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Hortatory Discourse Minimums in Munduruku

0. PURPOSE

This paper is afirg approximation attempt to describe a languege-oedficdrudurd
dsooureeminimumfar hartatary genre in Munduruku. Its lexemic and sememic® structures will be
majorly considered; and it will be compared with Munduruku narrative genre

Only tentative conclusons are offered at this stage of andyss.

1 MINIMUMS

1.1  Déefinition

Minimums in a discourse genre are herein defined as those demernts together with their
Sructure that distinguish a particular genre of discourse from dl other genre and without any one
of which the genre could not be said to exist as a digtinct type of discourse.

1.2  Differentiation

In discourse such minimums add up to something more than distinctive features*
important as these are. It is self-evidat thet dsoourseeminmumsmug bedravn rdativeto adud short
dscryssard nat darived from atheordticl composteof whet gopearsto bedamantary inseverd lorg
texts

Theoreticaly atext can be one sentence in lengtl® —so the structure of a sentence could
be the Structure of that discourse minimum; but theory that views minimums from such a
superficid point does little beyond classfy sentences. In such a scheme any declarative sentence
would be equa to anarration minimum. Any command or imperative would be equd to an
exhortation minimum. An explanatory minimum would have a question as an essentid
presuppostion, plus a declarative response sentence. All of which tdlslittle, if anything, about
the structure of such genre. It dates that the genre will obligatorily contain certain sentence
types, but even thisis mideading because it in no way accounts for the fact that in an
overlapping fashion declarative sentences may aso occur in the other genre etc. A pragmétic
guestion remains. If | want to tell agtory, give a command, tender an explanation, how are the
sentences to be strung together? What must be included if the hearer isto recognize my effort as
an attempt to narrate, explain, or exhort?

1.3  Uses
One of the red vaues of isolaing minimums of the type indicated at the opening of this
section is the ease with which such minimums can be compared:

a) to each other in the same genre and language
b) to their counterpartsin the same genre across language boundaries

c) tominimumsin other genre in the same language

When compared to other genre in the same language, their differences point up the
digtinctive and classficatory features of the genre and the environment in which these are to be
found. The smilarities sketch the broad foundation of the entire language from adiscourse
gtandpoint. For example, smilarities of paragraph structure found in every discourse genrein
Munduruku point to the basic paragraph structure of the entire Munduruku language. Asthisis
uncovered it can be compared with its counterpart across language boundaries; and when this
dage isreached, the outline of linguistic universals that deal with paragraph structure cannot be
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far away—provided the minimums are honest minimums in each language and that comparison
has been made by noting changes within language families as well as changes that cometo light
when diverse languages are compared in this fashion.

But suppose there is dready athoroughgoing theory in which certain entities are
considered language universals® To have a hand sets of minimums, clearly described in
uniform terminology by rdlatively unbiased observers, would lend the theory just the strength it
needed, provided the minimums were from the same linguistic universe as that dedlt with by the
theory. The theorist could even strengthen his theory, or discover its potentid weaknesses, by
conaulting such minimums.

It stands to reason that different minimums can be made to serve different purpose.
Given the particular world-emphasis of thepresant cantury and itsbent tovard warld-comnunty,
dsooureminmurswill saveitslinguidic professarelsuitereedly. Becausedisoourse cannatignore
oohesion (i.e now alanguegefitstogether) and aohesion playsan undeniably big patt in fediveand acourate
communication Also, randaion, for example, ignores aohesion betwean santanoes a therik of falling to
tradaea dl.

2 PRIMARY AND SECONDARY CONTENT® INHORTATORY GENRE

Mundurnku dsoourse containstwo typesof meteid, primary and secondary; and two separate
reference systems, one used in primary content and the ather usad with sscondary contert.
Munduruku hortatory discoursefitsinto this generd framework.

21  Primary Content

Primary content in hortatory discourse is the event sequence that will produce the
progress of specific agents toward the attainment of recommended gods. Within this sequence
recommended goa change is sgnded at the beginning of each episode. Change may involve the
agent in switching gods (that is, aandoning one plan of action to take on ancther) or it may
involve him in adding godls (thet is, retaining the plan of action he dready has, but adding anew
god toit).

The sequenced events themselves are in the foreground of the exhortation, their
predication in primary content being itself atype of focus'® The overal view of the exhortation
is from the standpoint of the exhorted party, the exhortation detailing a set of goas
recommended with the exhorted party in mind.

2.2  Secondary content

Secondary content consists of descriptions, explanations, conclusions, and summearies of
the interrelations between primary events and the exhorter, the exhorted party, and/or the god. It
provides the background againgt which the exhortation is st forth.

3. LEXEMIC STRUCTUREOF HORTATORY MINIMUM S

3.1 Oveall Structure
In overall structura arrangement™* hortatory minimumsin Munduruku contain an
optional? introduction, a body, and a closure,
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3.1.1 Introduction

Introductions necessaxily give the topic around which the exhortation will center and may
optionaly include the speaker's orientation to his audience. If the introduction is digpensed with,
the topic will be given in the exhortation itsdf.

3.1.2 Body

The body begins with the onset of the exhortation itsdlf. This onset is recognizable by the
appearance of one of the following in the first dot of the sentence: the Introducer, 'gast’, now a
free pronoun, plus 'tak’, and; areciproca verb form. 'tak ', when used in such onsets, actsto
coordinate an overal god™® recommendation with al the narrowed gods later listed in the
discourse.

From the onset the body continues until the last recommended goa has been added; or
until the overal god has been restated from a different perspective. No lexemic forms are
especidly common to the close of the body of hortatory minimums.

3.1.3 Closing

If thereis no restatement as designated above, the last recommended god beginsthe
close of the discourse; otherwise the close of the discourse begins with the restatement. The
exhortation closer takes the form of a comment by the exhorter on the state of the exhorted party
or on the god of the exhorted party. These comments are in secondary™*, rather than primary
content.

3.2 Inner Arrangement
In their inner arrangement hortatory minimums are composed of chapters, episodes, and
paragraphs. Each minimum is coterminous with one chapter.™®

3.21 Chapter

In hortatory Minimums, due to the cotermination of chapter with discourse, the inner
arrangement of the chapter corresponds to the overal arrangement of introduction, body and
closure given earlier.

3.2.2 Episode

An egisode isthat unit within the hortatory discourse, which lies between two points of
tended goal™® change, or between the introduction of the hortatory topic and the recommended
god. In hortatory discourse goa changes are of two types.

a) aswitching of godsfor the exhorted party (In such gods the recommendation of the
exhorter isthat the exhorted party leave off oneline of action and take up anew line
of action.)

b) anadditiond god for the exhorted party (In such goa's the recommendation of the
exhorter isthat the exhorted party add this god to his present line of action.)

It is possble to mark such points of sgnificant change by one of asmdl set of forms
which, when used in primary content, serve as god changersin either the sense of &) above or in
thesense of b)!’. 'Gasii', now, and 'geyjom', later servein the sense of ). A free pronoun
plus 'dak ', and; and the ' -we-" of reciproca verb forms serve in the sense of b). These serve
as episode introducers when they occur in the initid dot of the first sentence of the episode.
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Each episode centers around one participant here labeled the actor of the episode, who in
turn has one recommended objective —his recommended goa. The goad may be another
participant, an inanimate object, a different Sate, a desired interaction.

Switchrgoa recommendations of type a) are introduced as averb in the first predicate
dot following 'gasii' or 'geyjom'*®
Additiona-goa recommendations of type b) areintroduced asa ' -we-" verbinthefirs

dot of thesentence.  An dternative introduction as averb in the firgt predicate dot following
sentence initid free pronoun plus 'dak ', coordinator, is aso possible.

Once sat, arecommended god may be narrowed from generd to specific content.
Ex. gengrds ebureyu esubuywatwan
Help your companions.
soecificc. musukta etawuy
Wash manioc.
Such narrowing is signaled by shape-marker concord between the object and the action;

together with the placing of the object dot before the predicate dot. 'Cuy’, should, in the object
dot sgnds the movement from one narrowed god to another narrowed one.

A recommended god, once introduced, may be retained and renamed. The renaming
may occur in ether the subject or the object dot, but the ordering of the god in relation to the
predicate differs. At the introduction of anew paragraph-- and in expansons of that
introduction--, O + Por S+ P ordering is obligatory. If renamed elsewhere in the paragraph, a P
+ O or P+ Sorder is necessary in the main clause.

After ther introduction, recommended goals may aso be reingtated within the text. If the
restatement is an exact repetition of the introduced god, sample actions that could be included in
the goal are attached to the repested form'®. Restatements that involve some kind of paraphrase
aso occur in hortatory minimums. Three types have been thus far been observed and these
differ radicdly from one another in function.

Typel (redatament by dtered agoat) isused to provideatrangition between the introduction
and the closure of a short gasode Itisplaoed inprimary contart.

Ex. Recommendedgod: én gu ecekapikpik ewebeam
It's not you that will work
in your own behdlf.

Aspectua restatements:
ekapik pa'ore buye
because it isimpossble for you to work
ecekapik put gu
You are not able to work.

Typell (restatement by atered perspective) where the restatement is from a different
participant's perspective, is used for hortatory closers and is placed in secondary content.

Ex. Recommended god: én gu ecekapikpik ewebeam
not you
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Altered perspective restatement:
exi aca jekapikpik
Only your mother will be doing the work.

Type Il (restatement by negative or positive contrast) is used to introduce anew god in
primary content. ' juy' or 'g§u juy', should or shouldnt, is attached to the Single event verb
form.

Changes of time or place may occur within the episode. If these changes are mentioned in
primary content and in the initid dot of a sentence that isnot arepeat or aTypel or Typell
restatement, then a paragraph within the episode is indicated.

Introducers for such paragraphs are ' ibocewi ', from there. and dot initia time phrases
mede up of continuative or descriptive verb forms, carrying roughly the meaning of "during this
action."

Shape-marker concord between an object that precedes the verb and that verb, indicates
the beginning of anew paragraph in episodes that are a discussion of aprocess’ asa
recommended god.

Expangon, explanation, or summary of the episode events can be given in secondary
content in the episode.

3.2.3 Paragraph

Paragraph structure is necessarily collgpsed in minimums, but threetypesof peragrgphsooour:
thosewith primery contart only, those with both primary and secondary content, and those with
ssoondary contact anly.
3231 Paragraphswith primary content only are of two types, paragygohswhich aegasoceinitid,
and paragrgphsinwhich thegod issmply retained from apreceding peragrgoh

Intheminmumsexamined, Such gasodeinitid peragrgoswere dso discourse initid and in
them the topic was introduced with thegationd introdudion of therecommended godl. Episoceinitid
paragraphs may contain an episode introducer, 'g§ast’, now, or 'gey jom', lae.

Those paragrgphswith retaned targets areintroduced by ‘i bo cew i (), framihee—a nsudhasdirg,

3232 Paaggohswith bath primeary and ssoondary content contain commantsar ummaries Commans
may ooour withinthebodiesof such paragraphs, but usudly act as paragraph closers. Summaries
inroduced by ' iménpuye ', becaued thsadt asparaggohdosas

3.2.3.3 Paragraphs with secondary content only neither introduce new godsnar reangods

fromthe preceding peragrgph asthe god of theadior of thegpisode inwhich they hgppento ooour. They are
natinrodudary.

4. SEMEMIC STRUCTURE OF HORTATORY MINIMUMS

The sememic organization of hortatory minimums distinguishes orientation,
complication, resolution, evauation, and coda phases that are mapped onto the lexemic chapter
gpans. In such minimums, the complication phase may be bonded to the orientation phase and
the coda may be superimposed upon the evaluation phase. Such a means of segmenti ng the
discourse departs somewhat from Gleason's use of "the chain of events' for narrative® Bt |
find it more economicd to distinguish evaluaion and codainformation in Labov and Wdetzky's

6
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sense from the compli cation-resol ution sequence, Since such an gpproach can be utilized in the
andyss of both narrative and hortatory genre.

4.1  Orientation Phase

The orientation phase orients the listener asto the topic to be exhorted and the recipient
of the exhortation. It optionaly includes the occasion for the exhortation and it is this occason
for the exhortation that tends to bond the complication phase to the orientation phase whenever a
bonding occurs. The orientation phase is usudly much shorter than the full lexemic introduction,
which often includes the complication phase in itslexemic span. Tempord information (i.e. the
occasion for the exhortation) may be stated as'gastt’, now (i.e when this happens??) or by atime
phrase such as 'yukreg puje', when pregnant; but such information is often left to inference
asin the following examples:

Inferred occasion: when non-respectability is potentialy possible

Ex. En tak ebuyxi...
And (asfor you), see that you are respectable.

The above assumes the exhortation is being delivered to caution the exhorted party lest
she become non-respectable. The evaluation and coda of this particular discourse bear this out.
Eguyctg gu.
(So) don't be unhappy (about hel ping us here).

Eguyclig pimap, ecepe égru be.
Whenever you aresed, liedoaninyour hammodk >

Another example of inference is given below:
Inferred occasion: when arguing is potentidly possible
Ex. Eya'oxikxig gu juy eguy.
Don't be arguing.
Taken from the complication phase of another text, the above assumes the exhortation is
being delivered to caution the exhorted party againgt arguing with an age-mate. The occasion for

the discourseis indicated before either the topic or the recipient isindicated, unlessit isto be left
to inference.

The orientation phase is complete when the topic of the exhortation and the intended
recipient have been indicated.

Thecompicaion and arentation phrasssuniteto presant an abstract which anticipates (and
therefore aids in determining) the close of the resolution phase and the opening of the evaluation
phase. Thisis because, by testing against the abstract, it is possible to determine whether a supporting®
or ageneral®* evauation is being dedt with in the andysis. If the evaluation isnotgangrd by thisted, it
can betesad agand theimmediate texdud evironmant to deaminewhether asupparting eveution is
bangandyzed. If the phraseisnather genard nor Syppartiveby testing, it belongs in the resolution
phase and not in the evdugion phese
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4.2  Complication Phase

The complication information indicates the action or Sate of theexhorted party which
tiggastheedaraion. Inathe wards itisthecomplication for which theexharter will bedffering a
resolution. This phaseistightly compressed in hortatory minimums dftengveninacausa dgoendant
dau= Itfomsthefind ssdion of theabdradt, which in hortatory minimumsisshared jointly by the
orientation and complication phase. Its very brevity insures its lack of co-termination with any
lexemic span of chapter, episode, or paragraph.

Examples of complication phases occurring in hortatory minimums are given below:

eee yaypan isuat puye
because you have just entered puberty

o'itebika buye. Iba'arém owebe
«e+ because conception isinward.>® | have not previoudy
experienced anything like this®® 2’
Eya'oxikxig gu juy eguy.
Y ou shouldn't be arguing. (Implied: but you are apt to, Soeee)
The complication phase closes just before the first primary event following the abstract.

4.3  Resolution Phase

Resolutior?® information gjves the recommended solution to the complication and makes
up the bulk of each hortatory minimum. These phases can be divided into two sectionsin
hortatory minimums. 1) the recommended solution and 2) argument support for the solution.
These sections gppear in texts in the order just given, except that support arguments may be
omitted.?® The solution may be given section by section. In which case the supporting argument
directly follows the section to which it gpplies. Again there is no direct correlaion of the
semantic phase with lexemic spans. The resolution phase characteridticaly bresks off in the
middle of alexemic episode and may begin after the episode (and the paragraph) is dready
underway.

4.4  Evaluation Phase

Evduation immediately follows supporting arguments for the offered solution and may
be composed of ether an immediate evauation of the supporting argument (a.supporting
evauation) or of amore generd evauation of the overdl solution (generd evauation). Or the
evauation may st forth both types of evauation.

Whaesppating agumanishave been amitied, theevaugtion i s necessarily general and
immediately follows the recommended sdution. Supparting evaugionsgvereesonsfor acogating the
solution. As stated earlier, the evaluation can be tested against theebdradt to detamireitstype %

If only one evauation Satement is given, the Satement isin reference to the total
exhortation as contained in the entire chapter. The evaluation may be a predicted conclusion,
usng ‘cuy’ should; or astated conclusion introduced with 'iménpuye’, becaed ths arasmpe
dateman of theprgedied resit towhich a codais attached.

45  CodaPhase
Codas are used only at discourse closure. They connect the exhortation to the time of its
delivery by mentioning the environment of the exhorted party, thus establishing place or time.

8
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ecepo égru be.
lie down in your hammock.

Codas in hortatory minimums are frequently superimposed upon an evaugion pheseinthet
anevdudion demat savesa thesame time to connect the discourse with the time of its ddivery.

ees ibu'u gu juy je'e ektop exat pupum.>
Y our husband should not be dow to supply food
(an obvious need of yours) for you.

iménpuye, exi acd jekapikpik.*?
For this reason your mother, rather, will be doing
the work (to be seen right around here)

Xipan epesop.g’3
benice. (in such acase asthe presernt one)

5. COMPARISON OF HORTATORY WITH NARRATIVE GENRE
In comparing the hortatory minimums with narrative genre in Munduruku the sememic
phases and lexemic spans were compared across genre boundaries.®*

51  Stabilitiesand Changes
Both stahilities and change of framework and content were noted.

511 Stableltems
The following sememic items remained stable in their occurrence in both genre.

In the orientation phase; the function of orienting the listener, the lack of coterminous
border correlation between sememic and lexemic units, the concept of an abstract, and the
possibility of a named topic.

In the complication phase: the indicating of the participant's reaction to acomplicating
factor, the lack of coterminous border correlation as noted for the orientation phase.

In the resolution phases: the indication of a solution to the complication, the lack of
coterminous border correlation.

In the evauation phase: the presence of a generd evauation that gives the result of the
resolution and refersin its evauation to the entire discourse chapter.

In the coda phase: the function of connecting the discourse to the time of speaking, the
higtorica time element, the concept of discourse closure.

5.1.2 Sememic Changes
The following items underwent change in moving from the narrétive to the hortatory
genre.

In the orientation phases. changes were dl changes by subgtitution. They included
change of relationship, in which Topic was subgtituted for the primary action of the chapter;
change of time dimension and distribution requirement, in which the occasion for the exhortation
(optiondly included in hortatory minimums) was subgtituted for the tempord (hitoricd time)
reference (obligatory to narrative); change of the specific function of the abstract from cutoff
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indicator for complication phase in narrative to testing base for evaluation phase in hortatory;
change of digtribution requirement for Topic from optiona to obligatory.

In the complication phase, changesinvolved reduction, restriction, selection, aswedl as
change by subdtitution. Details were reduced in the hortatory minimums and their lexemic
redlization curtailed to sentence length from the paragraph through episode range used in
narratives. Digtribution of the phase was restricted to the last section of the hortatory abstract,
and sememic pattern options were limited to Smple expression of the complication. Logica
inference (cause for the exhortation) was subgtituted for historical time reference.

In the resolution phase changes were dl changes by subdtitution, athough they included
within them the dtering of deletion necessity (required in certain narrative environments) to the
obligatory presence of the resolution phase at dl times for hortetory gare Logicd inferencewes
audituted for iigorical time reference so that hortatory genre could ded with recommendedadion
rather then hidancd adioninthisphese Lexemic redlization was expanded from the smple
resolution statement in narrative to atwo part congderation of the solution in hortatory genre,
leaving aso a supporting argument option gopearsto benonexidant in naraive

In the eva uation phase changes were changes by expanson and subgtitution. The
function of the evauation phase was expandedin hartatory genre to include supportive aswell as
generd evauation Therewasadressng of therdationship of ebdradt to evaluation in hortatory
genre, whereas the relationship of abstract to the complication phase is stressed in narrative
genre.

In the coda phase changes were changes by substitution and deletion. An option of
inference was subgtituted in hortatory genre for mandatory statement of the connection to the
time of spesking found in narrative. The exhorted party was substituted for the narrator in
providing the sememic link of discourse to time of speaking. In addition, hortatory genre deletes
the stylized closure option open in narrative.

5.1.3 Lexemic Changes

Besdestheabovesamamic denges thefdloninglexaricones were especialy noted: the
event-line time dimension, which moves from historicd time (in narrative) to logicaly inferred
timein hartatary garre the partiapernt-rderdationdhip, which moves from goals or targets that are actua
and anticipated as aooomplished in naraiveto godsthat are possbleand recommended in hortatory
genre. It isimportant to aso note that narraivetargasarecantrdly, dyedtsand patidpants and only
peripheraly, objects and participants.

5.2  Framework and Feature

It can be seen from the foregoing that Gleason's features™ of narrative—mainly events,
participant-role identification, sating, Joeska-audencerdaionships andted dmandans-- arethe
very itemsthat undergo change from one type of genre to another. What remains the same isthe
gructurad framework of both samamic pheses(i.e arientaion, comglication, resalution, evalugtion, and

oodd) and lexemic gpans(i.e dhgpter, goisode, paragraph). This framework expands or contracts at
specific pantsto accommodatethevaiousgare Itseqandonor cortraction can be studied in detall
by comparing spans across genre boundaies aswasjus donein the preceding sedtion of thispeper.

The comparison just completed could be called a phase identity comparison in that it
compared each phase with its counterpart in the other genre.

10
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5.2.1 Expanson and Contraction of Framework

Comparison of framework across genre boundaries should aso include a comparison of
the shared properties of different phases®® particularly those phases that show the greatest
elaboraion in each genre. In the language a hand, a comparison of hortatory minimums with
narrative genre has indicated these areas of elaboration as the complication phase in narrative
genre and the resolution phase in hortatory.

A C:E comparison®’ yields the following facts about framework expansion. In each phase
considered, thereis an eaboration of detall regarding the centrd phase-dement and either an
elaboration of the time dimengion (narrative) or an dteration of the time dimension (hortatory).
These changes expand the phases in detail until any further detail would carry the matter into the
adjoining phase. Where the time dimension is expanded, it is expanded to the point that any further
expangon would carry it into adifferent time dimengon. If the time dimension is dtered, it is dtered
in that direction which will accommodate most fully the centrd dement of the phase (here, in
hortatory genre, the solution).

Thereis a'so awidened redization range so that the phase covers the biggest section of the
chapter. Pattern options are increased to insure by sdection the widest possible expansion of those
units being elaborated by the genre. Where the unit is being atered (astime dimensonin
hortatory) rather than elaborated, the pattern options are not increased.

5.2.2 Feature Comparisons

Narrative features in hortatory minimums will now be compared across genre boundaries.
These features are event-lines, participant-role identification, time dimensions of settings,
speaker-audience rdationship, and repetition as atype of text dimengon.

5.2.2.1 BEvent-lines differ in ther time dimension, narrative basad on higtorical time and
hortatory based on logicd inference. They dso differ in their areaof sememic distribution.
Narrative event-lines occur in the complication phase in the main and continue briefly into the
resolution phase. Hortatory event-lines occur in the resolution phase in the main and continue
briefly into the evaluation phase®

5.2.2.2 Patticipant-role identification can aso be compared across genre boundaries. They differ
in their time dimension asindicated earlier, and in the type of dominant rolefiller. In narrative
thisis an object and participant domination; but in hortatory minimumsit is an action or event
domintion.*®

5.2.2.3 Time dimension, touched upon severa times dready, will be consdered now as an
element in discourse settings in particular. In narrative genre, areationship with historica time

is maintained in which, for certain purposes, actions may be considered accomplished, absolute,
and definite -- even when the narrator adds, "that's what the deceased grandfathers said”.

In hortatory genre time has a different dimension. It is relaive, indefinite, and predicted
incidentd to the happening of some other event. So that 'now' inthe senseof 'now that this
particular incident has happened (or this particular sate of affairs prevails)' can be dedt with as
the mgor time dimension in hortatory text, but not as the mgor time dimenson in narative.
Likewise in hortatory minimums -hen’ and ‘while’ may become ‘whenever A, do B."*°

5.2.2.4 Speaker-audience relationship comparison across genre boundaries shows narrative genre
asincluding dl ligeners within earshot in its selected audience; but hortatory genre has an

11
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exhorter ingtead of a narrator and the selected audience is the exhorted party. Others may or may
not be listening, but the discourse is intended only for the exhorted party. Therefore the

hortatory coda takes the exhorted party asits link in Munduruku, because the nature of the genre
leaves this as an attractive option.**

Topic designdtion is another casein point. The topic is often without definitive
desgnation in narrative. To leave it so heightens the suspense. But definitive designation of
topic occursin every hortatory minimum becauseit is of crucid importance that the exhorted
party know precisely what topic is being discussed so that he can relate the recommended goals
to that particular area.

5.2.2.5 Repetition, because of its relationship to redundancy,*? falls under the heading of text
dimension. It will be shown here that the particular repetition under consderation in this
comparison should not be removed from a discourse out of hand.*®

Repetition in Munduruku narrative may act as averbd insart in which descriptive and
parenthetical information may be encapsulated,** but such repetition in hortatory discourse
encapsulatesilludrative acts--more detailed suggestions on how to pursue the recommended
god.*®  In both genre an exact repetition signals the end of theinsert. If agrammar model
automatically cut repetition from Munduruku discourse there would soon be trouble in keeping
the main event and the targets and god's straight, because repetition is used under specific
conditions to subordinate some actions relative to others, afunction it does not gppear to havein
English, and perhaps not in Indo- European languages in generd.

6. CONCLUSONS

Inthispeper an effort wasmedeto meintain distindtion between features and framework.® It is as
the discourse is ssninafeduresframenork cordation thet those oedficswhich dharedigizeanegare
asddina fromancther can beisdaed and by thissame cordation the unifying factorsshered by more
than anegare (thelingudic univarsdsinvaved can be Sated.

In Munduruku hortatory discourse, minimums can be characterized as digtinct from
narrative genre in the following features framework correl ates.

12
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Features Framework
CORRELATE1 | Narrétive: Event and Time Complication Expanson
extenson
Hortatory: Event and Time: Resolution Expansion
ateration
CORRELATE 2 | Narrative: Target obj./participant Episode boundaries
domination and Time:
historical
Hortatory: God event domination Episode boundaries
and Time
relaive to incident
CORRELATE 3 | Narétive: Narrator & Audience: Coda
unrestricted (linked to narrator)
Hortatory: Exhorter & Audience Coda
restricted by topic to (linked to exhorted
Exhorted Party Party)
CORRELATE4 | Nardive: Repstition & Time: Paragraph introduction
verba insert
Hortatory: Repetition & Time: Resolution Phase
verba insert

Hortatory minimums share the following unifying factors with naraivegareinthegoove

ocordaes

InCardate 1, theunfying fedtor of anevat-lineiscommon to both genres. In Correlate 2, the
unifying factor of episode boundaiesiscommontobathgares InCardate3, theunifying factor of
Codapheseiscommontobath gares. In Corrdate4, theunifying factor isthe hendling of repetiion. 47

Theseunifying fadtarsprovide apossblefirg ggp toward uncovering the linguidtic universas

involved in generd discoursedrudure

13
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FOOTNOTES

1 MundurukuisaTupi language, as classified by Norman A. McQuown, and spoken by about
1200- 1500 inhabitants on the upper Tapagés River and its tributaries of Das Tropas, Cabitutu,
Cadiriri, Cururu and S8 Manod in the state of Parg, Brazil. Fieldwork was carried out under
the auspices of the Summer Indtitute of Linguigtics in accordance with a contract with the Museu
Naciond of Rio de Janeiro beginning in July of 1964 and intermittently through May of 1972.
Language tapes used in this study were transcribed by Miss Marjorie Crofts, a coworker and
member of the Summer Indtitute of Linguidtics.

2 Hereused astheterms, 'lexemic' and 'sememic’ are used by Harry A. Gleason, Jr. and his
branch of dratificationaigs.

3 SeeAppendix for network diagrams and text samples as an indication of the type of materia
from which minimums were drawn. For afuller account of narrative genre in Munduruku see
"Munduruku Discourse” by Margaret Sheffler, ms,, 1969.

4  Features as used in this paper ded rather with such genre features as event, participant and
role identification, attendant circumstances, and dimensions of text mentioned by Gleason in
"Contrastive Andyss in Discourse Structure’. See Readingsin Stratificationa Linguidtics, p.
259-60.

5 Thisisnot to say that longer texts should not be considered, but rather suggests that the
description be based upon short texts and the end product then compared with longer texts to
ascertain the manner in which longer texts el aborate the basic pattern.

6 ThusVan Dijk (1972) in defining the term 'text’, admits a text may be composed of only one
sentence, but declines to describe atext in terms of independent- sentence structure done. Some
Agpects of Text Grammars, p. 3.

7  For adiscusson of minima units of English narrative, see Labov, W. and J. Waetzky,
"Nardive andyss: ora versons of personda experience’ in Essays on the verba and visud arts,
edited by June Hem (MacNeish), 1967.

8 Therdatively recent interest in linguidtic universds sorings in part from the narrowing
world-community and the need to understand and to communicate in more than just one's mother
tongue. Language learning and machine trandation both stand to vaue from any solid linguigtic
universasthat can be uncovered. Further, those who must work with discovery procedures (as
do interpreters and trandators) welcome the aid established universals would be in their work.

9  See comments on Munduruku discourse under footnote 3.

10 Robert Karl Cromack, Language Systems and Discourse Structure in Cashinawa, Hartford
Seminary Foundetion, Ph.D. thesis (1968). In histhes's, Cromack considers such focus to be the
case for Cashinawa narrative genre and it seems to hold equally true for Munduruku hortatory
MmMnmums

11 Textsgiven inthe appendix illugrate this arrangement. Only an onset example of afree
pronoun plus 'tak ' islackingthereand soisgivenhere 'én tak ebuyxi', And (asfor you)
see that you are respectable. In the text, dl the gods are subdivisons for maintaining this
respectability and are classified as narrowed goals.
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12 Structures were counted minimal, if they appeared a some point in each sample of the
genre. Optiond structures within the minima unit are those structures, optiond to the overdl
arrangement, but containing minimum elements, which are obligatory.

13 For definition and discussion of types of gods, see the section on episodes.
14 Seefootnote 3.

15 In Text One of the Appendix, the chapter is composed of one episode made up of three
paragraphs, whereas Text two and Text Three are each composed of two episodes and each

episode is composed of only one paragraph.
16 Inan earlier paper, this same generd phenomenon is noted as common to Munduruku
discourse and isreferred to as 'target’. (See Sheffler, ms., 1969).

17 Most probably the ' —ce-' of subject-oriented verb forms serve in the same capacity under
the specified conditions.

18 Other minimums, in amore eaborate pattern, subgtitute ' . . . gu juy eguy ', should not
be, as a background introduction and then introduce the god as averb in the first predicate dot
that follows. (See Text Three of the Appendix as an example of this).

19 Examplesof this can be observed in Text Three of the Appendix.
20 Such astoasting manioc.
21 Gleason, op. cit., p. 259.

22 | amindebted to Michad B. Kac, professor at the University of Minnesota, for this
suggestion regarding the introducer, '§ast ', now, in Munduruku data asit relates to hortatory
genre.

23 Probably this parting shot is sarcastic. Munduruku women seldom "rest” in their hammocks
during the daytime and, when ill, no one goes to his hammock "because he doesn't fed wdl" or
"hasafever". To betooill to rise from your hammock and go about your daily tasksin
Munduruku society isto Sgnd that society that you are "on your last legs' physicaly, and
consder desth more or less a certainty in the not too distant future.

24 See section on Evauation phase in this paper.

25 Theexact trandation of theword, 'o'itebika' isuncertain. The morpheme-by-
morpheme trandation is my-child-'s-inner-place/ existence.

26 Literdly, It ishiddento me'
27 Thetotd citation is credited to the exhorted party by aquote in the text.

28 Although the phases Labov and Waetzky mark out for English narrative follow an OCER
sequence, the Munduruku sequence appears to be OCRE in both narrative and hortatory genre.
Thisisdiscussed more fully in Sheffler, op. cit.

29 SeeText Threein the Appendix.

30 On rare occasions the evauation phase is limited in gpplication to the last- mentioned section
of the resolution phase and a coda is superimposed upon this limited evauation.

31 From Text Onein the Appendix.
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32 From Text Two in the Appendix.

33 From Text Threein the Appendix.

34 Background tables for the sememic comparison are given in the Appendix.
35 Seefootnote 4.

36 That is, non-counterpart.

37 See Appendix: C:R Comparison Table.

38 Another way to state this would be to say that narrative event-line beginsin the complication
phase whereas the hortatory event-line beginsin the resolution phase.

39 Unquestionably, thisis because we exhort people to act, but it is helpful to have amore
andytical base from which to explain this difference. Certainly it makes it more understandable
thefactthat 'cuy ', should, aMunduruku verba aspect, is associated, not with the verb, but
with the noun, when the exhorter wishes to narrow the recommended goa to manioc cakes.

40 Munduruku digtinguishes thisdimenson by addingonto 'pima’', when, asuffix,'-p’,
whichresultsin 'pimap', whenever.

41 Insome languages this attraction is carried into narrative genre and appears to make
audience participation essentid to ory tdling.

42 Gleason ligs redundancy as an item to be handled under text dimension. Gleason, op. cit., p.
260.

43 Any mode of text grammar that proposes universal gpplication to language would need to
reconsder the handling of exact repetition as an undesirable redundancy athough Van Dijk's
attempts to handle redundancy are at least arecognition of the problem of repetition in Indo-
European languages. See Van Dijk, op. cit.

44  See Sheffler, op. cit.
45 SeeText Threein Appendix.

46 In aquas-tagmemic way of thinking, the spans and phases provide the "dots' and the
"features' provide thefillers. (See Kenneth L. Pike, "Discourse structures and tagmemic
matrices’, Oceanic Linguigtics 3, 1964, pp. 5-25.)

47 This might be the uniform handling of any text dimension across genre boundaries from the
gandpoint of linguigic universas.
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APPENDI X
TEXT and freetrandation: /= phonologica pause
/I =longer pause
= very short pause
Text One
gasli ecekawén/ e'it pe-yaypan isuat pe// eceweblimin pin tu?//
jeweblmin. .. / yaypan isuat puye /

ibocewip, eduk'a be eju/ ektop eju/ eduk'a be ejukuk ektop//

ibocewi, ektop cuy ejat exan/ axima'in// ceweju ip ektop je'ju
jeorokorog/ exat pupum// ibu'u—ibu'u gu juy je'e ektop
exat pupum//

Free Trandation:

Onoeshe hes passad pubaty, you should goeek to your daughte— to onerecarntly cometo
womarhood. Youwant toget married, do you? Y ou will marry because you have recently cometo
womarhood

Thus(thisbang thecase) you shauld go into your housewith your husbend. Carefor your husband
inyour housa

Thus your husoend should gt your foad (for you) inthefuiureg somekind of fish, for example With
them (theather men of the village) your husoend will go huntingg, getting your food. Heshould nat belazy
about getting your food

Key: -.-.-. | =time
=locaion or sHting
xxxkkxx | = agnect
| =cause
horizontd bar | ? ? ? | = paagygohhbresk
! 1| =ocomedor
-~~._..- | =qudifier or modifier
A = Actor of stting
G = God of Actor
ssssees | =0hject

A = consultee
G = husband (unchanged) from paragraph preceding

(daganonnext pege)
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Network diagram of Text One:

(I'ntroducer) your child
gasli -.-.-.-.-.ecekawen pe e'it-+
now speak = | pe
| to
yaypan isuat------ +
new y matured
eceweblmun***pin tu (Topi c)
marry want
jewebumun** *
will marry
buye
because yaypan isuat ?
3ibocewip+
to * thus
be eju
eduk'a eju ektop
your - house go with your - husband
eduk'a__be ejukuk...................... ektop
n treat-well. 2
3ibocewi+
ektop cuy jejat............. exan------------ +
shoul d w |l -get your - f ood- f ut ur e}
=1
1
— axima'in---------------- +
ip—wth i ~ZiTTTeell fish-some
ip  cewe(ju) jeju T~ o
pl . /////// T ... Jjeorokorog
ektop ~ hunting
pupum Key: = actor
getting 88888 = end of
exat t ext

neg. should
+ibu'u**Xgu juy

v lazy =
= 1- je'e
+ektop ) be
pupum
exat. -’

§8855858558585855855585858585558555858588558585558585855858585858858585858858885888888

Text Two

yukreg puje/ e'ukreg tu? io'e ixi je'it pe/ wetaybit gu io'e
i'it o'itebika buye// iba'arém owebe io'e i'it//

gasl bit on// én gu ecekapikpik ewebeam/ on acad ocekapikpik
ewebeam/ io'e ixi// ecekapik pa'ore buye, io'e ixi cebe,
ecekapik put gu io'e ixi cebe/ iménpuye, exi aca jekapikpik//

V
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Free Trandation:

When, despregratt, Areyou pregrant’?, ssysthemother to her dffgring. | dontknew, ssysthe
deughter, because conogationisinwad. Itissomething | havenat. (previoudy) expaiencad, ssysthe
daughter.

Now (thet thishes hgppened) itsnat for you towork onyour oamberdf. |, rether, 1 will be
working for you, ssysthemother, becauseitisimposshlefor youtowork, ssysthemaother toher. You1l
nat beadetowark, ssysthemather to her. Therdiareyour mather will bedaing thework.

Network Diagram of Text Two:

Yukreg-.-.-puje-.-.-.-.-. 1o'e ixi (Topic)
pr egnant when . says pe not her
. je'it
[ e'ukreg tu? | .
[ wetaybit gu | .............. io'e i'it
of f spring
[ 0"itebika buye | Key: ++++ = benefactive
Gn = goal marker
[ iba'arém owebe | .......... io'e --- = quote break
(I ntroducer) beam
gasu-.-.-.-.bit-.-,-.-.-.ecekapikpik +++++++++ewe
now contrastively you- wor k your own
on A = daughter, consultee
?not G = neg. to not work
I Gn = 1st predicate slot
+--+gu foll owi ng 'gas’
+?én i nt roducer.
you aca beam "
on ocekapikpik++++++++++ewe
io'e ixi
not her
" buye "
becaus;\\\\\\
ecekapik***pa'ore
impossibl
you-work = "
io'e ixi
~-be
to ™ TT--- ce-
her

VI
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n

ecekapik** gu
**xx put

[ able "

io'e ixi

————————— ce-
imenpuy:;j

" f because of this

" your not her

exi aca jekapikpik

§8888558558558558555855855855585585558585585558585585858585858585585585855858558585885858888888

Text Three

pén o'e cebay jekpot pe wara'at pe/ eya'oxikxig gu
juy eguy, io'e jekpot pe cebay/ xipan epeyewekuk, io'e
cebay/ jewa'okaka'tuma dak i/ xipan epeyewekuk, io'e/
jekonkon tak xepxem ma epesop/ ebureji ma// xXipan
epeyewekuk/ io'e cebay jekpot pe/ ikereat kay gu epesop/
xXipan// ikéréat gu, egugé gu juy ikéréat pit/ xipan
epesop/
Free Trandation:
How afather speaksto hisown son regarding others: you shouldn't be arguing,
the father says to his son. Treat each other nicely, saysthe father, and don't be
abusivein your language (to one another), (he) says. Treat each other nicely, he
says. Also eat together (rather than s eparate from him) — with your friend
(rather than with non-peer group members). Treat each other nicely, says the
father to his son. Don't be making badness (evil) your goal. Benice. Don't be
bad. Youshouldn't do evil instead of good. Benice.

Diagram of Text Three

pe = regardi ng

f at her when used
pén-""" ST 0'e cebay with 4th or
how says.._ pe 5th parties

N T~ ?????jekpot and wi t hout
\ his son t ak/ dak
\ pe
v ???7?7?7?wara’at

regardi ng others
"eguy" seya'uxikxig***gu
(background as  {word throw "*«_
i ntroduction and ing ** juy
non—goal ) S
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io'e pe jekpot
------------ cebay
" A = son, consultee
G = treat each other well
-we - = reciprocal reconmended

" xipan/NVV epeyewekuk goal "

io'e _____________ cebay
V + dak = additional neg. dak

goal , non- jewa'okaka**' ima
" par agr aphed "
: i between quotes =
i speaker and addressee
e unchanged
xipan MVV/ epeyewekuk
ib'e
+ tak
+| ma
(epesop) jekonkodn-+ .----. xepxem- - -+
background for : | = ma
goal and there- "~ eju ebureyi- +
fore not an \
addi ti onal goal ' epesop
" Xipan--= =t epeyewekuk "
Y o J cebay
pe
—— Jjekpot

" Tkéréat kay §u epesop "

N--os Xipan
new par agr aph
e o e s s s s e e ( J uy)
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Ikéréat * **gu

* ooooooooooooooooooooooooegegﬁ***gu l\bgatlve goal
. . gu juy + V
.« ° *juy in primry
. cont ent
ikéréat °

?™— pit

?xipan---" ST ~ epesop

§8588558855585855585855858555858555858558585558585585558585585858588555588588888888
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APPENDI X
Sememic Comparison of Phase with Counterpart
Narrative Orientation Hortatory Orientation
Phase FUNCTION Orientslistener to relaionshipsof | Orients listener to the topic to be
primary participants to each other | exhorted and to the recipient of the
and to the primary action of the exhortation
chapter
Phase DISTRIBUTION | Contained mostly infirst episode | Contained within (and much
of the chapter shorter than) the lexemic
introduction
Phase/Span Due to temporal reference Due to occasion for exhortation,
BORDERSIN which sememicaly bonds the
NON-CORRELATION complication phase to the
orientation phase
FUNCTION OF THE | Cutoff indicator for complication | Testing base for evaluation phase
ABSTRACT phase; contains conflict dements
FORM Of THE May teke lexemic form of Sememicaly includes the compli-
ABSTRACT conversation quotesin legend cation, phase; lexemicdly may be
conversation quotes or rhetorica
question
Obligatory/Optiona Stated discourse Topic is Stated discourse Topic is
CONTRASTS ogonal _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ___|Qigaoy ________
Statement of higoricd timeis Statement of the occasion for the
obligatory discourse is optional
Examples of orientation phase from hortatory textsin Appendix:
Text One: gasli ecekawén/ e'it pe—yaypan isuat pe// ecewebumin pin tu?/

Once she has passed puberty, you should speak to your daughter-- to one recently
come to womanhood: Y ou want to get married, do you?

Text Two: yukreg puje/ e'ukreg tu?, io'e ixi je'it pe/
When she's pregnant: Are you pregnant?, says the mother to her offspring.

Text Three  (orientation—complication bonding);
pen o'e cebay jekpot pe wara'at pe/ eya'oxikxig gu juy eguy,
io'e jekpot pe cebay/
How afather spesksto his own son regarding others:
Y ou shouldn't be arguing, the father saysto his son.
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Sememic Comyparison of Phase with Counterpart

Narrative Complication

Hortatory Complication

Phase Includes participant reaction to Givesthe action or state of the
INFORMATION the complication or a solution to exhorted party, which is triggering
be tested in the light of the the exhortation.
complication, or both. Optiondly
includes description of
preparation for testing aswell as
the test itsdlf
Phase Follows orientation phase Isthefina section of hortatory
DISTRIBUTION abgtract, which is shared jointly by
orientation and complication
phases. Complication phase
closesjudt beforefirgt primary
event following the abstract.
Phase/Span Dueto optiona description of Brevity accounts for non-
BORDERSIN quiescent or preparatory periods. | corrdation. Lexemic form may be
NON-CORRELATION only the length of acausa
clause/the answer to arhetorica
question/ a background sentence
using 'eguy’, you be.
Obligatory/Optiona Within genre only:
CONTRAST Choice required from
(none across genre A, B, or C sdlection
boundaries) A-reaction and/or suggested

solution

B-quiescent or preparatory period
described

C-description of testing of the
solution.

Examples of complication phase from hortatory textsin Appendix:

.. aypan isuat puye/

Y ou will marry because you have recently come to womanhood.

io'e 1'it,

o'itebika buye// iba'arém owebe

| don't know, says the daughter, because conception isinward.
It is something | have not (previoudy) experienced, says the daughter.

TextOne jeweblmin.
Ted Two wetaybit gu,

io'e i'it.
Text Three:

eya'oxikxig gu juy eguy,
Y ou shouldn't be arguing, the father saysto his son.

Xl

io'e jekpot pe cebay/
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Sememic Comyparison of Phase with Counterpart

Narrative Resolution Hortatory Resolution
Phase Gives the solution to the Gives the recommended
INFORMATION complication solution to the complication in
two parts:
1) recommended solution
2) argument support for the
recommended solution
Phase Adequate solution is followed Follows complication phase
DISTRIBUTION immediately by the evauation
phase
Phase/Span Resolution phase may be shorter | May begin before or after
BORDERSIN than alexemic episode episode starts; may close before
NON-CORRELATION episode ends
Obligatory/Optiond If no adequate solution is Resolution phase is obligatory
CONTRASTS presented, the resolution phaseis | to the genre.
omitted fromthediscourse
Optiond choice within genre to
delete part 2)--the argument
support for the solution

Examples of resolution phase from hortatory texts in Appendix:

Text One:

Text Two:

ibocewip, eduk'a be eju/ ektop eju/ eduk'a be ejukuk ektop//
Thus (this being the case) you shoud go to your house with your husband. Care for

your husband in your house.

Support: ibocewi, ektop cuy ejat exan/ axima'in// ceweju ip
ektop je'ju jeorokorog/ exat pupum//

Thus, your husband should get your food (for you) in the future, some kind of fish,

for example. With them (other village men) your husband will go hunting, getting

your food.

gasli bit on// én gu ecekapikpik ewebeam/ on aca ocekapikpik
ewebeam/ io'e ixi//

Now (that this has happened) it's not for you to work in your own behaf. I, rather,

I will be working for you, says the mother.

Support: ecekapik pa'ore buye, io'e ixi cebe

because it isimpossible for you to work, says the mother to her.

Xl
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Sememic Comyparison of Phase with Counterpart

Narrative Evauation Hortatory Evauation
Phrase Givesthe result of the resolution Givesthe projected result of the
INFORMATION in reference to the events of the resolution in reference to the entire
entire chapter chapter
Phase Follows the resolution phrase -- Immediately follow the resolution
DISTRIBUTION or, if that phase is omitted--the phase. Evauation type (i.e.
complication phase. support or generd) is determined
by abstract test.
Phase/Span Evduation is often less than an Often acts as episode closer and is
BORDERSIN episode in length. then less than the full episodein

NON-CORRELATION

length.

Obligatory/Optiond
CONTRAST

(Options do not contrast
across genre boundaries,
but instead appear to
parale one another)

Phase may State evaluation asa
conclusion, apicture of victory or
combinethese. An everyday
experience may beasmple
datement of existing result, which
at the same time acts as a coda.

Phase may predict the conclusion -
usng ‘cuy’, should, state the
concluson usng 'iménpuye’,
because of this; or project the
result and attach the coda to this.

Phase may give support evauation
and generd evduaion/or only

generd evduation.

Examples of evauation phase from hortatory textsin Appendix:

ibu'u—ibu'u gu juy je'e ektop exat pupum//

Y our hushband should not be lazy about getting your food.

ecekapik put gu,

imenpuye,

Therefore your mother will be doing the work.

Text One:

Text Two:  Support Evauation:
Generd Evdudtion:

Text Three Generd Evduaion:

epesop/

Y ou shouldn't do evil instead of good. Benice.

ikéréat gu,

X111

io'e ixi cebe/
You'l not be able to work, says the mother to her.
exi aca jekapikpik//




Hortatory Discourse Minimums in Munduruku

Sememic Comyparison of Phase with Counterpart

Narrative Coda Hortatory Coda
Phrase Connects narrative to time of Connects exhortation to the time
FUNCTION telling by mentioning time, place, of its delivery by mentioning (or

or a present atitude or condition implying) a present attitude or

of the narrator. condition of the exhorted party.
Phrase Used only at discourse closure Used at discourse disclosure. In
DISTRIBUTION hortatory minimums, superim-

posed upon evauation phase.

Phase/Span Due to briefness of phrase Due to briefness of phase
BORDERS IN

NON-CORRELATION

Obligatory/Optiond
CONTRAST

Optiond stylized discourse
closer, 'iburtin ma', that'sdl.

No stylized closure choicein
minimums

Examples of superimposad coda phase from hortatory texts are given in the main body of

the paper.

X1V
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Complication - Resolution Comparison of Shared Properties

Narrative Complication

Hortatory Resolution

DETAIL Increased: complication + Increased: recommend solution
of Phase potential solution, preparation for | expended to two parts:
testing solution, testing of 1) the solution and
solution -- al may be detailed 2) support argument for the
in complication phase. solution.
TIME More eaborate: phase includes Altered from higtoric to logicd
DIMENSION quiescent periodsd preparatory inference.
periods to indicate passage of
higoricd time.
REALIZATION Widened: phase ranges over Widened: phase ranges over
RANGE severd paragraphs and episodes | paragraphs and episodes, evenin
and accountants for most of the minimums
discourse length.
PATTERN Increased sdlection: may give Increased sdlection: may give
OPTIONS reaction or suggested solution; solution only or solution and
may give quiescent period or support argument/ or solution step
preparatory period. by step; or solution + support step

by step.

Tentative conclusons regarding framework expanson:
The phase may be expanded to the point where any additiona details would carry the
matter into the next phase. Time dimengon, if expanded, is expanded until further
expangon would carry the time into a different time dimension. Pattern options are
increased to insure the widest possible expanson of the centrd dement of the phase. If
the time dimension is being expanded, pattern options are increased to insure the widest
possible expansion, of the particular dimension.

If the time dimengion is being atered, pattern options are not increased in the time

dimension.

XV
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