
such theoretical beliefs, language research should take multimodal interac-
tion between people and the outside world as an essential data source. We
use situated conversation, which provides saturated data as a multimodal
interaction between participants and the outside world, known as ‘saturated
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significance from saturated experience’ in Gu (2009). Essentially, such mul-
timodal research belongs to behavioural research.

It should be noted that although the definition of ‘modality’ adopted in
our study comes from brain science or physiology, in actual practice, our
attentions are centred on the process where the hearer perceives the speak-
er’s multimodal output through diverse clues, while the neural mechanism
of multimodal production and perception is not included. Therefore, par-
ticular emphasis should be laid on speakers’ multimodal cues when they
perform illocutionary forces in situated discourse, for they serve as the basis
of our investigation.

2.2 Situated discourse, situated experiencing, situated
cognition, and multimodal data?

Now let us put situated discourse into a process to look at its multimodal
nature. The subject of a situated conversation is a person with vivid sounds,
emotions, and gestures, which Gu (2013) regarded as a ‘live, whole person.”
This ‘live, whole person’ is the experiencer in a situated conversation, whose
experiencing is closely related to his/her situated cognition. The so-called
situated cognition refers to the cognitive activities in which the cognitive
subject interacts with the outside world through a multimodal sensory sys-
tem in a real spatial and temporal setting, concrete and specific (Gu, 2016).
In this view, language is formed as the speaker makes utterances, and fades
away as he/she stops talking. Among peoples whose cultures are passed on
by word of mouth, children who have not learned writing, or illiterate peo-
ple, their language used in verbal communications resides in their authentic
experiencing, which manifests itself most commonly in situated conversa-
tion. So it is easy to understand that the language experience of a ‘live, whole
person’ in a situated conversation is a kind of total saturated experience.
The process of verbal communication involves the joint participation of
multiple senses through which total saturated signification is constructed
(Gu, 2009: 435-437). Gu (2016) referred to this as the ‘principle of multi-
modality and saturatedness.” From the perspective of everyday behaviours,
situated discourse, generated in people’s saturated acts and the conceptual-
ized environment, is the most fundamental form of meaning expression that
existed before any other medium, including writing (Giddens, 1987: 91-92).
If we regard situated cognition as the process of continuously enriching
the speaker’s experience with information, then the experiencer would be
a big integrated database, the experiencing process would continually add
data to it, and the data in his/her possession would turn into experiences.
Based on this, Gu (2016) proposed a ‘3E model’ (Experiencer, Experienc-
ing, Experiences) for the research of language experience. This model claims
that ‘the experiencer experiences the internal and external environments
to give birth to personalized experiences.” Therefore, ‘the experiencer-
experiencing-experience is lifelong and non-stop from womb to tomb. Both
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experiencing and cognition are framed and enabled by multiple sensory or-
gans, and the ever-experiencing experiencer is engaged in situated cogni-
tion’ (Gu, 2016: 475-476), and his or her situated discourse is conceived of as
dynamic complex systems.

Certainly, humans can break the constraints of time and space. Humans
process information through multimodal sensory organs that produce mul-
timodal memories. This kind of memory is stored in images (by image,
Damasio (1999: 9) means ‘a mental pattern in any of the sensory modali-
ties’), with little reliance on linguistic symbols or other signals. Afterward,
they can tell others their experiences by re-encoding them in language. Lan-
guage makes people communicate with peers, taking modality as medium,
and can express any modal data in its content. But ‘the language faculty is
not tied to specific sensory modalities’(Chomsky, 2000:121) and therefore
it is ‘amodal’ in nature. Fresh insights in human language, cognition, and
communication relationships can be gleaned from revelations in human
multimodal sensory organs, multimodal memories, coding systems, the to-
tal saturated signification of situated discourse, and the ‘amodality’ of lan-
guage faculty (see Gu (2016) for detailed analysis).

Language experiencing plays a different role in different linguistic the-
ories. Here are some examples. Personal experience is filtered out in Sau-
ssure’s structural linguistics, for he clearly stated that linguistic attention
should be paid to langue (an abstract system of signs) instead of parole
(the discourse interlocutors are experiencing). Halliday and other systemic
functional linguists believed that language encodes language experiencing.
Lakoff-Johnson from the cognitive linguistic school regarded language
experiencing as ‘embodiment’ and ‘metaphorization.” Chomsky’s formal
linguistics declared that language experiencing plays a triggering role in
children’s language development.

When studying situated discourse, we should record the speaker’s multi-
modal saturated information to the utmost. At present, situated discourse
can be converted into computable audio-visual digital streams through
modern image technology, which forms ‘multimodal linguistic data’ for re-
search. Strictly speaking, such records cannot preserve the saturatedness
and richness of the original data in its fullest form. Once the situated dis-
course is ‘experienced’ by the interlocutor, it may tuck away into the inter-
locutor’s memory. Even though it can be recorded in various forms, such
as video, audio, or written forms, the recorded data has lost its saturated
signification in real-life communication. Since ‘multimodal linguistic data’
recorded by video means belongs to the ‘situated discourse’ that has been
‘experienced’ by the ‘live, whole person’ (namely, the experiencer), it is no
longer entirely in accordance with the original situated discourse but turns
into experiences.

In brief, the research of situated discourse should be based on experienc-
er’s multimodal sensory organs, shored up by the theoretical framework of
human cognition, and delved into from total saturated experience and total
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saturated information. It should fully represent people’s saturated experi-
ence of the multimodal interactions in situated discourse, and multimodal
data should be collected for comprehensive and pooled analysis. Of course,
multimodal data has broad coverage. In addition to audio and video data,
data of assorted types generated in the speaker’s verbal interactions can be
collected from various dimensions, e.g. ERP, eye trackers, fMRI and other
high-speed digital imaging systems can be used to collect the real-time
acoustic and physiological data presented by the speakers in the situated
discourse. Such data can be built into an extensive data set prepared for
later research on eye movements, tongue positions, vocal cords, vocal tracts,
breathing, emotions, activated brain regions, etc. From the perspective of
big data, all information can be counted as the data source of language
research as long as it meets the research aims and is amenable to being pro-
cessed by the techniques.

What is the proper approach for studying illocutionary forces in situated
discourse? In earlier passages here, the multimodal corpus-based approach
is suggested. The following sections introduce what guidance and method-
ology multimodal corpus linguistics can provide to researchers.

2.3 Introduction to the multimodal corpus

For space reasons, this section cannot enlarge on all the relevant theoretical
and technical issues of the multimodal corpus but introduces some common
underlying problems. Elaborations on the application issues of the multi-
modal corpus can be found in some literature, and readers interested in that
may check the references in this section for more information.

2.3.1 Some basics of the multimodal corpus

The last 60 years have witnessed corpus linguistics contributing much to
many fields in linguistic studies. Meanwhile, corpus linguistics itself has
developed successfully. Born in the ‘pre-electronic’ era, the corpus has
speedily developed into an indispensable paradigm due to computer tech-
nology sophistication and researchers’ more comprehensive outlook on
language.

If the corpus manually built by researchers in the ‘pre-electronic age’ is
called ‘corpus 1.0, then those corpora compiled with primitive computer-
ized data would be called ‘corpus 2.0.” In the ‘corpus 2.0’ version, research-
ers’ hands are set free. Researchers can conduct large-scale data collection
and processing and build large-scale computerized corpora with improved
computer-processing capabilities. By so doing, the corpus data has ex-
panded from texts to audios and videos, and ‘corpus 3.0’ was born (Knight,
2011a). At this stage, corpora are prevalent in linguistic research, even in
many fields of humanities and social sciences study, raising their theoretical
status to ‘corpus linguistics.’
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In the past decade or two, besides the large-scale studies of lexico-
grammar on the basis of written corpora, ‘there has been a consistent
effort in the exploration of spoken discourse’ (Knight & Adolphs, 2008:
175). Linguists began to pay increasing attention to the fact that verbal and
non-verbal cues fit together into integrated messages in daily interaction.
Additionally, with the technical development of modern computer multi-
media and storage, and people’s deepening understanding of the nature of
speech activities, monomodal corpora are gradually evolving into multi-
modal corpora (Knight, 2011a: 9-13).

If the researcher collects audio data through a voice recorder and tran-
scribes it into text, then two modalities are involved in data sampling. In this
regard, the multimodal corpora’s sample data is collected by recording, vid-
eoing, and text transcribing, involving three modalities. If researchers go on
to use other techniques such as fMRI, ERP, and PET to collect brain activ-
ity data, more modalities are involved. For transcribed multimodal data, we
can divide the interlocutor’s activities into the ‘content layer’ and ‘medium
layer’ (see Gu, 2006b). The so-called content layer refers to the video images
streams of the camera’s interpersonal interactions, while the media layer
carries its content. Multiple media are indispensable to the presentation of
multimodal content. For example, content linking to auditive modality is
carried by soundwaves, to visual modality by lightwaves, and to gustatory
modality by chemical molecular, etc. (Allwood, 2008: 208—-209). These me-
dia need to be processed by various computer-processing tools (or synthesis
tools that integrate diversified processing media). Thus, the camera’s mul-
timodal data carries the multimodal content and embodies the multime-
dia and is integrated to form multimodal texts. A multimodal corpus may
cover various types of data, among which situated discourse plays a vital
role. Examining the situated discourse with a multimodal corpus-based
method, researchers have to record its relevant information to the utmost
by resorting to various technologies, i.e. to sample as much authentic data
from the situated discourse as possible. They also have to make full use of
the multimedia to record the interlocutor’s multimodal content to present
the researchers with an intimate picture of how the multimodal interaction
proceeds and simulate the saturated signification of the situated discourse.
On the current technical level, such multimedia generally refers to cameras
and voice recorders that can capture audio-visual information, yet none of
the current techniques can completely reproduce the saturated multimodal
information. General research may choose video and audio devices that can
objectively and continuously record various information, including sounds,
gestures, space, and settings.

Therefore, the scope of the ‘corpus’ has been greatly extended. Print-
based texts combined with different layouts of pictures constitute a ‘mul-
timodal text corpus,” and audios, videos, texts, and other forms of data
can be developed into new forms of corpora. Generally, a multimodal
corpus is defined as ‘an annotated collection of coordinated content on
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communication channels, including speech, gaze, hand gesture and body
language, and is generally based on recorded human behavior’ (Foster &
Oberlander, 2007: 307-308). Multimodal corpora are an integration of mul-
tiple information, including audios, videos, and texts, whereby researchers
can process, retrieve, and conduct statistical analysis of linguistic data in
multimodal ways. In this sense, multimodal corpora can provide rich and
valuable information for both quantitative and qualitative investigation of
language-in-use in different situations. An increasing number of research-
ers believe that ‘multimodal corpora are an important resource for studying
and analyzing the principles of human communication’ (Fanelli et al., 2010:
70). With such a background, the multimodal corpus comes into being as
‘corpus 4.0’ (Knight, 2009: 16-28), which provides a richer representation
of different aspects of discourse, including participants’ utterance content,
prosody, and gestures, and also the context or co-text in which interaction
takes place.

Over the years, academic conferences, special collections, and other
academic resources overseas have grown relatively mature in the basic and
applied research of multimodal corpus. Judging from the themes and con-
tent of these academic conferences, journals, or collections, overseas re-
search on multimodal corpus has transcended by far the traditional level
of data collection, transcription, processing, annotation, construction,
and verification, and has dug deep into the correlations between various
resources such as speech, prosody, facial expressions, gestures, and posture;
progress has been made in the development of tools for qualitative analy-
sis or quantitative data extraction. In addition to linguistic experts, schol-
ars in education, psychology, anthropology, sociology, physiology, Al, and
other fields are involved in its research. Many research institutions strongly
support multimodal corpus application in interdisciplinary research where
abundant innovative results have been produced. With state-of-the-art re-
search techniques of high applicability, the basic and applied research of the
multimodal corpus are organically combined. In contrast, Chinese multi-
modal corpus research and related studies in the linguistic domain are quite
young, and interdisciplinary cooperation is not commonly seen.

2.3.2 Building the multimodal corpus

Though multimodal corpora are still in their infancy and few large-scale
corpora have been published or are commercially available due to the high
cost of construction and copyright restrictions, a range of multimodal cor-
pora have been developed using different scales, registers, and languages
(see Knight, 2011a: 5-8, 2011b: 392-393). These corpora have been used for a
variety of research purposes, including language perception and production
and HCI. Examples include the UCLA Library Broadcast NewsScape for
news programmes from the USA and around the world, AMI (Augmented
Multi-party Interaction) Meeting Corpus for developing meeting browsing
technology, Multimodal Instruction Based Learning Corpus for teaching
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and learning discourse, and SmartKom Multimodal Corpus that is HCI-
based. Many European countries have achieved plenty of research results
in theoretical basis, data collection, data processing, data annotation, and
analytic framework by developing and launching research on multimodal
corpora extensively (see Bernsen & Dybkjer, 2007; Kipp, Martin, Paggio, &
Heylen, 2009).

The construction and research pertinent to multimodal corpora in China
also thrive. Currently, the largest-scale Chinese multimodal corpus is the
multimodal corpus affiliated to the spoken Chinese corpus of situated dis-
course in the Beijing area (SCCSD BJ-500) (Gu, 2002b), which now contains
several subordinated branch corpora, including the Multimodal Corpus of
Gerontic Discourse (currently being developed by the author and Professor
Yueguo Gu), the Multimodal Corpus of Children’s Language Development,
and the Multimodal Corpus of Court and Criminal Investigation Discourse.
Other research projects or doctoral dissertations have also created some
multimodal corpora, such as the ‘Corpora of English Education in China
(CEECY)’ built by Professor Anping He of South China Normal University,
the multimodal corpus of oral English for Chinese science and engineering
majors constructed by Liu and Pan (2010), and Multimodal Corpus of Class-
room Teaching (MCCT) by Yuxiang Li of Tongji University. But in general,
since the multimodal corpus development is still in its infancy in China
and the construction of multimodal corpora is more time-consuming and
labour-intensive than that of text corpora, the current multimodal corpora
still trail behind the text corpora either in terms of the total data amount
or in the size of a single corpus. Also, completely open or commercially re-
leased multimodal corpora are rare.

The construction of the multimodal corpus involves theoretical and tech-
nical issues. In comparison, on the one hand, the multimodal corpus shares
similarities with the traditional text corpus, while on the other hand, it fea-
tures a distinctiveness from it. This section mainly introduces some basic
knowledge about the construction of the multimodal corpus.

Wittenburg (2008) and Allwood (2008) expatiated on the working defi-
nition, construction methods, and related theoretical issues of multimodal
corpora, including discussions on data collection, data processing, and data
storage. Knight (2011a: 20) provided valuable suggestions for multimodal
corpus construction by analysing its status quo from the perspectives of the
corpora’s size, coverage, naturalness, shareability, and reusability. Adolphs
and Carter (2013) introduced the issues related to monomodal corpora,
multimodal corpora, and their transition from monomodality toward mul-
timodality. More updated discussion on multimodal data and multimodal
corpus can be found in Bateman, Wildfeuer and Hiippala (2017) and Norris
(2019).

A series of Gu’s studies (1996, 1997, 1999a, 1999b, 2002b, 2002¢, 2006a,
2006b, 2009) have built from the nature of situated discourse a theoreti-
cal framework for processing multimodal texts (video stream data), analys-
ing multimodal texts, and modelling multimodal data, which set a crucial
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theoretical basis for the collection, processing, annotation, and analysis of
multimodal data in situated discourse.

2.3.2.1 Data collection

1 Recording devices. Both video cassette recorder (VCR) and digital video
camera can be utilized for video recording. The former collects analogue
signals, but part of the information will be missing during the process
of digitization, where analogue signals are converted to digit value by
connecting the VCR to a computer through a data cable. Nowadays,
digital video recorders usually have a high-sampling rate that can meet
general research requirements. Therefore, it is recommended that all
digital high-sampling rate video recorders be used through which digital
data can be directly imported into the computer, avoiding the loss of
digital information in the middle stages. Certainly, technical standards
for collecting, storing, and processing data in different multimodal cor-
pora can be formulated according to actual research needs. For further
common issues related to the techniques and standards of collecting and
processing multimodal data, see Wittenburg (2008: 664—-684).

2 Filming angles. Researchers must adjust the filming angles properly ac-
cording to different data sources and research purposes in data collec-
tion. Generally speaking, the interlocutor’s facial expressions and body
movements are essential information in multimodal language research.
When collecting the data, if the speaker is performing some tasks, in
principle, continuous wide-angle filming should be adopted; that is, to
capture the interactional process where all participants and the speak-
er’s whole body are involved to make sure all the speech act activities
and multimodal clues given by the speaker are fully covered (Allwood,
2008: 215). If the speaker is sitting while talking, and the lower body
shows no apparent body movements, the upper body can be photo-
graphed in close-up. Should it be a multi-party conversation, multiple
filming angles should be selected according to the situation. Conditions
permitting, multiple cameras can be used to film simultaneously, some
for panoramic scenes, and some for close shots. Figure 2.1 shows some
examples of the common filming angles:
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0:0 @ol- :J0o coo T
S © OO0 () fumishings

interaction between interaction among
two parties multiple parties class / speech

Figure 2.1 Filming angles.
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3 Naturalness. Naturalness refers to the data’s authenticity, whether the
speaker talks with a plan or script beforehand, or is completely sponta-
neous. To some extent, many factors affect the naturalness of the data,
including recording conditions, settings selection, the use of disruptive
equipment, the speaker’s psychological tension, and the degree of in-
terest correlation. Of course, this does not mean all data in multimodal
corpora must be totally natural. Its degree of naturalness is contingent
on the corpus-based research content and aims and is often closely
related to the given situations. Knight (2011a: 26-27) plotted four sce-
narios for the collection of multimodal data, and each reflects different
degrees of naturalness: (1) in highly conditioned situations, in studios,
for example, when the speaker reads the pre-prepared script during
data collection; (2) in partially conditioned situations, such as when
the speaker has to complete a specific task or is involved in conversa-
tions in academic settings (such as lectures and tutorials); (3) in infor-
mal contexts, when massive audio and video data is collected without
any preparation or instructions, such as in a family where the speaker
can move about freely; and (4) in an unrestricted live recording, for
example, in scenes from the speaker’s life or work, when real-life data
can be collected. Besides, the overuse of equipment would make the
speaker nervous no less than the presence of researchers or data gath-
erers, which would further affect the data’s naturalness. Despite small
recording equipment as a result of technological development that can
significantly reduce the unnaturalness caused by equipment, there still
exists an inherent contradiction between the all-round collection of nat-
ural data and the minimization of intervention in conversation, yet the
two vary in magnitude.

4 Collection records and metadata. During the collection of corpus data,
we should fill in the corpus collection information card with such in-
formation as the recorder, interlocutor (e.g. name, gender, age, occupa-
tion, hometown, or accent), the time, place, reason, and purpose of the
conversation, setting, background activities, and recording equipment.
This information is known as metadata, which is a structured descrip-
tion of data or information resources. Metadata is applied in the corpus
construction, aiming to make an objective, complete, and standardized
description of language resources. It fulfils three specific tasks (Fu &
Song, 2005: 574-575): Firstly, it gives an overall account of the corpus,
including its language, date of construction, data sources, the gatherer’s
information, data textural features, and coding format. Secondly, it de-
scribes the language resources target and how these resources are man-
aged, e.g. ways of expression, media type, and storage forms. Thirdly,
it annotates the data or information to facilitate data retrieval, which
is related to the research aims, corpus application aims, data display
forms, and understanding of the information contained in the data. Re-
cording such information and metadata is of considerable significance,
because not only does multimodal research need to take into account
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the background information (e.g. discourse production environment,
speaker), but building the corpus needs to consider the sampling and
representativeness of the corpus data (Gu, 2002b).

5 Ethical issues on the collection and use of corpus data. In light of the
particularity of the multimodal corpus, researchers need to ponder rel-
evant ethical problems when building the corpus (Adolphs & Carter,
2013: 149; Knight, 2011a: 50-54), including whether the speakers agree
to have their images recorded by the researchers, and whether they
agree to make them public for the needs of academic research. Gener-
ally speaking, researchers should ask for permission from the speaker
through an oral or written form before data collection. The speaker’s
facial expressions, actions, and postures are a part of the multimodal
corpus data, so researchers have to make a trade-off between protect-
ing the speaker’s privacy while fully displaying the relevant informa-
tion. When publishing certain research results, researchers may resort
to technologies to protect the speaker’s privacy by blurring his/her face
image while sticking to the premise on which the presentation of infor-
mation would not be affected.

2.3.2.2 Data transcription

The benchmark and methods for natural discourse transcription have been
a heated topic for many scholars. In the 1970s, the conversation analysis
(CA) school has discussed issues concerning the transcription of natural
discourse, which enriched the research methodology of ethnography. In the
1990s, with computer technology development, discussions extended from
transcription issues to linguistics, sociology, anthropology, ethnography,
psychology, etc. (O’Connell & Kowal, 2009).

The transcription of multimodal data, on the one hand, shares similar-
ities with that of traditional monomodal data (usually for speech corpus),
but on the other hand, a multitude of differences exist between the two.
Edwards (1992) pointed out that data transcription should take into account
the conditions of occurrence (e.g. settings, activities, interrelationships be-
tween participants), and manner of speaking (e.g. cadence, pauses, sound
quality). He added that the hearers, discourse content, times (e.g. length
of pauses, sequence of events, turn-taking between different speakers, ut-
terances, and gestures overlapping timing), certain meta comments, and
explanatory ‘annotations’ should be recorded. Garside, Leech, and McEn-
ery (1997), Allwood et al. (2003), and Gu (2006b) emphasize the differences
between transcription and annotation. Data transcription deals with the
presentation of information that can be perceived through sensory organs
from direct observation. At the same time, data annotation refers to the se-
lective processing and presentation of information according to the field the
researcher engages in and the theory he/she follows, which can be defined as
the process where information is transformed into data (Gu, 2006b). That
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means that data transcription does not just record the discourse content in
words, but records all kinds of information that can be directly observed
through human senses, so that researchers can understand the conversation
objectively and accurately. However, the information carried by multimodal
data is much more vibrant than that of monomodal data (e.g. speech cor-
pus or text corpus). Therefore, researchers generally transcribe it selectively
according to the actual research needs (Cook, 1990) rather than transcrib-
ing everything. In theory, no such transcription system can fully express
real-life conversation, particularly the multimodal data of situated dis-
course. In other words, any forms of data transcription lose some of the
messages carried by the original information, more or less, and hence the to-
tal signification of the situated discourse cannot be fully presented through
a monomodal carrier.

There are multiple transcription systems for natural spoken information,
including those proposed by John W. Du Bois, Konrad Ehlich, John Gump-
erz, Norine Berenz, Gail Jefferson, and Brian MacWhinney. Scholars agree
on what information to transcribe but have different opinions on how to
perform it (see O’Connell & Kowal, 2009). In general, currently, there has
not formed a so-called ‘standard’ method or system for data transcription
in the development of the multimodal corpus (Cameron, 2001: 43), and tran-
scription methods vary from one method to another. In fact, the forms and
methods of transcription are directly related to the researcher’s theoretical
postulates and the research objects. How much data to transcribe and how
to transcribe it depend on different purposes and natures of the research. In
this regard, Meyer (2002: 72) pointed out a compromise approach, in which
researchers may first accurately take down what people say in the conversa-
tion, and then add other information using the resources available.

2.3.2.3 Data segmentation and annotation

Here, segmentation does not mean partitioning the data physically accord-
ing to the length of time but refers to the definition of boundaries between
analysis units in a specific study. Given the particularity of multimodal
corpus, data segmentation is a sticking-point when handling multimodal
data. For the multimodal corpus in situated discourse, corpus data is often
located in an interaction where speech and actions are intertwined. Thus,
the segmentation of corpus data involves structural issues. The segmenta-
tion of situated multimodal data can be carried out according to the struc-
tural layers of the speaker’s discourse and different research needs.*

Gu (2006b: 214-222) proposed several crucial clues for data segmentation,
including spatial-temporal settings, social roles/functions/purposes realiza-
tion pattern, consistency of situational purposes, asymmetry in purpose
realization, participant gestures, and sound quality. Human interaction is
deemed a set of various behaviours that one conducts with ‘social actors’
in a social context, including talking, doing, and/or talking and doing (Gu,
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2006b: 138). Consequently, when labelling the data, except for demonstrat-
ing the hierarchical structure of multimodal texts on the labelling interface,
a thorough presentation of the sequence, starting and ending points, and
connotations of talking and doing, as well as other related information (e.g.
emotions, intentions) should also be provided, in that such annotations will
have a direct bearing on the subsequent analysis of that episode. Content
labelling should be selected within a certain predetermined data range to
build a systematic and standardized labelling system. In the practice of mul-
timodal data segmentation, due to different research purposes, researchers
may select different layers of multimodal texts to set up segmentation units.

Leech (1993) proposed seven principles for data annotation, serving as
broad guidelines for general corpus construction. In addition to complying
with the general corpus common rules, the annotation of multimodal data
also has its own particularities. Some annotation frameworks with universal
relevance have been developed, such as the linguistic annotation framework
developed by the International Organization for Standardization (ISO),
which attempts to provide a possible solution that is referable, comparable,
and adjustable according to specific research needs for the annotation of var-
ious corpus data. Additionally, some other research project groups have also
developed a variety of distinctive annotation standard systems (see Witten-
burg, 2008: 673—-677). However, any annotation scheme is determined to serve
the analysis of linguistic facts in various research objectives, handling the
corpus data from the view of pragmatism. Compared with text corpora, the
annotation of multimodal corpora is quite special. Generally, it refers to
the information annotation of the multimodal content carried by the audios
and videos. It not only contains the annotation of traditional text corpora,
such as vocabulary, syntax, semantics, and prosody, but also includes other
non-verbal information, such as hand/head movements, facial expressions,
gaze movement, and postures or bodily movement.

Some scholars such as Blache, Bertrand, and Ferre (2009) launched the
Tools for Multimodal Annotation (ToMA) project in an effort to explore a
general annotation framework for the annotation of multimodal corpora.
Previous research results proposed a relatively comprehensive multimodal
annotation framework, which involves metadata, morphology and syn-
tax, phonetics and prosody, gestures, and text/discourse analysis. Gestural
analysis includes facial movements, gaze directions, expressions, and hand
movements. Besides, attention should be centred on the gestural annotation
system established by Mcneill (1992), as it further stratifies the bodily move-
ments from multiple dimensions.

The author believes that methodologically, the annotation of multimodal
corpora matches the stage of data modelling in the simulative modelling’
approach. When observing a complex matter, researchers cannot present all
the information in an all-around way, so they usually process and present a
certain amount of information each time. With the help of modern imaging
technologies, massive amounts of information can be captured throughout
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multimodal interaction (information sources), which has various uses. After
the research questions are framed, and the researchers construct the rele-
vant hypotheses, they need to dig into and organize the targeted informa-
tion, which will serve as the foundation for question analysis. Then, such
information is transformed into data. Considering the simulative modelling
approach behind multimodal corpus linguistics, the creation of annotation
layers in data modelling depends on concept modelling’s investigating per-
spectives, whose diversity plays a decisive role in deciding from what view
and to what extent the data is processed and information is extracted in
terms of corpus data.

Generally speaking, it is impossible and unnecessary for researchers to
convert all the multimodal corpus information into data. Instead, they
should design a reasonable and adequate data mining scheme (namely, an
annotation scheme) that adapts to the research object and concept model-
ling needs. Multimodal text research follows the principle of multiordinality
(see Gu, 2006b: 129), which correspondingly manifests itself in the multiple-
layered approach in multimodal text annotation, i.e. creating various anno-
tation layers on the annotation software, and annotating the corpus data
from different perspectives and aspects.®

Meanwhile, the annotation of the multimodal corpus data also corre-
sponds to the implementation and evaluation’ stage in simulative model-
ling. Before annotating a large scale of linguistic data and building a corpus,
the validity, reliability, and consistency of multimodal corpus data annota-
tion should be verified (Cavicchio & Poesio, 2009). Here, validity refers to
content validity that assesses whether such annotation can fairly represent
all the information required in the research, or whether the intended infor-
mation is labelled. There are no statistical procedures or verification for-
mulas available for checking the content validity. Still, annotation schemes’
content validity can be verified according to experts’ grading or comments
on how much they are satisfied with it (through interviews or questionnaire
surveys) (Huang, 2012: 59). This study also adopts this approach. Reliability
is used to measure the authenticity of the annotation process and results,
i.e. how accurate the results are. Consistency entails intra-annotator con-
sistency and inter-annotator consistency. The former refers to the degree to
which the annotation results on the corpus data done by the same annotator
at different times are consistent, while the latter refers to the degree to which
the annotation results on the same corpus data done by two or more anno-
tators are consistent.

After completing large-scale annotation and construction of the corpus,
researchers can arrange and display various categories of multiple modali-
ties on a window interface or on an operation platform under the corpora’s
data integration function, which is convenient for observing and analysing
the interactions between modalities (Gu, 2006b).

Besides, the markup language of the corpus should comply with inter-
national standards for subsequent utilization and extension. The most
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common generic markup language is Extensible Markup Language (XML),
a metalanguage used to create markup languages. Most of the corpus data
(for both text and multimodal corpora) is annotated by XML, a global uni-
versal language. The ‘multimodal corpus of Chinese situated discourse’
in this study is annotated by Elan, a multimedia annotation tool with an
XML-based data format.

2.3.2.4 Corpus building and sharing

The last step in building a corpus is to consider how to present annotated
information to serve as a reusable resource for related research and sub-
sequent research for other purposes. Shareability and reusability define
the extent to which researchers can capitalize on the compiled multimodal
corpus. Gu (2002b: 489) put forward archive and corpus concepts, distin-
guishing the selected data for research from the collected corpus data. The
so-called archive refers to data collection consisting of all the collected
corpus data that fits into the definition of situated discourse. In contrast,
the corpus is a research-oriented library compiled from linguistic data
extracted from the archive according to certain standards. One may fol-
low these three principles when sieving corpus data from the archives and
building the corpus. Firstly, take into account the representativeness of
the corpus data. The selected corpus data should include the interlocutors
and cover different representative settings according to research needs.
Secondly, take into account the representativeness of the research con-
tent. Try to cover the research content in an all-round aspect and select the
representative corpus data. Thirdly, take into account the quality of the
corpus data. Since the recording takes place in situated discourse rather
than in a noiseless studio, researchers should try to select high recording
quality data.

Different from traditional text corpus, up to now, there is no unified or
standardized representation form for multimodal corpus. Adolphs and
Carter (2013: 170-173) discussed a variety of methods for corpus representa-
tion, among which some representation forms seem easier for later retrieval
and research. For raw corpus data that has only been transcribed but not
marked, transcribed content can be synchronized in a certain time frame
(e.g. three to five minutes) with audios and videos available to the research-
ers via retrieval. For corpus data that has been annotated, the transcribed
content, audios, and videos can be represented synchronously through an-
notation software. An advantage of doing so is that researchers can get a
clear picture of the annotated content and conduct uniform retrieval of
marked files’ plurality. Both the original text transcriptions and the doc-
uments processed by multimodal annotation software are included in cor-
pora. For example, the author used Elan for annotation, and five file types
were generated in the self-built multimodal corpus, namely: (1) Video files
in MPG format; (2) audio files in WAV format; (3) Elan-annotated files in
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EAF format; (4) Praat-annotated file in TEXTGRID format; and (5) text
transcriptions in DOC format or subtitle files synchronized with the video.

Researchers can store the annotated multimodal corpus data by grouping
it into independent folders according to certain classification standards and
entitling it with names fitting the research needs and the principle of easy
retrieval. In this way, a small multimodal corpus dedicated to a specific re-
search purpose is constructed. For easy retrieval in the future, researchers
can also restore the basic information about the small annotated corpus
in Excel or Access, including the speaker, setting, and corpus name, and
connect it to the annotated file by a hyperlink through which they can have
access to the relevant files by clicking on that link.

Currently, multimodal annotation tools allow for a certain extent of re-
trieval. However, it should be noted that this kind of retrieval is based on
transcriptions, not on images or videos, which is known as semantic re-
trieval. When researchers search for a certain linguistic form in the tran-
scriptions using tools like Elan, that linguistic form will be shown in the
search result’s contexts, i.e. the text corpus’s concordance. Alternatively,
when researchers retrieve a specific annotation item, e.g. prosodic features
(e.g. extended tone, rising tone, and falling tone) or gestures (e.g. nodding,
waving, and smiling), that annotation item would be positioned in a certain
range of the targeted corpus data.

Generally speaking, after the multimodal corpus has been built, it can be
published in some form (e.g. storage device or internet) to share relevant cor-
pus data with other researchers and improve its efficiency. However, at pres-
ent, due to the time-consuming and laborious construction of multimodal
corpora, compounded by issues related to speaker privacy and copyright,
most multimodal corpora have not been fully open and shared on the in-
ternet, though a few corpora have been partially thrown open to the public.

2.3.2.5 Toolkit introduction to multimodal corpus tools

With the development of computer and video technology, research into mul-
timodal annotation tools is piling up. Various annotation tools have been
well received in different research projects and fields, such as Anvil, Elan,
Semiomix, MMAYV, EXMARaLDA, TASX, and MacVisTA. Here we do not
go into detail, but introduce two of the most frequently used annotation
tools, Elan, and Praat, and one metadata management software, Arbil.

Elan was developed by the Max Planck Institute for Psycholinguistics in
Nijmegen, the Netherlands.® It is a visual, linguistic annotation tool to si-
multaneously annotate, analyse, summarize, and retrieve video and audio
recordings before building them into a corpus. Elan supports video formats,
including Media format, MPEG format, WAV format, MP4 format, and
QuickTime format. In addition to the annotation function, Elan is also a
search tool for information retrieval in the multimodal corpus basing on
annotated texts.



40  Situated discourse and multimodal corpus

Praat’ is an annotation tool for phonetic research developed by the Uni-
versity of Amsterdam in the Netherlands, with which one can segment,
annotate, process, and synthesize digitized speech signals. It also has sta-
tistical analysis functions and can generate various sonograms. Currently,
many Chinese phonetics training courses introduce the application of Praat.
An introduction to Praat and its use also can be found in Wang and Peng
(2006); a publicly published book called Language, Speech, and Technology,
Manual of PRAAT (voice soft), authored by Xiong at the Chinese Academy
of Social Sciences, is a primer with an exhaustive explanation of how to use
it'” in China.

Channels exist for data transmission between Elan and Praat.

Arbil'! (Archive Builder) was developed in the programming language
Java to create and manage IMDI format metadata. It is an auxiliary tool
for multimodal corpus construction. This software supports the export of
created metadata to Elan, linking it with the annotated corpus data, which
improves the efficiency of metadata management. Before the multimodal
corpus data is segmented and annotated by software such as Elan, research-
ers can use Arbil to create its metadata, such as data attributes, recording
settings, and speakers. This data should be stored in IMDI format before
being imported into Elan. Arbil also supports downloading metadata tem-
plates from the remote corpus, which after modification can be saved di-
rectly and imported into the local corpus. Also, with Language Archive
Management and Upload System (LAMUS), the metadata can be uploaded
from the local corpus to the remote corpus.

2.3.2.6 Multimodal corpus construction: existing problems

Despite multimodal corpus research being a burgeoning field in recent
years, many problems still occurred in the construction process: (1) Most
multimodal annotation tools cannot conduct complicated statistical analy-
sis between data (especially between different annotation layers) according
to the researcher’s needs, and real full-scale data integration functions and
relatively powerful retrieval functions have not yet been implemented. (2)
There are few widely accepted annotation schemes, and therefore further
exploration is needed on the annotation of the multimodal corpus. (3) The
enormous workload of processing usually limits the multimodal corpus
size, so improving processing efficiency and taping into the valid data fully
still requires further research.

In the current development of the multimodal corpus, the multimodal
corpus of situated discourse complied by Gu (2006a, 2006b, 2009) and the
agent-oriented modelling proposed show the outstanding progress in re-
cent years (Feng, Zhang, & O’Halloran, 2014). Based on specific opera-
tional technologies such as XML language, RDF framework, and TML
language, agent-oriented modelling language can help build models for
social activities and agentive relationships in multimodal texts and build
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a corpus. Based on Holland’s research on genetic algorithms in biology,
agent-oriented modelling and simulation is a practical approach for stud-
ying intricate systems. After that, it rapidly spread to other fields, includ-
ing economics, sociology, and military science. Nowadays, the philosophy
of the agent is very active in various research and application fields. It
evolved in the first place from a technical solution to a way of thinking
(Liao, Wang, & Zhang, 2015: 9-10). Agent-oriented modelling (AOM) and
simulation have been well received and play an active role in sociological
research. ‘People’ in the social system and the ‘agent’ are similar in na-
ture (Liao, Wang, & Zhang, 2015: 11).!> As mentioned above, constructing
linguistic theories based on multimodal senses regards the interaction be-
tween humans and the outside world as a kind of human behaviour. Such
multimodal research belongs to behaviour research. With this knowledge,
it is feasible for researchers to adopt agent-oriented modelling and the
simulation approach to model, simulate, and extract the features of ver-
bal communication. Thus, AOM has become an essential approach to the
construction of a multimodal corpus, which serves as an important data
source for multimodal interaction studies.

It can be observed that the multimodal corpus is a novel type of corpus
upon which researchers can base the investigation of verbal communica-
tion and provide traditional linguistics with fresh research paradigms and
improved theories. Based on the multimodal data, multimodal corpus lin-
guistics is a subset of corpus linguistics. Baldary and Thibault (2006) first
used the term multimodal corpus linguistics; Gu (2013b: 4) set the ultimate
goal for multimodal corpus linguistics as using all kinds of state-of-the-art
technologies to collect all the multimodal data generated in the interaction
between humans and the outside world, to adequately represent real-life hu-
man multimodal activities and to study the process of human interaction. In
general, the basic ideas, basic features, and pursuit of corpus linguistics all
come down to testing and developing linguistic theories based on linguistic
facts. At present, the basic ideas and techniques about the multimodal cor-
pus have been well received in many fields. For more information about the
multimodal corpus, multimodal corpus linguistics, and its research meth-
ods and application fields, see Huang (2015c); here the author does not go
into details.

2.4 Summary

Constructed in the experiencing process of the ‘live, whole person,’ situ-
ated discourse appeared before the invention of written language. It is mul-
timodal in nature and has a close relation to human situated cognition. The
investigation of situated discourse should be based on multimodal sensory
organs, shored up by a theoretical framework of human cognition, exam-
ined from the starting point of total saturated experience and total saturated
significance, while following the clues of simulative modelling. Its goal is
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to represent the total saturated experience in human authentic multimodal
interaction to the fullest. In this sense, the multimodal corpus linguistics
approach has been recognized as a concrete practice for exploring situated
discourse.

The construction and related research of the multimodal corpus, known
as the corpus version 4.0, has grown into a promising research field in cor-
pus linguistics. Its construction fits into the general corpus overall patterns,
but it also has its distinctive features. It brings fresh perspectives and new
practices in linguistic research, extending linguistic research scope and un-
earthing new rules. Furthermore, the study of the multimodal corpus has
risen to the level of multimodal corpus linguistics.

Notes

1 McBurney (2002: 351) divided modality in interaction into perception and
production.

2 It is important to distinguish between ‘information’ and ‘data.” Information is
objective and saturated, which is impossible to be handled once and for all. If
a certain amount of information is sampled from a certain angle and treated as
the research object, it becomes research data. Therefore, data is the constructed
information that serves the research question.

3 Theidea of the ‘live, whole person’ originated with Firth (1957: 19). Firth claimed
that we should stop the binary opposition between mind and body, as well as
thought and word, and treat the interlocutor as a whole human whose mind and
acts are integrated as a whole and are socially connected with others. The lin-
guistic study should be carried out based on the whole human pattern of living.
Gu’s STFE-match principle is also based on the above philosophy.

4 See Section 3.2.1 for details.

5 See Section 3.1 for more details about simulative modelling.

6 More and more processing and annotation tools for multimodal data came out,
e.g. ANVIL, Elan, MacVisSTA, DRS, and Exmeralda. See Allwood et al. (2003).

7 See Section 3.1 for details about implementation and evaluation.

8 Elan’s homepage and download link: http://tla.mpi.nl/tools/tla-tools/elan/

9 Praat’s homepage and download link: http://www.fon.hum.uva.nl/praat/

10 Download link: http:/ling.cass.cn/yuyin/staff/praat_manual.pdf

11 Arbil’s homepage and download link: https:/tla.mpi.nl/tools/tla-tools/arbil/

12 However, Gu (2009: 445-446) pointed out that his comments on the ‘agent’
mainly come from Gibson’s (1986) ecological approach on perception study,
varying from the ‘agent’ definition in other fields, such as Al
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3 Illocutionary force study
Basic methodology and theory

3.1 Applications of Simulative Modelling

Since verbal communication is essentially a complex system, it should be ex-
amined under complex system paradigms, and researchers should pay atten-
tion to its elemental composition and the interactive relationships between
each element. Faced with such a complex system, researchers may borrow
the core methodology from Simulative Modelling, a common approach in
the realm of multimodal corpus linguistics (Gu, 2013b: 4).

3.1.1 A complex systems view of verbal communication

A ‘system’is a fundamental concept with diverse connotations, which is com-
monly used in multiple disciplines. The biologist Ludwig von Bertalanffy,
the founder of general systems theory, claimed that a system is a complex of
interacting elements (Deng et al., 2009: 2). The well-known Chinese cyber-
neticist Qian Xuesen defines a system as a whole that is composed of inter-
related, interacting, and mutually influenced components, and has specific
functions (Yu, 2014: 5).

According to the system’s complexity, Qian divided systems into simple
systems, simple giant systems, complex giant systems, and open complex
giant systems. From the late 1980s to the early 1990s, Qian, Yu, and Dai
successively proposed a ‘meta-synthesis from the qualitative to the quan-
titative’ and ‘Hall for Workshop of Metasynthetic Engineering from the
qualitative to the quantitative’ to deal with complex giant systems in China.
These methods focus on organically uniting qualitative and quantitative
approaches throughout the entire research process, translating qualitative
comprehension into quantitative comprehension. Also, they united different
knowledge (scientific theory and human experience) and integrated various
disciplines into meta-synthesis (Deng et al., 2009: 43—44). The philosophy of
meta-synthesis has been applied in the field of social sciences.

From the perspective of diachronic evolution, language is a complex
adaptive system. This indicates that some systems evolved from an elemen-
tary starting condition can lead to exceedingly sophisticated and mysterious
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outcomes in certain environments. Concepts related to complex adaptive
systems have expanded to many disciplines. Scholars draw on such concepts
as phase transition, emergence, stability, and equilibrium to model, analyse,
and predict various phenomena. From the perspective of language evolu-
tion, human communication originated from primitive and simple manual
gestures or vocal calls, which gradually switched to a verbal communica-
tion system with diverse resources. This is called the phase transition of
language. Of course, such a phase transition is not completed at one sin-
gle time. In this systematic and dynamic evolution process, language con-
tinuously adjusts itself and adapts to various environments (Wang, 2006a:
5-6). Researchers cannot go back to tens of thousands of years ago to study
language evolution to observe its emergence and evolution. Nevertheless,
with computer technology, they can explore the origin and acquisition of
language utilizing Simulative Modelling (Wang, 2006b). Therefore, the the-
ories and tools used in studying complex systems provide help and valuable
references for language origin (Wang & Ke, 2001: 197).

After a long process of complex adaptation and evolution, verbal commu-
nication became a complex system from a synchronic perspective, called a
‘dynamic complex system.” The dynamic complex system theory was born
in natural science research but has already been widely applied in physics,
chemistry, mathematics, biology, and other fields. Researchers may launch
their research on a dynamic complex system from ‘qualitative’ and ‘quan-
titative’ aspects. In qualitative analysis, dynamic complex systems have six
core characteristics: Elements, interactions between elements, formation
and operation, diversity and variability, environment, and activities (Bar-
Yam, 1997: 5). In quantitative analysis, related research includes mathemat-
ical modelling, quantitative calculation, and big data analysis.

The author went out of his way to introduce dynamic complex systems for
believing that human verbal communication is essentially a complex system
of dynamics. One’s experience can be regarded as a dynamic complex sys-
tem, and one constantly fills up the system with data that arise from situated
cognitions (Gu, 2016: 485-486).

Accordingly, the study of illocutionary forces in situated discourse is the-
oretically based on situated experience and situated cognition, and it can be
carried out by adopting ‘qualitative’ and ‘quantitative’ approaches.

The ‘qualitative’ approach to illocutionary forces in situated discourse
includes analysing their ontological properties and constituent elements —
perspectives and aspects. After analysing the fundamental elements of il-
locutionary forces, we adopted modelling, a well-received approach in the
research fields of dynamic complex systems, physics, chemistry, and mathe-
matics for the methodology in this study.

The ‘quantitative’ approach includes using quantitative methods such as
statistics to analyse each element and the interactive relationships between
elements, mainly employed in the basic practice of multimodal corpus
linguistics.
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Whether complex adaptive systems or dynamic complex systems, their
underlying logic is a ‘complex systems paradigm,” containing a set of cogni-
tive patterns and methodological standards developed by mainstream the-
orists in the research of various complex systems (Yin & Wang, 2016: 63).
As complex systems deal with complex issues, researchers must have com-
plex thinking to renew research paradigms. Important enlightenment that
the complex system paradigm brings to scientific research is that attention
should be focused on the systems’ elemental and relational constitutions and
the interaction between individuals and the environment. The formalized
representation of such elements and the dynamic relations between them are
quite crucial in the face of a complex system. The complex systems model
says that ‘those seemingly random and intricate system behaviours may be
formed by interactions among a few simple variables’ (Yin & Wang, 2016:
72). Therefore, figuring out the core elements and unearthing the interac-
tive mechanism between them is vital for understanding complex systems’
behaviour. That is why we represent the Conceptual Model of illocution-
ary force and examine the relations between IFIDs in the form of ‘sets.
Researchers should also employ various research methods when dealing
with complex systems, including qualitative and quantitative approaches.
It is called ‘mixed-methods research’ in social sciences, whereby researchers
collect and analyse data from both quantitative and qualitative dimensions
within the same study to understand and interpret the research object more
comprehensively (Creswell, 2014: 3—4). Some scholars have already applied
mixed methods to linguistic studies.

In brief, verbal communication is a complex system where lexis, seman-
tics, prosodic features, gestures, emotions, and intentions are interconnected
to create a multidimensional interaction with those elements depending on
and impacting one another. With this in mind, if someone were to study
only verbal communication and ignore other interrelated dimensions, he/
she would probably be caught up in a dilemma whereof not being able to
‘see the wood for the trees.” An essential principle in the study of complex
systems is that its structure and environment and relations determine the
overall interconnected system and its functions. In other words, the over-
all system and its functions are the results of the integration of its internal
structure and the external environment, echoing the phenomenon of emer-
gence in complexity sciences (Liao, Wang, & Zhang, 2015: 55). The same is
true in human verbal communication. In different social situations, people
employ multimodal resources to express emotions, intentions, and mean-
ings. In the following introduction, readers may notice that the illocution-
ary force performance in situated discourse is a linguistic phenomenon with
complex system features. In this case, the coexisting multimodal resources
(IFIDs) are interrelated and used by the speaker to perform illocutionary
forces collaboratively under the influence of factors like social situations.

Noting that language is a complex system involving many elements, lin-
guists should not be confined to isolated elements when exploring linguistic
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phenomena. It is understandable why researchers must focus on aspects at
a particular stage due to research conditions and technology limitations.
However, problems will arise if they treat the combination of some interact-
ing elements as the composition of the entire system. How can we launch our
study when facing complex systems? The core methodology of Simulative
Modelling is introduced in the next section.

3.1.2 Definition of Simulative Modelling

Understanding things is a process of modelling. Modelling is a common
and important method in understanding the objective world, especially in
natural sciences and engineering technologies. Modelling is used mainly be-
cause the research objects are too complicated, and humans can only deal
with limited information at a time. Therefore, people resort to modelling
to make things less complicated for handling the essential information at
once (Blaha & Rumbaugh, 2006: 15-16). Modelling is a process that builds
a particular model in the end. A model is a theoretical description that can
help people understand a particular phenomenon or product in advance.

Simulative Modelling is one of the commonly used methods in scientific
research, which requires researchers to collect information as close as pos-
sible to what the object is. On this basis, they can select a particular investi-
gating perspective, mine the data, and conduct research. When it comes to
selecting investigating perspectives and the amount of data for modelling,
it depends on the research aims and how researchers look at the object (Gu,
2009: 444). Theoretically, the angle of observation is unlimited. Another
modelling method in contrast to Simulative Modelling is Product Model-
ling. The fundamental difference between the two is the former models on
objective things or phenomena, while the latter models on something new
that is defined, designed, and constructed by its developers. In this regard,
Simulative Modelling should fully represent all traits of the objective thing
or phenomena.

Situated interaction between an alive, whole person and the outside world
is multimodal, producing saturated signification. There is no method avail-
able that can thoroughly and objectively reproduce such total saturated sig-
nification. As previously mentioned, Gu (2016: 475-476) points out that

the experiencer-experiencing-experience is lifelong and non-stop from
womb to tomb, which gives rise to big data that are developmentally
and integratively accumulated...the situated discourse produced by the
ever-experiencing experiencer, conceived of as dynamic complex sys-
tems, is approached to by way of simulative modelling.

Therefore, we can only borrow Simulative Modelling to simulate the satu-
rated state of the signification of multimodal discourse and do our utmost to
represent the whole picture of the research object. Situated discourse is very
complicated, for it involves many phenomena and problems. It is difficult for
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researchers to investigate all these phenomena in one study. Generally, they
only select several vital parts of the discourse for each study. As the speaker
also considers a complicated object when he/she performs illocutionary
acts/forces in situated discourse, issues like how and from what investigat-
ing perspectives to study live illocutionary forces need careful considera-
tion. In this regard, Simulative Modelling can provide a valuable reference.

Simulative Modelling, the methodology of multimodal corpus linguistics,
is applied to simulate various saturated significations produced in multi-
modal situated discourse in linguistic studies (Gu, 2013b: 4). Gu (2013b: 6)
used ‘breaking up the whole into parts’ to explain the process of Simulative
Modelling upon a ‘live, whole person.” In this case, he referred ‘the whole’
to the ‘live, whole person’ and ‘parts’ to the modelling perspectives. From a
single perspective, we can only observe one aspect of the whole person. In
contrast, if we put all perspectives together, we will get a whole picture of
that person. This is called data integration in modelling (Gu, 2009). We can
model a live illocutionary force from a multiplicity of perspectives. First,
we can break it up into parts to examine them, and then treat it as a whole
by taking all perspectives into account. Understandably, limited by tech-
nologies, methodologies, and even necessities in actual practice, it is im-
possible for researchers to restore all original saturated data in the situated
discourse completely.

In the multimodal exploration of situated discourse, the situated dis-
course produced by the ‘live, whole person’ is what researchers from various
perspectives model upon, as shown in Figure 3.1.

After building a multi-perspective model of situated discourse, research-
ers have to extract various data from live speech. At present, the most com-
mon practice is to record the situated discourse on video and audio, whereby
to build a multimodal corpus.

3.1.3 Procedure and application of Simulative Modelling

Simulative Modelling contains three stages: concept modelling, data model-
ling, and implementation and evaluation (Gu, 2013b: 4-5).

Concept Modelling Data Modelling implementation and evaluation

data processing tool data type result
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Figure 3.1 Simulative Modelling process of situated discourse.
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3.1.3.1 Concept modelling

Concept modelling is a crucial method for software engineering (Gu &
Zhang, 2013: 225). The conceptual model may refer to models formed af-
ter a conceptualization or generalization process of a system. It could be a
mathematical, logical, or linguistic description of the object developed for
specific research (Sargent, 2009: 164). Conceptual models can be described
by the knowledge engineering approach and formal method, among which a
formal method is a hotspot in line with the trend of current research. The so-
called formal method is a technique that describes the target system based
on mathematical concepts, methods, and tools (Wang & Wang, 2007: 783).
Following Gu and Zhang (2013: 225), this study borrowed the mathematical
concept ‘set’ as the form of concept modelling. Theoretically, all the indi-
vidual and relational values are included in the subsets. However, limited by
research techniques, perspectives, and capacity, researchers usually adopt
a few modelling perspectives to establish the corresponding subsets, which
further constitute a set.

Here we would like to distinguish between two philosophical concepts
related to constructing the illocutionary force’s conceptual model, i.e. types
and tokens. The American logician-philosopher Peirce first made the crit-
ical distinctions in 1931. “Types’ embody the patterns of similar individual
instances (tokens), or a type is a class of similar tokens. Nicholas Bunnin, an
expert in contemporary Chinese philosophy from the University of Oxford,
pointed out,

A token is a particular, individual sign, a single object or event, while a
type is the embodiment of the patterns of similar individual instances
(tokens), or is a class of similar tokens. Type is not a single thing or
event, and it can only exist through the representation of its tokens.
(Bunin & Yu, 2001: 1030)

Goldman (1970) took this pair of notions to distinguish between human
act-types and act-tokens.! An act-type is a kind of action, such as weep-
ing, running, writing letters, or giving a speech. An act-token is a particu-
lar act or action performed by a particular person (agent) in a particular
circumstance. An act-type is an action property, while an act-token is an
exemplification of such a type. In other ways, people’s actions vary greatly
in actuality. Even in the same act-type class, different action instances may
occur subject to the influence of agent, time, place, or environment. Like-
wise, we can apply Goldman’s view to distinguish between illocutionary act-
types and illocutionary act-tokens (Gu, 2013a). An illocutionary act-type
is an action property of an illocutionary act in a speech community, while
an illocutionary act-token is an exemplification of such a type in various
situated discourse. Different speakers exemplify certain illocutionary act-
types at different times and places in situated discourse, forming diverse
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illocutionary act-tokens. These illocutionary act-tokens retain many fea-
tures of their corresponding illocutionary act-type, activity type, and social
situation, while having their own characteristics.

As discussed above, the author believes that researchers cannot examine
illocutionary act-types in isolation from illocutionary act-tokens. To under-
stand illocutionary act-types, first of all, we should analyse illocutionary
act-tokens in situated discourse. This can be achieved by concept modelling.
Illocutionary act-tokens in situated discourse are abstracted and general-
ized from different angles through concept modelling. They form a number
of sets that reflect the attributes or features of the corresponding illocution-
ary act-type, setting it apart from other illocutionary act-types. In other
words, the 