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Aggressive Interaction in Perspectival Discourse
Abstract

Research on linguistic perspectivity has shown that a speaker's/hearer's perspective
on a given object, person or event results in differential text pro-
duction/comprehension.

The present study analyses linguistic perspectivity in verbal reports on aggressive
interactions shown in a video. The verbal material stems from an experiment by
Mummendey & Otten (1989). In this experiment, subjects were instructed to take the
perspective of one of two target persons (initiator”, "recipient") or an observer's
perspective. Then they saw a video showing aggressive interactions between the
two target persons. After that, subjects gave free verbal reports on the events shown
ih the video, segmented the interaction sequences, and evaluated the target
persons' behaviour on rating scales. Mummendey and Otten found perspective-
specific differences in the evaluation of the appropriateness of the critical behaviour
and in the subjective definitions of the beginning of the aggressive interactions. In
the present study, the verbal reports were reanalysed with respect to linguistic
perspectivity.

Significant differences in several syntactic and semantic variables (e.g., choice of
grammatical subject, verb selection, qualifications) are interpreted as a validation of
the theory of linguistic perspectivity and as a demonstration of the uses of linguistic

analysis in social psychological research.



INTRODUCTION

The term perspective is widely used in social psychology and linguistics (for an
overview, cf. Graumann, 1989; 1992 Graumann & Sommer 1988). Although
conceptualizations of perspectivity and applications of the term vary, one can give a
basic definition of the concept. Perspectivity means that perception/cognition is
related to a specific - spatio-temporally or cognitively definable - position or
viewpoint. This results in a perspective-specific structuring of the represented object,
event or state of affairs.

Such a perspective is also reflected in the linguistic representation of the world
referred to. By means of specific linguistic features, the speaker sets a perspective
that the listener is suggested to take. Verbal interaction, thus, is a dynamic
interaction of perspective setting and perspective taking.

Evidence for this conception of linguistic perspectivity comes from experimental
studies demonstrating that a speaker's/hearer's perspective on a given object,
person or event results in differential - i.e. perspective-specific - text pro-
duction/comprehension (cf., e.g., Graumann & Sommer, 1988). In those studies,
subjects are usually instructed to take one of two or more perspectives and are then
confronted with a text or film, in which all of the perspectives are relevant. After this
presentation, comprehension, recall, or reproduction is analysed for perspective-
related differences.

The present study makes use of the same paradigm and analyses perspectivity in
verbal reports on aggressive interactions. In this context, Mummendey and
collaborators have demonstrated perspective-specific differences in the evaluation of
the critical behaviour (cf. Mummendey et al., 1984, Mummendey & Otten 1989). To
the present authors, this context gives the opportunity to study evaluative aspects of
linguistic perspectivity which have not been considered explicitly before. Moreover,

we tried to examine whether a linguistic analysis of perspectivity reveals perspective



differences on a descriptive level, where ratings or content analysis did not show
perspective-related effects (cf. Mummendey & Otten 1989). For this purpose, the
linguistic material of the present analysis was taken from an experiment done by
Mummendey and Otten (1989). Procedure, stimulus material, and sample of this

study are the basis of our analysis.

METHOD

Procedure

164 pupils (114 boys and 50 girls at the age of 14 to 22 years)3 watched a video
showing an aggressive interaction of two schoolboys:

A group of pupils (13 - 16 years, i.e. approximately at the age of the subjects) arrives
at the schoolyard. One of them (called the initiator) pushes another one's (called
recipient) bag from the bicycle. The viewer has no unambiguous information,
whether this was intended or not. The resulting argument is continued in the
classroom, where the recipient throws the initiator's books down to the floor. The
sequence ends by an intervention of the teacher who separates the two.

Before watching the video, two experimental groups were instructed to take either
the initiator's or the recipient's perspective. A control group was instructed to take an
observer's perspective.

Having seen the video, subjects were asked to answer written questions and to give
a free recall of the depicted events. Mummendey and Otten found perspective-
specific differences in the evaluation of the appropriateness of the critical behaviour
and in the subjective definitions of the beginning of the aggressive interactions. No
perspectival effects were found on the descriptive level. This analysis was based

upon the subjects’ responses on bipolar scales, upon their segmentation of the

3Mummendey and Otten (1989, p. 38-39) report a sample of 152 subjects. The difference is due to
the fact that 12 of the subjects did not fulfill the requirements for Mummendey and Otten’s analysis.



events and upon a content analysis of their verbal reports (for details of design and
results, cf. Mummendey & Otten, 1989).

In the present study, the subjects' free verbal reports on the events shown in the
video were analysed by means of categories for linguistic perspectivity which had
been identified and (partly) validated in earlier studies (cf., e.g., Graumann &

Sommer, 1988).

Dependent Variables and Hypotheses

1. Grammatical subject

There is evidence in linguistics as well as in psychology that speakers choose those
entities for grammatical subject that they are empathising with (Dik, 1978; Ertel 1977,
Graumann & Sommer, 1988; Kuno & Kaburaki, 1977).

So, speakers who take the initiator's perspective should more often put the initiator
into the subject position than speakers with the recipient's perspective, and vice
versa. "Neutral" grammatical subjects (“they”, "both") should be preferred by the

control group.

2. Use of mental terms

Verba sentiendi (cf. Uspensky 1973) are words that describe acts and states of
feeling, thinking, perception, i.e., mental processes which, to an observer, are not
directly accessible. Examples for verba sentiendi are "hope", "feel', "perceive".
Corresponding adjectives and adverbs are, e.g., "angry", "sorry". A speaker who
attributes such processes to a protagonist, mentally puts him/herself in his/her place,
i.e., takes his/her perspective (cf. Fowler 1982).

Consequently, subjects with the initiator's perspective should use such terms more
often with respect to the initiator than to the recipient, and they should use more
initiator-related verba sentiendi than subjects with the recipient's or the observer's

perspective, and vice versa.



3. Spatial orientation

Terms of spatial orientation - verbs as "come" and "go" or terms like "behind X", "to
the left of Y" - indicate that the speaker reconstructs space from the standpoint of
one of the protagonists. It was hypothesized that "initiator-subjects" use such terms
more often initiator-related than "recipient-subjects” and vice versa.

Examples:

- "The initiator comes to the recipient.” (recipient's perspective)

- "The initiator goes to the recipient.” (initiator's perspective)

- "beside the initiator" (initiator's perspective)

- "in front of the school entry" (neutral perspective).

4. Cognitive orientation

This variable comprises linguistic markers for the speaker's orientation in cognitive
space, i.e. histher identification with the cognitive standpoint of one or both of the
protagonists.

Example:- “I had to face his revenge”.

The hypotheses correspond to those for spatial orientation.

5. Norm violation

Physical or verbal transgressions of social norms were coded with respect to the
target person (initiator, recipient, both) they were ascribed to.

Example: "He kicked me."”

It was hypothesized that speakers ascribe less norm violations to the "own"

protagonist than to the opponent.

6. Qualification of norm violations
This refers to linguistic qualifications that either intensify or tone down norm

violations ascribed to the protagonists. This is done mainly by adverbial modifiers,



such as "perhaps", "a little", "really", or "all the time", and verbal modifiers ("may"): "/
only pushed him a bit.”.
Hypothesis: Norm violations of own protagonist are toned down, those of the

opponent are intensified.

7. Appropriateness of emotional reactions

Emotional reactions ascribed to the protagonists can be interpreted as appropriate
or inappropriate. This is linguistically manifested by qualifiers which are connected
to verba sentiendi or corresponding adjectives or adverbs: "All of a sudden, he got
angry.” "Of course, | was upset.”

It was hypothesized that emotions ascribed to the protagonist whose perspective

was taken were seen as more appropriate than those ascribed to the opponent.

8. Evaluation

This category includes positive or negative evaluations of one or both of the
protagonists or of their behaviour. Linguistic markers are evaluative adjectives or
adverbs, but also invectives.

It was hypothesized that the protagonist whose perspective was taken was evaluated

more positively than the opponent.

9. Nominalism

Use of nominal instead of verbal constructions in the description of actions is
considered to be an indicator for non-immediacy, for the speaker's lack of in-
volvement in the reported event (cf. Sommer & Vorderer, 1987, Wiener & Mehrabian,
1968). Hence, the control group which is supposed to see things not through one of
the actor's eyes, i.e., not from "inside", should use nominalistic constructions more
frequently than the experimental groups.

Another function of nominalistic speech is the self-serving reconstruction of ag



gressive acts by harmdoers. By linguistically extinguishing aggressor and victim and
by turning (aggressive) acts into states, the speaker suggests that there was no
aggressor, ho victim and no aggressive act, and, consequently, that there is no one
to blame (cf. Sommer & Vorderer, 1987). Hence it was assumed that subjects taking
the initiator's perspective would more often use nominalistic constructions with
respect of the initiator's acts.

Examples:

"They hit each other.”, "I hit him." (verbal constructions)

"A fight took place." (nominalistic construction)

10. Attributions of general responsibility

Here, utterances were coded that explicitly ascribed responsibility for the fighting to
one of the opponents or to both of them. ("He started the whole thing."). It was
expected that explicit attributions of responsibility for the whole incident should

depend on the perspective taken. Responsibility should be attributed to the

opponent.

RESULTS

The subjects' reports were analysed by trained raters according to the above listed
set of categories and subcategories. Interrater-reliablity of this procedure ranged
from .61 to .97. The resulting frequencies were adjusted to text length, which was
defined either as number of words or as number of predicate complexes
(grammatical subject). This ratio was the input for a 3 x 3 - ANOVA. The factors were
perspective (initiator, recipient, observer) and linguistic reference to target
persons (initiator, recipient, both) with repeated measures on the last factor. For the

variables 'qualification of norm violations', 'evaluation’, and ‘appropriateness of



emotional reactions', the design was extended by a third factor with two levels
(toning down vs. intensifying of norm violations; positive vs. negative evaluations;

appropriate vs. inappropriate emotional reactions).

1. Grammatical subject

Results show a main effect for grammatical subject type (F(2, 322) = 340,3; p =
.0001), which is due to the small number of grammatical subjects that cover both of
the protagonists. This seems to be typical for complex action sequences with
competing actors. The interaction between perspective and subject type (F(4, 322) =
422; p = .0024) shows the predicted pattern: Speakers with the initiator's
perspective chose more ‘initiator-subjects” and less 'recipient-subjects” than
speakers with the recipient's perspective, and vice versa. The control group shows
no difference between both types and slightly more neutral grammatical subjects

(they, both) than the experimental groups.

0,451 perspective taken:
@ initiator
0,4 s recipient
[ neutral

0,35
0,3
0,25

0,2

» S o3

0,18
0,1

0,05

initiator recipient
grammatical subject type

Fig. 1: perspective and grammatical subject type
F (4, 322) = 4,22; p = .0024
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2. Use of mental terms

Results are congruent with the hypothesis. There is a main effect for linguistic
reference to target person (F(2,322) = 89.15; p = .0001): verba sentiendi and the like
are nearly never used for both of the protagonists. This is plausible because of their
conflicting positions in the interaction. As expected, the interaction between
perspective and linguistic reference to target persons (F(4,322) = 24.62; p = .0001)
is significant. Speakers with the initiator's perspective mentioned more mental states
and processes of the initiator and fewer of the recipient than speakers with the
recipient's perspective. This does not only demonstrate that the subjects really
empathized with "their" protagonist, but also that even mere descriptions of the

events are affected by this empathizing.

0,025 perspective taken:
B initiator
recipient

0,02} Oneutral

0,015

v S p o 3

0,01

0,005

| =

initiator

verb type

Fig. 2: perspective and verba, adjectiva, adverbia sentiendi
F (4, 322) = 24,62; p = .0001
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3. Spatial orientation

Results show the predicted pattern, but the interaction between perspective and
spatial orientation is not significant (F(4,322) = 1.76; p = .1357). This may be due to
the very low number of coded cases in that category, a problem that had already
shown in earlier studies (cf. Graumann & Sommer, 1988). A significant main effect
for spatial orientation (F(2,322) = 8.67; p = .0002) shows that subjects, if they use
spatial terms at all, locate the protagonists not on a common position but on discrete

points in their linguistically reconstructed space.

0,0025- perspective taken:
B initiator
recipient

0,002} O neutral

0,0015

v S e e 3

0,001

0,0005}-F

TR
initiator

space oriented at:

Fig. 3: perspective and spatial orientation
F (4, 322) =1,76; p = .1357
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4. Cognitive orientation

There are no significant differences, which may again be due to the low number of

coded cases.

perspective taken:

0,0003 L
B initiator
recipient
0,00025 O neutral

0,0002

0,00015

w s oo 3

0,0001

0,00005

initiator recipient both
cognitively oriented at:

Fig. 4: perspective and cognitive orientation
F (4, 322) = 1,00; p =.4094

5. Norm violation

There is a significant main effect for source of norm violation (F(4,322) = 170,13; p =
.0001). Subjects discriminated between transgressions of either partner and did only
exceptionally reconstruct acts as norm violations committed by both opponents. The
distribution of norm violations shows a significant interaction between perspective
and the attributed source of trangression (F(4,322) = 4,62; p = .0012). This
distribution does not perfectly match the expected pattern. Subjects with the
perspective of the initiator report fewer norm violations by the initiator than the

recipient group and the control group, and the control group attributes more



13

transgressions to both of the actors than the experimental groups. This conforms to
the hypotheses. The results, however, concerning the recipient's norm violations are
less plausible: the initiator group attributes the same number of transgressions to the
recipient as the recipient group, and much less than the control group. We have no
explanation at hand, but a closer analysis of the types or positions of the

transgressions might clear this pattern.

0,04 perspective taken:
B initiator
0,035} recipient

O neutral
0,03

0,025

0,02

33

0,016

0,01

0,005

initiator recipient both
norms violated by:

Fig. 5: perspective and ascription of norm violations
F (4, 322)=1,69; p = .1518

6. Qualification of norm violations

Results show the predicted distribution. There is a significant interaction between
perspective, type of qualification, and target person (F(4,322) = 28,63; p = .0001).
Norm violations by the protagonist with whom subjects have identified, are toned

down, norm violations by the opponent are intensified.
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0,008 perspective taken:
B initiator
0,007 recipient
O neutral
0,006
0,005
0,004
0,003
0,002
0,001
0 - -
initiator recipient
toning down of norm violations by:
Fig. 6: perspective and toning down of norm violations
F (4, 322) = 28,63; p = .0001
0,01 perspective taken:
0.009 @ initiator
aad recipient
0,008 [ neutral

0,007
0,006
0,005
0,004
0,003
0,002

0,001

i

initiator recipient both

intensifying of norm violations by:

Fig. 7: perspective and intensifying of norm violations
F (4, 322) = 28,63; p = .0001
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7. Appropriateness of emotional reactions

A significant main effect for the target person to whom emotions are attributed shows
that by far the most of the emotional reactions - appropriate or inappropriate - are
ascribed to the recipient (F(2,322) = 25,65; p = .0001). This is plausible because a
manifest emotional reaction of the "victim" of an aggressive act is a highly probable
effect, whereas an initiator need not have or, at least, need not show such reaction.
The emotional reactions both of the recipient and of the initiator are interpreted very
differently by the experimental groups: emotional reactions of one's "own"
protagonist are seen as appropriate, those of the opponent as inappropriate. Only
subjects identifying with the initiator consider emotions of this character as
appropriate, whereas "recipient-subjects" are the only ones to interpret the initiator's
emotions as inappropriate. This interaction between perspective, target person, and

appropriateness is significant (F(4,322) = 17,35, p = .0001).

0,0035 perspective taken:
i @ initiator
0,003} il recipient
Cneutral

0,0025

0,002

0,0015

©w S0 o 3

0,001

0,0005

recipient both

appropriate emotional reactions allocated to:

initiator

Fig. 8: perspective and judgement of appropriateness of emotional reactions
F (4, 322) = 17,35; p = .0001
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perspective taken:

0,0025
B initiator
recipient
0,002} O neutral
m 0,0015}-
e
a
n
s 0,001}
0,0005r
o o At e AT D R
initiator recipient both

inappropriate emotional reactions allocated to:

Fig. 9: perspective and judgement of inappropriateness of emotional reactions
F (4, 322) = 17,35; p = .0001

8. Evaluation

Resuits show a significant main effect for type of evaluation (F(1,161) = 13,99; p =
.0003). In the context of aggressive interaction, of course, there are more negative
than positive evaluations. Positive evaluations are only given to the own protagonist.
By far the most of the negative evaluations are given to the opponent. The only
evaluations given by the control group are negative judgments about the initiator.
This interaction between perspective, target of evaluation and type of evaluation is

significant (F(4,322) = 8,77; p = .0001).
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0,00018 perspective taken:
B initiator
0,00016 recipient
0,00014 Cneutral
0,00012
0,0001
0,00008
0,00006
0,00004
0,00002
o ARRRRY: AR S S R AR
initiator recipient both
positive evaluations referring to:
Fig. 10: perspective and positive evaluations
F (4, 322) = 8,77; p = .0001
0,0025+~ perspective taken:
B B initiator
recipient
0,002\ O neutral

0,0016

0,001

0,0005

T

initiator recipient both

negative evaluations referring to:

Fig. 11: perspective and negative evaluations
F (4, 322) = 8,77; p = .0001
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9. Nominalism

There is a main effect for target person (F(2,322) = 17,62; p = .0001). Actions of both
protagonists are more often nominalised than actions of a single protagonist. Those
nominalisations are most often used by the control group. This supports the
assumption that neutral observers describe events in a less immediate and less
dynamic manner than involved persons.

If actions of a single protagonist are nominalised, it is the initiator-subjects
transforming the initiator's actions into states without actors and, thus, without
responsible agents. This result does not reach a sufficient level of significance
(F(4,322) = 2,22; p = .0670), but is congruent with other studies that demonstrated

the self-defending functions of nominalisation (cf. Sommer & Vorderer, 1987).

0,006 perspective taken:
& initiator
recipient

0,005} O neutral

0,004

0,003

o S p o3

0,002

0,001

initiator recipient both

nominalism of actions by:

Fig. 12: perspective and nominalization
F (4, 322) = 2,22; p = .0670



10. Attributio

A significant
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ns of general responsibility

main effect for target person is based on the fact that none of the

subjects attributed responsibility to both protagonists (F(2,322) = 7,51, p = .0007).

The attributions, however, to single protagonists show the predicted pattern:

recipient-subjects attribute responsibility to the initiator and vice versa. But this

interaction misses significance (F(4,322) = 2,14; p = .0753).

0,0018
0,0016
0,0014
0,0012

0,001

0,0008

» S oo 3

0,0006
0,0004

0,0002

Fig

3

T

perspective taken:
Einitiator
il recipient
O neutral

responsibility attributed to:

. 13: perspective and attribution of general responsibility
F (4, 322) = 2,14; p = .0753
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DISCUSSION

The results confirm the perspective effects found by Mummendey et al. (1984) and
Mummendey and Otten (1989). Judgments on aggressive interactions are influenced
by the judging person's perspective. This perspectival divergence does not only
show in rating scales or questionnaires but also in free verbal descriptions of the
critical events.

Here, the variables 'evaluation', 'appropriateness of emotional reactions', and
‘attribution of general responsibility' can be considered as text variables that directly
correspond to rating scales and questions used by Mummendey et al.. The parallel
results, then, confirm Mummendey's model of aggression focussing on the diverging
evaluations of actors, recipients, and observers.

The results on the variables 'grammatical subject’ and 'verba sentiendi' give
additional evidence for the theory of linguistic perspectivity. The predicted but not
significant resuits on the variables 'spatial' and 'cognitive orientation' are in line with
earlier studies (Graumann & Sommer, 1988). These variables seem to represent a
way to express perspectivity, but in the text types studied until now, they have rarely
been used.

The significant differences with respect to the other variables demonstrate that
perspectivity not only affects the description of perceived events but also the
interpretation of such events and the evaluation of the involved persons and their
actions.

The present study gives evidence of two types of perspectival speech characte-
ristics. The first type manifests perspectivity more or less explicitly in content: Norm
violations are mentioned or omitted, acts or actors are evaluated positively or
negatively, the blame is explicitly attributed to either protagonist. Those variables
can be analysed by traditional content analysis, which will usually lead to similar

results as by direct questions.
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The second type of perspective-relaeted speech characteristics is less explicit and is
based not on content, but on linguistic structure. Choice of grammatical subject and
nominalisation are mere syntactical operations. Qualifiers used to tone down or to
intensify norm violations or to subtly express the appropriateness of emotional
reactions are unconspicuous tonings of the reported content. Verba sentiendi can be
considered as a combination of the first and the second type. They extend the
content to the mental activities of an actor, but this can also be considered as a
subtle comment to the undeniable facts.

Particularly the second type of variables supports the conceptualization of per-
spectivity put forward in the beginning of this article. This position states that
perspectivity is not just selecting (perceiving, remembering, retelling) some aspects
or elements of a given object, person or event - a conception which is suggested by
some authors who equate perspective with schema (e.g., Pichert & Anderson 1977).
Perspectivity means structuring and weighting the different aspects of an object from
a specific viewpoint.

This is evident in the choice of grammatical subject. Perspectivity is not realised by
omitting one of the protagonists but by putting one of them into the position of the
sentence subject: "He was asked by the boy."

Of particular interest in the context of aggressive interactions is the attribution of
norm violations. The present analysis as well as that of Mummendey and Otten
(1989) reveals that subjects do not simply omit aggressive acts committed by "their"
protagonist. Only in extreme cases, an actor will deny that he/she had hit the
opponent. In most cases, he/she will admit the facts, but in a way that the committed
offence appears harmless (toning down) or that negative actions are turned into
states without actors and actions (nominalization).

This sensitivity of linguistic variables demonstrates the advantage of psycholinguistic
analysis in social psychological studies. As compared to questionnaires, free

descriptions are the most common way to express perspectivity in everyday life.
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Even if they are gathered in experimental situations, they are not so consciously
subject to reactivity. Nevertheless, they leave quite a lot of interpretational freedom
to the speakers who use their perspective-specific interpretation - consciously or not

- to reach their goals in interaction.



23

REFERENCES

Dik, S.C. (1978). Functional grammar. Academic Press, New York.

Ertel, S. (1977). 'Where do subjects of sentences come from?' In S. Rosenberg (ed.),
Sentence production. Erlbaum, Hillsdale, NJ.

Fowler, R. (1982). 'How to see through language: Perspective in fiction'. Poetfics, 11,
213-235.

Graumann, C.F. (1989). 'Perspective setting and taking in verbal interaction'. In R.
Dietrich & C.F. Graumann (eds.), Language processing in social context. North-
Holland, Amsterdam, pp.95-122.

Graumann, C.F. (1992). 'Speaking and understanding from viewpoints.' in G. Semin
& K. Fiedler (eds.), Language, interaction and social cognition. Sage: London, pp.
223-236.

Graumann, C.F. & Sommer, C.M. (1988). 'Perspective structure in language
production and comprehension'. Journal of Language and Social Psychology
(special issue), 7, Nos. 3 and 4, 35-54.

Kuno, S. & Kaburaki, E. (1977). 'Empathy and syntax'. Linguistic Inquiry, 8, 627-672.
Mummendey, A., Linneweber, V. & Ldschper, G. (1984). 'Actor or victim of
aggression: Divergent perspectives - divergent evaluations'. European Journal of
Social Psychology, 14, 297-311.

Mummendey, A. & Otten, S. (1989). 'Perspective-specific differences in the
segmentation and evaluation of aggressive interaction sequences'. European
Journal of Social Psychology, 19, 23-40.

Pichert, J W. & Anderson, R.C. (1977). 'Taking different perspectives on a story'.
Journal of Educational Psychology, 69, 309-315.

Sommer, C.M. & Vorderer, P. (1987). 'Alltagsredetexte: Aspekte von Verdinglichung

in (rechtfertigenden) Handlungsbeschreibungen'. In P. Vorderer & N. Groeben



24

(eds.), Textanalyse als Kognitionskritik?  Moglichkeiten und  Grenzen
ideologiekritischer Inhaltsanalyse. Narr, Tubingen.

Uspensky, B. (1973). A poetics of composition.UCLA Press, Berkeley, CA.

Wiener, M. & Mehrabian, A. (1968). Language within language: Immediacy, a

channel in verbal communication. Appleton Century Crofts, New York.



Nr.

Nr.

Nr.

Nr.

Nr.

Verzeichnis der Arbeiten
aus dem Sonderforschungsbereich 245
Heidelberg/Mannheim

Schwarz, S., Wagner, F. & Kruse, L.: Soziale Représentation und
Sprache: Gruppenspezifische Wissensbestinde und ihre Wirkung
bei der sprachlichen Konstruktion und Rekonstruktion geschlechts-

typischer Episoden. Februar 1989.

Wintermantel, M., Laux, H. & Fehr, U.: Anweisung zum Handeln:
Bilder oder Worter. Méarz 1989.

Herrmann, Th., Dittrich, S., Hornung-Linkenheil, A., Graf, R. &
Egel, H.: Sprecherziele und Lokalisationssequenzen: Uber die anti-

zipatorische Aktivierung von Wie-Schemata. April 1989.

Schwarz, S., Weniger, G. & Kruse, L. (unter Mitarbeit von R.
Kohl): Soziale Reprisentation und Sprache: Ménnertypen: Uber-

individuelle Wissensbestinde und individuelle Kognitionen. Juni

1989.
Wagner, F., Theobald, H., HeB, K., Schwarz, S. & Kruse, L.: So-

ziale Reprasentation zum Mann: Gruppenspezifische Salienz und

Strukturierung von Méannertypen. Juni 1989.

Schwarz, S. & Kruse, L.: Soziale Reprisentation und Sprache:
Gruppenspezifische Unterschiede bei der sprachlichen Realisierung

geschlechtstypischer Episoden. Juni 1989.

Dorn-Mahler, H., Grabowski-Gellert, J., Funk-Miildner, K. & Win-
terhoff-Spurk, P.: Intonation bei Aufforderungen. Teil 1: Theore-

tische Grundlagen. Juni 1989.

Dorn-Mahler, H., Grabowski-Gellert, J., Funk-Miildner, K. & Win-
terhoff-Spurk, P.: Intonation bei Aufforderungen. Teil II: Eine ex-

perimentelle Untersuchung. Dezember 1989.

Sommer, C.M. & Graumann, C.F.: Perspektivitdt und Sprache:

Zur Rolle von habituellen Perspektiven. August 1989.



Nr.

Nr.

Nr.

Nr.

. 10

11

.12

.13

. 14

15

16

.17

18

19

. 20

. 21

Grabowski-Gellert, J. & Winterhoff-Spurk, P.: Schreiben ist Silber,
Reden ist Gold. August 1989.

Graf, R. & Herrmann, Th.: Zur sekundiren Raumreferenz: Ge-
geniiberobjekte bei nicht-kanonischer Betrachterposition. Dezem-
ber 1989.

Grosser, Ch. & Mangold-Allwinn, R.: Objektbenennung in Serie:
Zur partnerorientierten Ausfiihrlichkeit von Erst- und Folgebenen-

nungen. Dezember 1989.

Grosser, Ch. & Mangold-Allwinn, R.: Zur Variabilitdt von Objekt-
benennungen in Abhéngigkeit von Sprecherzielen und kognitiver

Kompetenz des Partners. Dezember 1989.

Gutfleisch-Rieck, 1., Klein, W., Speck, A. & Spranz-Fogasy, Th.:
Transkriptionsvereinbarungen fiir den Sonderforschungsbereich 245

,Sprechen und Sprachverstehen im sozialen Kontext“. Dezember

1989.

Herrmann, Th.: Vor, hinter, rechts und links: das 6H-Modell. Psy-

chologische Studien zum sprachlichen Lokalisieren. Dezember 1989.

Dittrich, S. & Herrmann, Th.: ,Der Dom steht hinter dem Fahr-
rad.“ — Intendiertes Objekt oder Relatum? Méarz 1990.

Kilian, E., Herrmann, Th., Dittrich, S. & Dreyer, P.: Was- und
Wie-Schemata beim Erzahlen. Mai 1990.

Herrmann, Th. & Graf, R.: Ein dualer Rechts-links-Effekt. Kogni-
tiver Aufwand und Rotationswinkel bei intrinsischer Rechts-links-
Lokalisation. August 1990.

Wintermantel, M.: Dialogue between expert and novice: On diffe-

rences in knowledge and means to reduce them. August 1990.

Graumann, C.F.: Perspectivity in Language and Language Use.
September 1990.

Graumann, C.F.: Perspectival Structure and Dynamics in Dia-

logues. September 1990.



Nr.

Nr.

Nr.

Nr.

Nr.

Nr.

Nr.

22

23

24

. 25

26

27

. 28

29

. 30

31

Hofer, M., Pikowsky, B., Spranz-Fogasy, Th. & Fleischmann, Th.:
Mannheimer Argumentations-Kategoriensystem (MAKS). Mann-
heimer Kategoriensystem fiir die Auswertung von Argumentatio-

nen in Gesprichen zwischen Miittern und jugendlichen Tdchtern.

QOktober 1990.

Wagner, F., Huerkamp, M., Jockisch, H. & Graumann, C.F.: Sprach-
lich realisierte soziale Diskriminierungen: empirische Uberpriifung
eines Modells expliziter Diskriminierung. Oktober 1990.

Rettig, H., Kiefer, L., Sommer, C.M. & Graumann, C.F.: Perspek-
tivitiat und soziales Urteil: Wenn Versuchspersonen ihre Bezugsska-

len selbst konstruieren. November 1990.

Kiefer, L., Sommer, C.M. & Graumann, C.F.: Perspektivitit und
soziales Urteil: Klassische Urteilseffekte bei individueller Skalen-

konstruktion. November 1990.

Hofer, M., Pikowsky, B., Fleischmann, Th. & Spranz- Fogasy, Th.:
Argumentationssequenzen in Konfliktgespréachen zwischen Miittern
und Téchtern. November 1990.

Funk-Miildner, K., Dorn-Mahler, H. & Winterhoff-Spurk, P.: Ka-
tegoriensystem zur Situationsabhingigkeit von Aufforderungen im
betrieblichen Kontext. Dezember 1990.

Groeben, N., Schreier, M. & Christmann, U.: Argumentationsin-
tegritit (I): Herleitung, Explikation und Binnenstrukturierung des
Konstrukts. Dezember 1990.

Blickle, G. & Groeben, N.: Argumentationsintegritat (II): Zur psy-
chologischen Realitit des subjektiven Wertkonzepts — ein experi-
menteller Uberpriifungsansatz am Beispiel ausgewéhlter Standards.
Dezember 1990.

Schreier, M. & Groeben, N.: Argumentationsintegritat (III): Rhe-

torische Strategien und Integrititsstandards. Dezember 1990.

Sachtleber, S. & Schreier, M.: Argumentationsintegritit (IV):
Sprachliche Manifestationen argumentativer Unintegritat — ein prag-
malinguistisches Beschreibungsmodell und seine Anwendung. De-
zember 1990.



Nr.

Nr.

Nr.

Nr.

Nr.

Nr.

Nr.

. 32

33

34

35

36

.37

38

39

. 40

. 41

42

Dietrich, R., Egel, H., Maier-Schicht, B. & Neubauer, M.: ORA-
CLE und die Analyse des AuBerungsaufbaus. Februar 1991.

Niise, R., Groeben, N. & Gauler, E.: Argumentationsintegritat (V):
Diagnose argumentativer Unintegritdt — (Wechsel-)wirkungen von
Komponenten subjektiver Werturteile iiber argumentative Sprech-
handlungen. Mérz 1991.

Christmann, U. & Groeben, N.: Argumentationsintegritat (VI):
Subjektive Theorien iiber Argumentieren und Argumentationsin-
tegritit — Erhebungsverfahren, inhaltsanalytische und heuristische
Ergebnisse. Mérz 1991.

Graf, R., Dittrich, S., Kilian, E. & Herrmann, Th.: Lokalisationsse-
quenzen: Sprecherziele, Partnermerkmale und Objektkonstellatio-
nen (Teil II). Drei Erkundungsexperimente. Mérz 1991.

Hofer, M., Pikowsky, B., &. Fleischmann, Th.: Jugendliche unter-
schiedlichen Alters im argumentativen Konfliktgesprach mit ihrer
Mutter. Méarz 1991.

Herrmann, Th., Graf, R. & Helmecke, E.:  Rechts“ und ,Links“
unter variablen Betrachtungswinkeln: Nicht-Shepardsche Rotatio-

nen. April 1991.

Herrmann, Th., Grabowski, J.: Miindlichkeit, Schriftlichkeit und
die nicht-terminalen Prozefistufen der Sprachproduktion. Februar
1992.

Thimm, C. & Kruse, L.: Dominanz, Macht und Status als Elemente

sprachlicher Interaktion. Mai 1991.

Kruse, L., Schwarz, S. & Thimm, C.: Sprachliche Effekte von Part-

nerhypothesen in dyadischen Situationen. In Druck.

Thimm, C., Kénnecke, R., Schwarz, S. & Kruse, L.: Status und

sprachliches Handeln. In Druck.

Funk-Miildner, K., Dorn-Mahler, H. & Winterhoff-Spurk, P.:
Nonverbales Verhalten beim Auffordern — ein Rollenspielexperi-

ment. Dezember 1991.




Nr.

Nr.

Nr.

Nr.

Nr.

Nr.

Nr.

43

. 44

45

46

. 47

48

. 49

50

51

52

. 53

Dorn-Mahler, H., Funk-Miildner, K. & Winterhoff-Spurk, P.:
AUFFg( - Ein inhaltsanalytisches Kodiersystem zur Analyse von
komplexen Aufforderungen. Oktober 1991.

Herrmann, Th.: Sprachproduktion und erschwerte Wortfindung.
Mai 1992.

Grabowski, J., Herrmann, Th. & Weif,, P.. Wenn "vor” gleich

"hinter” ist — zur multiplen Determination des Verstehens von

Richtungsprapositionen. Juni 1992.

Barattelli, St., Koelbing, H.G. & Kohlmann, U.: Ein Klassifikati-

onssystem fiir komplexe Objektreferenzen. September 1992.

Haury, Ch., Engelbert, H.M., Graf, R. & Herrmann, Th.: Loka-
lisationssequenzen auf der Basis von Karten— und Straflenwissen:

Erste Erprobung einer Experimentalanordnung. August 1992.

Schreier, M., Czemmel, J.: Argumentationsintegritit (VII): Wie
stabil sind die Standards der Argumentationsintegritit 7 August
1992.

Engelbert, H.M., Herrmann, Th. & Haury, Ch.: Ankereffekte bei

der sprachlichen Linearisierung. Oktober 1992.

Spranz-Fogasy, Th.: Bezugspunkte der Kontextualisierung sprach-
licher Ausdriicke in Interaktionen. Ein Konzept zur analytischen

Konstitution von Schliisselwortern. November 1992.

Kiefer, M., Barattelli, St. & Mangold-Allwinn, R.: Kognition und
Kommunikation: Ein integrativer Ansatz zur multiplen Determi-

nation der lexikalischen Spezifitit der Objektklassenbezeichnung.
Februar 1993.

Spranz-Fogasy, Th.: Beteiligungsrollen und interaktive Bedeutungs-
konstitution. Februar 1993.

Schreier, M. & Groeben, N.: Argumentationsintegritat (VIII): Zur
psychologischen Realitit des subjektiven Wertkonzepts. Eine expe-
rimentelle Uberpriifung fiir die 11 Standards integeren Argumen-

tierens. Dezember 1992.



Nr. 54 Sommer, C.M., Freitag, B. & Graumann, C.F.: Aggressive Interac-

tion in Perspectival Discourse. Mérz 1993.




