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Summary

This article deals with the main features and cptscef broadcast and television
news. The concept of "news" has many definitionae @efinition has interpreted
“news” as follows: a form of journalistic messadmtt informs us about the events,
things, and thoughts of others. TV news is a temnsf information at an appointed time
in a prescribed space that relays important curegants about the world. Television
news channels come in various form, presentatiod,cntent. All of these forms of
television are socially significant and relevargits to the public.

APPLIED LINGUISTICS, DISCOURSE ANALYSIS AND PRAGMAT ICS:
A RELATIONSHIP

CEHAN ANCA
“Alexandru loan Cuza” University of la (Romania)

Applied linguistics and discourse analysis

Applied linguistics, discourse analysis and pragesabhave had a multifaceted
relationship due the variety of perspectives usgdalb three in a diverse range of
contexts. Both discourse analysis and pragmaticecialsts recommend the
incorporation of an awareness of these two fietdlanguage education alongside the
teaching approach, be it communicative or ecle&iech a perspective can ensure the
enhancement of the teaching of linguistic knowledgam pronunciation to grammar
and vocabulary.

Discourse analysis with a focus on application peesian important position in
applied linguistics as it makes possible the amalgsd understanding of real language
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data. At the same time, the constantly expandingdamf applied linguistics makes its
ties with discourse analysis closer as one recegrilze latter’s potential to specify how
important language is in the constitution and nsahce of social phenomena.
Discourse analysis has led to a trend in languageation which moves focus from
grammar to language in use and from language asatyseaching for communication.
Moreover, it has often been used as a methodologynfestigating the language of
instruction (e.g. Cehan, 2008, 2007, 2005). Thusa# become one of the most fully
developed interfaces between applied linguistick language teaching. As such it has
been applied to subfields of applied linguisticxzlslwas language classroom-based
research and interlanguage (eédatch, 1992; Coulthard, 1977; Cehan, 2002). These
perspectives include a range of topics such am fefunction relations of grammatical
features, lexical and grammatical characteristitsteats, spoken and written text
structure, speech act organization, and others.

Generally speaking, discourse analysis originatas different academic
disciplines (i.e. sociology, sociolinguistics, msbphy and linguistics), and studies texts
— spoken or written — and is interested in thetimiahip between texts and the context
in which they arise and operate. (For our purposastext can be defined as the factors
and elements that are non-linguistic and non-téxtus affect communicative
interaction). Discourse analysis deals only wital texts, and in this respect it differs
from formal linguistics that deals with construcedamples. It also tends to work with
longer passages of text, above sentence level.

Discourse analysis has taken at least two diffadt@attions: one is the extension
of grammatical analysis to include functional okjezs and the other is the study of
institutionalized language use within specific @xts. The former, theoretical in nature,
Is often related to formal linguistics (e.g. vanki3 ‘text linguistics’ or Bhatia’s ‘genre
analysis’). The second direction is concerned widéscribing actual communication
within institutionalized contexts (e.g. doctor —tipat interaction or classroom
interaction), focusing on the participants in thecdurse and their relationship, their
goals, the meaning that is built in the given ceiptand the factors that contribute to
meaning making.

Through its target on the natural, ‘real life’ larage uses, discourse analysis has
been influenced in its turn by communicative largguaeaching. This approach has
always striven for ‘authenticity’ in classroom conmmication which could reproduce
natural speech events and activities outside thssmbom. Benefiting from a better
understanding of the classroom and outside-thestdam language, and developing
expectations for materials developers to refle doncern, language education has
gained in the understanding and use of naturalilzge;.

Although initially convergent, discourse analysisdacommunicative language
teaching were never articulated to a common rekseagenda. This explains why in
time the original strong link between applied ligjics and communicative language
teaching has lost importance. Discourse analysisareh has focused more on written
language and the teaching of writing, as the writienres can be taught more easily
through routine classroom interaction. A sub-distg of discourse analysis,
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conversation analysis has concerned itself with trganization of everyday
interactions. It offers elements of fine-grain gs& of conversation exchanges, patterns
in turn-taking such as adjacency pairs, the operind closing moves, the topic-
launching and shifting moves, the transition fronedurn to the next. In the 1970s,
Sinclair and Coulthard tape-recorded L1 Englisiss#s, from which they built a model
for the analysis of classroom discourse with ddferlevels, from exchanges, to moves
and acts. They pointed out that a typical exchammge¢he lockstep lesson is the
‘elicitation’ turn, with its three characteristicaves: initiating, responding, follow up
(the ‘IRF model’). This type of research broughtnew awareness of classroom
discourse and reinforced the tendency towards a@laess, and the wish to overcome
the limitations of the classroom interactional eonment. More recent research in
classroom discourse analysis focused on typicasoi®m discourse turns such as
clarification requests, confirmation checks, repsequences and recasts (e.g. Gass
2003).

In spoken language instruction, the classroom enwment affects the
characteristics of the language used (cf. Cehaf7202008). The analysis of the
spoken classroom exchanges reveals what impactdhimnmunicative tasks have on
classroom interaction and how this compares withrobthe classroom authentic
interaction. As a matter of fact, the IRF sequeneih the teacher initiating and
framing most of the turns, makes classroom diseowislely different from authentic
conversations. Consequently communicative languagehing, in an attempt to
introduce more non-classroom situations and pattefispeech, has adopted patterns of
interaction such as pair and group work and a@wisuch as role plays, information
gap and jigsaw that allow the participants to assamariety of interactional roles.

Inspired by recent theoretical and methodologicalspectives, classroom
discourse analysis has geared towards the link degtwspoken discourse and other
related issues such as cultural expectations goidiism, or the immigrants’ experience,
reflecting the increasingly diverse contexts witiMinich L2 learning occurs. In fact, the
only assumption that unifies classroom discoursalyars is that language use is
inextricably linked with features of the context,the sense that language and context
are mutually constitutive phenomerag{id Goodwin and Duranti, 1992]. Moreover, the
notion of context has been expanded to embradéutnshal, historical, ideological and
cultural dimensions which are reflected and susththrough features of language use.

In conclusion, although not all work in discoursealgsis has purposes that
converge with those of applied linguistics, dissauanalysis remains a central focus
within applied linguistics. Much of the work dong Hdiscourse analysts is on learner
and classroom language, taking into account the gwewing complexity of the
contexts in which language learning and use takeepl

A few concepts inspired by discourse analysis llaae had a significant impact
on the design of learning materials and classro@uotiges include: differences between
the written and spoken texts; differences in regislevel of formality); genre
(communicative purpose, audience, conventionalstge and format) characteristics;
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transactional vs. interactional discourse; cohesmherence; information structure
(theme and rheme or topic and comment); shared ledlow; turn-taking; context, etc.

Moreover, the insistence of discourse analysishenimportance of context has
led to a reconsideration of the learning environimegether with a redefinition of the
teachers’ and learners’ roles. The former have mecmore reflective and the latter
more autonomous and responsible. The effects @bdise analysis on educational
materials are seen in a better modelling of diffenaritten and spoken genres with
which the learners engage, a more precise deloreafitheir contexts of use, improved
flexibility, enhanced learner autonomy and maxirdizeedagogic choices. In brief,
discourse analysis has offered more true-to-lifentext-sensitive descriptions and
guidelines for the use of language in the mater@srse books, pedagogic grammars
and dictionaries.

Applied linguistics and pragmatics

If formal analyses of syntax or semantics do nabsater the users of the
linguistic forms, pragmatics deals explicitly withe relationships between language
forms and their users. It also deals with the laigguusers’ beliefs, assumptions,
intentions, goals and actions that are performedewlsing language. Like discourse
analysis, pragmatics is also concerned with thesdns, contexts and settings in which
language is used. Communicative competence inclu@egnatic competencavhich is
a set of internalized rules concerning sociocullyrappropriate language use, taking
into account the participants and the featuresi®fcontext within which an interaction
takes place.

Language, however, is not only a vehicle for exgnamnthoughts and ideas; it is
also used to perform other social functions. Suecbia$ functions performed via
utterances as apologizing, complaining, requesthrgatening, and so forth, are part of
a situation that provides contextual elements winelp one interpret the speaker’'s
intentions. Contextual and social information matkeossible for the participants to
interpret each other’s intentions. Even if terme ltlocutionary’, ‘illocutionary’ and
‘perlocutionary meaning or ‘presupposition’ and pinsation’ have not made their way
into the learning materials, these concepts nedxk ttamiliar to practitioners. In other
words, the combined knowledge of linguistics andgpnatics may ensure a more
effective use of language.

All cultures have strategies for maintaining sockdrmony and rules of
politeness comprised in the rules of speech thatamguires as part of communicative
competence. A certain amount of pragmatic inforamatconcerning politeness is
present today in the language of the learning nad$¢eand the teachers’ job is to raise
the learners’ awareness and sensitivity to the nfagiures of politeness of L2. Grice’s
cooperative principle, consisting of the four masiof quantity, quality, relation and
manner, has explained what are the expectationtheofparticipants and the basic
assumptions that people follow in their interactian least in the Anglo-American
culture. Successful communication is seen as talage when the participants share
knowledge, beliefs, and assumptions and when they similar rules of cooperative
interaction.
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Due to pragmatics, notions such as ‘speaker meaanty‘contextual meaning’
have made their way into applied linguistics arathéng materials. ‘Appropriacy’, seen
not as correctness but as a conventional, culuggpropriate and socially acceptable
use of language has also become a goal of the@tesgpractice. The materials have
been reconsidered from the standpoint of the usetsttion of forms in the negotiation
of the mutual understanding of a situation.

Over the last forty years, pragmatics has developgd a science whose
definition, like that of applied linguistics, hasmained elusive, so that there is no
consensus as to the coverage of its domain. Howeliere is agreement among
pragmaticians that the following aspects do falthim the domain of pragmatics:
communication involves more than word, phrase artesege meaning; linguistic
choices result in various interpretations; the gption of contextual factors has an
influence on the production and interpretationaniguage.

In terms of influence on language education, ape&ally on learning materials,
pragmatics has underlined the importance of contbgtroles and relationships of the
interlocutors, the number of people present, thingeof the interaction, and the goal of
the communicative event. By identifying such coftiek information, learners can
become aware of the influence of context on languesge. For instance, in the current
textbooks one can no more find tasks like “Writeemsay about spring”, where the
writing purpose and target audience are unclearthdRa tasks are normally
contextualized, with detailed information about tioée the writer should assume, the
audience, the goal and the context of the writihcfually, the wealth of information
that many recent course book rubrics contain ared ghundance of images that
accompany the tasks suggest the complexity of camwation and help to clarify
meanings.

To conclude, as far as L2 education is concerresl ais important to understand
the pragmatics of the target culture as it is tdewstand its grammar and vocabulary. In
other words, discourse and pragmatic competenctlraatch linguistic competence.
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Summary
The article is an overview of the relevance of discourse analysis and pragmatics
for applied linguistics and particularly for second and foreign language education. It
also looks at the influence of these two disciplines on materials design and teaching
philosophy.

TEN KEYS TO IMPROVING DOCTOR-PATIENT COMMUNICATION

Cerny M.
University of Ostrava (Czech Republic)

Introduction

Looking back to the initial and preparatory stages of myresearch on doctor—
patient communicatiorClerny 2012], it would be right to say that | was bold to choose
a research subject of such broad scope. The plan that | devised was to examine
communication between doctors and patients during English medical consultations. The
first main objective of the study was to explore to what degree the present-day style of
doctor—patient communication reflects on-going social transformations; in this way |
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