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1. Introduction
The creation,diffusionand successof televisionprogramsgenerallyknown as talk
showshavemade of this type of broadcastsa true speechgenre characteristicof
and cultureswhere it is producedand/or consumed.These programsmay
societies
be interpretedas anthropologicalshowcases,firstly, in terms of the topics and
participants
in the debate,and, secondly,as an exampleof democraticexchangeof
ideas.Identitiesare presentedand negotiatedthroughinterlocutivebehavioras well
asthroughthe discoursestrategiesused by different contributors.
The generalpurpose of this article is to analyzethe relationshipbetween
socio-cultural
identitiesand communicativestrategiesin one particular case:One
of the programsof La vida en un xip (a top rating talk show produced by the
Catalantelevisionnetwork,TV3), where the topic was 'neighborhoodwatch against
drug traffic'.
In this analysis,specialattention is paid to the discoursebehavior of each
participant.
This behavioris (a pioi) relatedto socio-culturalidentity (role, status,
communicativecontract), and also contributes to (re)creating and reinforcing
identity.Discoursebehavior is shown both in the interlocutivedimension (type and
numberof turns, interruptionsand time occupied)and the enwtciativedimension
(thepresentationand argumentationof each particularverbal product). These two
dimensions
enable us to (i) build a discursivepicture of each participant in the
debatewhichhasa very closeconnectionwith his/her specificsocio-culturalidentity,
and (ii) comparethese picturesin the context of a particular program.

2. The study
Thispaper is part of a researchproject which the Cercled'Andlisi del Discurs of the
UniversitatAutdnoma of Barcelona is carrying out together with the Centre
d'Ana$sedu Discoursof the University of Paris XIII and the University of Bari
(Calsamiglia
et al. 1993).The project could be consideredas part of a research
programabout severaldiscursivegenresin the massmedia (cf. Charaudeau1991).
The ultimateaim of the study of the talk show "La vida en un xip" is to establisha
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seriesof distinctivefeaturesamong the talk showsin European television.r
Talk shows, as their name clearly suggests,are TV shows based on the
stagingof a discussion.This is the reasonwhy in this type of program we can tlnd
all the components of a speech event according to the specificity of the
communicativesituation which arises.

3. The talk show "I-,avida en un xip"
The talk show we have studied was produced by the Catalan televisionnetwork
(TV3) in Spain. The languageof the program is Catalan but, because of the
bilingual situation in Catalonia, some participantsuse Spanish.The title of the
program, literally translatedas "Life in a chip" is intendedto reflect what could be
consideredas its main aim: To bring together in a sessionthat could be recorded
in a chip different points of view about a polemic issueof general interest.
"[a vida en un xip" can be seenas a discursiveand cultural product which,
in spite of havihgsome basicfeaturesin commonwith other programsof the same
type in Europe, is characterizedby the fact that it is producedin Catalonia,a part
"[-a vida en un xip" becomes,therefore,
of Spain with its own cultural idiosyncrasy.
a sort of "anthropologicalshowcase"which can be comparedwith similar products
which are produced in other parts of Europe.
"[-a vida en un xip" was a very popular program and it was shown during
peak hours (Friday evening).Many TV viewersparticipatedin it by phone callsand
they gave their opinion on the issuebeing discussed.
The program is built up around a polemic topic of general interest and is
conducted (as well as directed) by a moderator-presenter(whom we will call
Conductor) who has previouslyinvited a seriesof "experts"on the topic (specialists
and witnesses)to give their opinion or talk about their experience.The different
points of view of the "experts"(as they are called in the program) will set up the
basisfor a debate in which the studio audiencecan alsotake part in the secondpart
of the program.
The "show"alwaysfollows the samechronologicaldevelopment.In the first
place, there is an introduction which involves a fictional story. After this, the
"experts",at the request of the Conductor,start the discussionby presentingthe
problem and the different points of view Qteslno,in favorlagainst, betterlworse).
Finally, the studio audiencediscussthe different argumentspresentedby the
experts. The discussionis from time to time interrupted by TV advertisements,
connectionswith the data centre,which receivesthe phone calls from the viewers,
and interventionsby the secretaryof the program.
This structurevery much conditionsthe developmentof the discussion.The
Conductor constantlyacts as moderator by justifying and guiding, in terms of the
ultimate g<lalof the program, the verbal behaviorof the participants.The program
is intended to be a "showcase"of Catalanpublic opinion; it also aims at promoting
t A first version of this article was presentedat the 4th International PragmaticsConference,July
25-30th 1993,Kobe, Japan. The researchproject of which this article is one of the products received
financial support from the Spanish Ministry of Education (Direcci6n General de Investigaci6n
Cient(fica y Tecnica: DGICYT PS-91-0052).
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democraticand respectfulways of discussing(and maybe solving) certain matters
of generalinterest.The Conductor is also in charge of defining the mood of the
whole discussion,which is also strongly dependent on the topic: Serious (e.g.
euthanasia,
abortion,suicide...),frivolous(e.g.flirting, eatingwell), or neutral (e.g.
livingin the country or in the city, the young and the elderly).
The studypresentedin this paper dealswith the secondpart of the program,
and it analyzesthe different communicativestrategiesof the "expert" participants
(specialists
and witnesses)in a particularepisodeof the talk show.This episode(18
October1991)is entitled"NeighborhoodWatch Groups"and dealswith the right
that the neighborsof a particular suburb have to organize themselvesto fight
againstcrime,especiallydrug-trafficking.The analysiswill show the degreeto which
the construction
of the experts'socio-culturalidentity,even though it is determined
by the socialand communicativerole assignedto them, is also the result of their
verbalbehaviorin the courseof the episode.

4. Theoreticalbackground
This studymust be cclnsideredin the light of those linguistictheories for which
languageis connected to action. Setting aside the objects of study and the
methodology
employed,there seemsto be a generalagreementon the idea that an
actionis characterrzedby the intentions and the goals of the actor, it is socially
regulated
and intersubjective.
Our ultimateaim in this projectis to showthat actions
becomemeaningfulthrough the dynamicsof verbal use.
The talk showis a type of TV program which is subjectedto (i) a particular
goal:Entertainwhile discussinga current and interestingtopic; and (ii) a peculiar
context:A debatingspaceamong guestparticipantsdirectedby a conductor in the
presenceof a studio audiencebut also addressedto an "absent audience" (the
viewers).These parametersdefine two types of "scenarios"(the show and the
discussion),
which establisha pioi a seriesof communicativerituals and assign
specificroles to the participants (introducing, questioning, responding, etc.).
However,this situationdoesnot allow us to predict how each individualwill speak,
whichknowledgeof the world they will bring into their talk, how they will construct
theirpresentationof self or the inferencesthat the different participantswill make
to interpretwhat is said.
We agreewith Charaudeau(1991) on the existenceof a "communicative
contract"or "frame" (Goffman 1974;Gumperz et al. 1989)which is defined at an
point betweenwhat is situational(goals,status,socialroles,and norms
intersection
of interaction)and what is discursive(forms of participationand waysof speaking).
Thiscontract,which includesthe sharedbackgroundand allowsthe participantsto
establishrelations between what happens and what is known, is the space of
construction
of the speakers'identity both as socialindividualsand as participants
in a speechevent. Thus, we could say that an individual has the social status of
doctor,that he/sheis young and that within the talk show he/she has the social
statusof guest.However, only through his/her verbal behavior can we say that
he/sheadoptsthe communicativerole of rejecting,informing, etc. This distinction
betweenthe social role and linguistic role makes it possible to describe the
discursive
socio-culturaltraits that characterizeeach participant in the discussion.
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The communicativecontractis not staticbut dynamic,and it dependson the
restrictionsthat the changesof situation(i.e.the management
of the structureof the
program) impose. Thus, we can talk about a space that imposes a series of
restrictions.However, given the goal of the talk show (i.e. arouse controversyby
confrontingdifferent points of view or worldsof beliet),the contractleavesa certain
amount of treedom for the co-constructionof the referenceand the negotiationof
meaning. This negotiation involves the deployment of different communicative
strategieswhich, given the goal of the speechevent,are aimed at the following:
(a) Constructinga coherentposition in connectionwith the topic discussed
and with the contributionsof the other participants.
(b) Showingthe socialidentityof each speaker.
If the strategiesdeployed are to accomplishtheir objective,they must be
legitimizedor acknowledgedby the rest of co-participants(guestsand conductor),
since social meaning is constructed in a process of production and
reception-interpretation
(see,tor example,Sherzer1987).Thus, the strategiesare
realizedby meansof "contextualization
cues"(Gumperz 1992).Thesecluesallow the
participants to construct the context of the interaction (e.g Duranti & Goodwin
1992;Auer & Di Luzio 1992)and they work at dift'erentlinguisticand non-linguistic
levels and, although they can carry information in themselves,their meaning is
connectedto the interactiveprocess.Gumperz (1992) points out that the meaning
of contextualizationcues,as opposedto words, of which one can speak out of
context,is implicit and, consequently,
cannotbe analyzedin the abstract,but rather
within the contextin which they appear.
In order to studvthe contextualizzrtion
cueswe havetaken into accountthe
followingaspects:
a) The irterlocutivedimension,that is (i) the verbal capital (no. of turns, no.
of words and time occupiedbv each participant),(ii) the origin of the turns,
(iii) the tvpe of turn transition,and (iv) the communicativeroles of the
participants.
b) fhe enwtciativedimension,which involvesthe linguisticproceduresthat
speakersuseto constructtheir discourse.
Theseproceduresmainlyaffect (i)
the enunciativemodalities,i.e. the way in which an individualappropriates
language,and (ii) the modes of discourseorganization,i.e. the principles
relatedto the order in which linguisticproductionis structuredaccordingto
the goals of each speaker.Following Charaudeau(1992) we considerthree
enunciativemodalities:
- Eloctttior,, or procedure by which the speaker specifies his/her
position with regard to what he/shesays.
- Appeal,,or linguistic device by which the addressorinvolves the
addresseein his/heract clf enunciation.
- Delocutiotr)or devicethroughwhich the addressorand the addressee
can disappearfrom the act of enunciation.
As regards the modes of discourse organization and still following
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(1992),we distinguishfour categories:Enwtciative(which we will call
Charaudeau
desciptive,naffative and argumentative.The last three categoriesmust
expository),
be understoodaccordingto their traditional definition in rhetorical studies.The
expositorymode structuresthe text accordingto the position of the speaker in
relationto him/herself,the addresseesand the world referred. We include in this
categorythoseorganizationsof discoursethat in order to manifesta point of view
expressassertionsabout facts in the world referred in evidential form. They are
meantto transmit truth and authority values.2This mode is also relevant for the
realizationof the other modes,dependingon the charactertype which the speaker
chooses
to adopt in order to constructthe descriptive,argumentativeand narrative
modes.

5. Analysisof the data
5.1.

Situationalcontract: Situation, sceneand participunts

The corpusof data studiedis basedon the video-taperecordingand the transcript
of the programmentionedabove.The goal of the part of the program analyzedis
to introduceboth the problem to be discussedand the different positions of the
This part lastsforty minutesapproximatelyand takesplace in the presence
experts.
of the studioaudience.According to the basiccommunicativecontract,in this part
of the talk showonly the expert participantsand the Conductorcan take part. The
audienceare only allowed to participatein the discussionin the third part of the
program.For this reason,the TV camerasare only focusedon the section of the
studiooccupiedby the expert participants,who sit in a semi-circleso that they can
seeone anotherand can be seenby the viewers(see figure 1)
The total number of participantsin this part of the program is eleven.Three
of themform part of the regular staff: the Conductor(P), who directsand controls
the developmentof the talk show, and two Secretaries(S and SC), who act as
informationalsupport.The Conductor (P) is a very popular TV professionalwho
hasdesignedand directsthe talk show.He has a double communicativecontract:
withtheTV viewersand with the expertparticipants.He is the participantin charge
of (i) makingthe programprogresswhile guidingthe discussionand entertainingthe
and (ii) performingthe task of triggeringand managingthe participation
audience,
of the other participants.
The other eight participantsare "experts"who havebeen invited only for this
specificprogram.The Conductor has selectedthem so that they can introduce
The basiccontractemphasizestheir role:
differentpointsof view in the discussion.

2 The following example may clariff what we consider the expository mode of discourse
organization:
19.

J - buenopinter hi ha una cosal els jutges noturalnrcntll estentsotmesoscont tothontl perd
potser nfts perqui:ll pt, la nostra feinal estem solnrcsosal pincipi de legalitatll
J - well first there is one thingi judges naturally// we are submitted like everybody/ but
maybe more because of our work/ we are submitted to the principle of legality//
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they are expectedto speakfrom the point of view of the statusfor which they have
can be further defined
been askedto participatein the program.Five of the experts'witnesses':
as 'specialists'and the other three should be consideredas
Witnesses

Specialists
G
A
M
E
J

Governor
Mayor
Doctor
Writer
Judge

T0
T1
TZ

witness
witness
witness

Another aspect that difterentiates the expert/specialistparticipants from the
expert/witnessparticipants is that the former are public, well-known characters,
'unonymous'.There is another factor which can help us to
whereas the latter ur.
'expert/specialist'participants:
thosewhich represent
establisha divisionamongthe
some governmentalinstitution or those rvho do not represent any governmental
institution. In the program studied, the doctor (M) has been invited as a
'expert/specialist'
participantshave all been
professional,whereai tht other four
the Government of the
institutions:
governmental
of
invited as representatives
Region (E) and
Autonomous
of
the
Parliament
(A),1he
City
Hall
(G),
t^he
Nation
the L^aw(J).
Figure l. Distibtuion of spacein tlrc studio
in Press)
(Lochard& Soulages,

t

Conductor

#

Assistant

rtnlBntt
.:::i:*:.

Guests
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5.2.Interlacutivedimension
The interlocutivedimensionincludesall thosefactorsthat define the different ways
in whicheachparticipantoccupiesthe interactionalspace.In order to describethis
dimensionwe take into accountthe following aspects:
1) Verbal capital of each participant: Number of turns taken, number of
wordsand time taken up by each turn.
2) Interlocutivemechanisms:
2.1)Origin of the turn (self-selection/other-selection),
bearingin mind
that they can also be failed or merely continuing.
2.2) Types of turn transition(pause,interruption, overlap).
2.3) Communicative roles (Questioning, Responding, Asserting,
Validating -Agreeing/Disagreeing-,
Managing).3
The descriptionof thesefactorsleadsto a clear understandingof the role of
eachparticipantin connectionwith the basiccommunicativecontract.This role is
basedon the status of each participant and the potential deviationsdue to the
strategic
behaviorof eachparticipantin constructinghisiherown identity.The basic
premiseis that a verbal contract is not rigid. It functionsas a frame, which allows
eachparticipantto enact a role that is more or less coherentwith his/her status.
This part of the study allows us to see, on one hand, the effects of authority,
legitimacy
and protagonismof the differentparticipants,and, on the other hand, the
degreeto which hisiher verbal behavior correspondswith the status he has been
assigned
at the beginningof the program.
With regard to the verbal capital,the resultsof the analysisshow that the
conductor(P) takes a much greater number of turns than any of the other
participants,and they are distributedthroughoutthe entire program (34.6Vo).He
fulfills his organizing function derived from the contract. In contrast, the time
occupiedby his contributionsis very similar to that of the other participants(see
figures2 and 3). In the group of 'expert' participants,two 'witnesses'and one
'specialist'stand out in
terms of number of turns: T0 (15.7Vo),a drug-addict
attackedby a neighborhoodwatch group, T2 (I0%), an active member of a
differentneighborhoodwatchgroup,and G (8.3%),the Governor.We interpret that
thedominanceof thesethree participantsis not a coincidencebut rather the result
of thefact that the program is centeredaround a past event whosemain actorsare
represented
preciselyby the three participants.

' For a clarification of
categories such as questionlresponse,validating agreementldisagreement and
differentkinds of ntanaging, see the examples in the appendix.
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Figure 2. Tums and time
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This interpretationcan be corroboratedby our analysisof the turn-taking
system,
which showsthat the discussionis very much subjectto the Conductor (P)
andthe way he wants to approachthe topic. Thus, the 'expert/witness'participants
(T0, T1, T2,) and the Governor (G) are more frequently other-selectedby the
Conductor(P) than the other participants. This points to the fact that the
Conductor(P) tends to adopt an interrogationformat for those 'experts'who are
more directly related to the issue being discussedand whose information is of
greaterinterest: Those who are directly in charge of preventing crime (police,
organizedcitizens), and those who pay the consequences(drug-addict and
neighbors).
We could say that, in general,the 'witnesses'are more other-selectedthan
the'specialists',
and the 'politicians'more other-selectedthan the 'professionals'or
'independent
characters'.Perhapsthe extremecaseof this would be the Doctor (M)
and the Judge (J), who are never other-selected.While the 'politicians' and
'witnesses'
constructan "informative"identity (which should be further specifiedin
eachcase(G: propagandist;A: Critical) the 'professionals',
becauseof the technical
or ideological
nature of their contribution,take part in the discussiononly when the
topicleadsdirectly to their area of specialization.
Self-selection
arisesfrom the legitimacyor authority that each participant
assumes
throughoutthe program dependingon the communicativecontract and
otherfactors.The fact that the Conductor(P) alwaysparticipatesin the discussion
throughself-selection
is part of the basiccontractof the program (he is responsible
for the managementof the whole interaction). Of all the 'expert/specialist'
participants,
the one with the highestdegreeof self-selection
is the Doctor (M). This
maybe an indicationof the authority which he assumesas a result of his relatively
independent
status,free from political constraints.
It is interesting to point out that one of the 'expert witnesses', the
Witness/Drug-addict
(T0) participateswith a high degreeof self-selection:
He is the
onlyparticipantwho takes part in the discussionwithout being requestedto do so.
Thisparticipant;as a drug-addictwho was attackedby a neighborhoodwatch group,
hasa first-handexperienceof the issueand, therefore,feelslegitimizedto construct
hisidentityasan'expert/specialist'participant
rather than as'expert/witness'.
In this
caseas well as in the caseof the Doctor (M), self-selectionis connectedwith the
thematicdevelopmentof the discussion.
The writer (E) also constitutesa specialcase.His mode of participation is
balancedbetweenself-selectionand other-selection.
This pattern correspondsto a
constructionof a complex identity: He is a politician (member of the Catalan
Parliament),he is an intellectual(leftist,writer) and he may also be consideredas
a'witness'becausehe himself lives in a suburbwith drug-trafficproblems.
The analysisof the transitionsbetween turns shows a general absenceof
interruptionsand long pauses.This is an indicationthat all the participantshonor
the implicit contractof respectingthe other's turn. However, as one could expect,
at pointsof intensediscussionall the participantstend to overlap each other. One
participants,T1, is the only exceptionto this tendency,which
of the 'expert/witness'
confirmsthe constructionof a non-conflictingidentity.
Only three of the participantsinterrupt the other'sturn: The Conductor (P),
for whomthis seemsto be a right derivedfrom his role as managerof the program,
theWriter (E) and on the'expert/witness'whois a drug-addict(T0). This confirms

I
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the impression that was mentioned before that the behavior of the Writer (E) and
the Witness/Drug-addict (T0) is distinctiveand that it is the outcome of a complex
identity in the program.
The communicative roles which are displayedin this particular show are the
ones to be expected from the specific communicative contract of the program.
Questioning and Managing are the characteristicroles of the Conductor becauseof
his double task: (i) arouse interest,and (ii) moderatethe discussion.The panel of
experts (specialistsand witnesses)mainly adopt the roles of Asserting, Validating
and Responding,which correspondto their function of supplyingdifferent points of
view based on their experiencewhile following the script set up by the Conductor.
A closer study of the results shows that whereas the contributions of the
expert specialists are equally distributed between Responding and
AssertingA/alidating,in the case.ofthe 'expert witnesses',their contributions appear
mainly as Responding. This is the communicative role that corresponds to the
Questioning role (Responding is the logical consequenceof Other-selection) and
confirms the special identity constructed by the Witness/Drug-addict (T0), who
becomesmore similar to the 'expert specialists'interms of the communicativeroles
he adopts. The study also confirms the "sniper" identity of the Doctor (M), who is
never Questioned and, consequently,never plays the role of Responding.
All the participants sporadically adopt communicative roles which are
characteristicof the Conductor (i.e. Questioning,Managing) but their low frequency
does not allow us to speak of their "adopting" a different identity. However, it is
significantto remark that the Governor (G) and the Mayor (A), the'politicians'who
are directly responsiblefor the eventsbeing discussed,never adopt either of the two
roles. This showshow strictly they observethe limits of their identity, which excludes
the roles of Managing the discussion.
Finally, if we take into account the communicative role Validating
Disagreement,we should point out that the most polemic participants are the
Doctor (M), the Governor (G) and the Witness/Drug-addict(T0). However, this
result must be confronted with the rest of the speechevent becausedisagreement
is not necessarilyexpressedby adopting the role Validating Disagreement. This
could be the caseof the Writer (E), who introduceshis disagreementin a disguised
manner by making use of questionsor specific anecdotes.
In short,.the analysisof the origin of turns, the modes of transition and the
communicative roles show, in the first place, that in general the participants honor
the verbal contract of the program. In the secondplace,we can see that the verbal
behavior of the participantsduring the interactionis a key elementfor the creation
of more or less complex identities, which in some casesmay become "subversive"
in terms of the verbal contract of the talk show (the Witness/Drug-addict (T0),
especially,but also the Doctor (M) and the Writer (E)).

53. Enunciative dimension
In our analysiswe considerthat the enunciativedimensionbecomesexplicit basically
in two types of phenomena which contribute to defining the enunciative style of
each participant in the debate:
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a) The presenceof interlocutorsin the text: the cues related to personal
deixis.
b) The modesof discourseorganization.

5.3.7.Personaldeixis
Within the aspectof personaldeixiswe can distinguishthree categories:
a)

The elocution,characterizedby the presenceof first person tokens
Qo,nosalfres'I,we').
b)
The appeal, characterizedby the presenceof secondperson tokens
(tu, vosaltres,voste, vost?s'you: informal singular, informal plural, formal
singular,formal plural').
c)
The delocution,including tokens of the third person (ell, ells,ella, elles
'he,
she,they masculine,they femenine')but referring to participantsin the
discussion.
The most relevantresultsfrom the analysisof the data we carried out so far
are the following:
a) The Conductor(P) is the participantwith the lowestnumber of elocution
tokens.
b) Thereare only three participants,the conductor (p), the Doctor (M), and
the Witness/Drug-addict(T0), who introduce appeal tokens in their
discourse.
c) Likewise,there are only three participants,the Conductor(P), the doctor
(D) and the Judge (J), that presentdelocutiontokens in their discourse.
d) There are different proceduresand deictic devices (deictic variation,
mainly) that clearly contribute to the constructionof the identity of the
participantsand that require a very detailed analysis.We suggest the
followingrelevant aspects:
(i) There is only one participantwhosecontributionsto the discussion
show a dominanceof the token jo 'l' againstall the other possible
deictic tokens.This participant is the witness/Drug-addict
1to;, ttre
main witness of the event commented,and the only one-who
constructshis discursiveidentity as a specificindividualrather than a
representativeof a socialgroup or institution.
(ii) The rest of the participantsshow ambiguitiesof different rypes.
In general, the individual jo 'r'goes side by side with nosaltres,:we,,
which is used to denote the group or institution representedby the
-etc.).
speaker (the legal branch, the executivebranch, the doctors,
However, we can find extreme casesin which a participant never
makes use of 7b 'I' and resorts exclusivelyto an institutionil nosaltres
'we'
(the Judge (J) for exampre).The opposite case is that of the
Doctor (M), who constructshis identity from a very personalpoint of
view, ignoringthe public side of his statusin the piog.um. Finally,we

'l
t
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have a participantlike the Mayor (A), who vsesnosaltres'we'to refer
to two different social groups: The citizens and the institutional
authorities.The Mayor (A) constructshis discursiveidentity through
a fluctuation betweenthe two referentsof nosaltres'we',and this may
sometimescauseambiguity.This ambiguityis reinforced by the fact
that he also usesthe third person plural pronoun ells'they' to refer
to both the citizensand the authorities.

5.3.2. Modes of discourseorganizatiort
In relation to the four basic modes of discourseorganizationwe distinguishthree
categoriesof participantsdependingon the dominant use of these modes:
(1) The "expositive" or "assertive" characters, whose discourse is
characterized by their positioning in connection with the issue being
discussed the most representativeparticipantof this type is the Governor
(G), as in this fragment:
G - jo crec que e: ens obliga a tots a pensar una mica I jo crec que s'ha d'interyretar com
una:l un esclatl d'una preocupaci6 ciutadanal un cit dient escoltiml proul aquest tenu no
estd resoltl e: s'ha de posar sobre la taulal s'ha de fer l'esforgll jo crec que aquest 6s la
vessantpositival I
G - I think that i: it leads us to think/ well/ I think that this has to be interpreted as a: /an
explosion/ of a citizen's problem/ a shout saying listen/ that's enoughAthis problem is not
solved/ um it has to be posed clearlylwe have to try hard// I think that this is the positive
side of the question//

(2) The "argumentative"characters,who organizetheir discoursearound the
causesand the consequences
of the eventsdiscussed
rather than around their
personal positioningin front of the problem. The clearestexample of this
type of charactersis the Doctor (M), as in the following example:
M - hi han persones matginadesl que no tenen res que veure amb les droguesll perd ntoltes
persones ntarginadesl que si tenen que veure amb les droguesll llavons aixdsl generall unes
formes particulars de viurell i aquestesformes paniculars de viurell topen amb altres formes
de viurel que no tenen aquestesparticulaitatsll allavorens indubtablementl
M - there are marginal people/ that have no relation to drugs// but many marginal people/
have to do with drugs// then this generates particular ways of life and these particular ways
of life// clash with other ways of life that do not have these particularities// then with no
doubt/

(3) The "narrative-descriptive"
characters,who supply information for the
discussionin the form of narrations or descriptions,as in the following
example:
TO - pue:s habia alli un coche de patrulla de la policia nacionall y oto:

de la policia
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ntunicipalll y: vieron c6mo se me echabala genteencintano?l y no actuaronll o seall una
chica que venia conmigol I gracias a ellal I no? pues I sefue para: la guardia urbana y les ro96
o sea les suplic6 por favorll que intervinieran que me estaban matando no? o seal entoncesl
puesll la guardia urbana: intervinol
T0 - s<l:there was a patrol car of the national police and another one of the local policell
a:nd they saw how people attacked me you know?/ and they didn't do anything// well// a girl
who was with me// thanks to herll right? well/ she went to the police and she asked them
well she supplicate pleasell do something they were killing me right?/so then llthe police
camei

This would be the caseof the 'expert/Witness'participants(T0, T1 and T2).
Only the Witness/Drug-addict(T0) escapesthis mode of discoursein order
to adopt an "expositive"or "assertive"mode, stating his personal point of
view.
Even if these are the three dominant types,we have also found that some
of the participants,like the Writer (E) or the Witness/Drug-addict(T0), build up
theirown identity through the combinationof more than one style.

6. Final remarks
With this study we have tried to show the relevanceof analyzingtalk shows as
anthropological
showcases.
This type of communicativeevent is characterizedby a
highdegreeof ritualization.It has a previousand rigid communicativecontractand
theconductoractsas an efficientmanagerof socialidentitiesthroughoutthe whole
program.
In spite of the conductor'sefficiency,the participantsare able to (and in
somecasesthey must) constructtheir socio-culturalidentities through their own
discourse
behavior.In the particulartalk showstudiedthis constructionis achieved
basically
both by meansof interlocutivemechanismsas well as by meansof what we
havedefined as enunciativestyles.
This kind of analysisshould allow us to compare this particular Catalan
programwith other talk showswith the aim of discoveringcross-culturaldifferences
andsimilarities.

Appendix
Question(Q) -Response(R) (talking about a neighborhood calleclSan Cosme where drugs are easily
found)
33.
P - i p e r q u i a n a v e sa s a n c o s m e ? l l l ( a )
P- and why did you go ro san cosme?/// (e)
34.
T0 - e: iba a comprarl | (R)
TO- I: I went to buy// (R)
-15.
P - perdl per qui a san cosme?l (a)
P- but/ why to san cosme?/ (Q)
36.
TO - perqui- porque: aparte de que: san cosmel um sale mds a cuentall ino?
porque:l is nfis baratal y: mejor calidadl | (R)
TO - why- becau:sewe:ll san cosme/ um is much betterllyou know? becau:se/ it 's
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cheaper/ a:nd better quality// (R)

Assertion (A)-Validating agreement (VA)
T0- Una cosa sobre este tema no?l es que:l e: hay personasque:l mm estdn: o seal
24.
necesitan la droga no?l entoncesl e: sobre Io que le- Ies estaba comentando usti al
sefior juezl es quel unt yo creo que necesitartansitiosadecuadospara estaspersonas
porquel precisamentemuchosde ellosl entranenprisidnll que no tomanll y salenll
tomandoll o seal alli dentrol por las circunstanciasen las cuales se venll n- aacaban tomando= o [seal (A)
T0- One thing about this /right?/ is that/ uh: there are people that um are: well/
they need drugs/ right?/ then uh: about what you were saying to the judgeA/ um I
think that there should be appropriate places for this people because/ many of
them go into prison without drugs but they get out of it with addiction well/ in
there/ for the circumstances in which they live// they e-e-end up having drugs:
well (A)
25.
J - [ s i s i ] l l s i s i l l ( V A ) i s q u e e : c l a r l e l q u e p a s s a a q u i l i s q u e s e m p r e r e p le l
nfts dibilll aqui el que dreu no el que rep ds el drogodependentlque:l que el pobrel
pues ft un: un problenta molt seio que is una malaltiall i:l i li toca el rebrell
aleshoresl e: clarl seia mds indicatl puesl e: bueno pimer plantejar-s'ho
globalmentl cont diu el doctor freues I (VA)
J- (yes yes)// yes yes// (VA) of cou:rse what happens here is that the weaker is
always the one who gets the worse partllhere what you say no the one who has the
worse part is the drugdependent/ who/ well/ he has a very serious problem it's an
illness// and then/ u:m of course what would be best is/ well/ um first pose the
problem globally/ as doctor freixes says/ (VA)
Assertion (A)-validating disagreement(VD)
G - home jo crec que el temal si que s'ha avangatl a les escoless'ha sensibiliaatl
116.
no hi han nous hero[ndntans| | gairebdno hi han nous herolndmans eh? | | l'edat [estd
av (??)l (A)
G- well I think that there has been an improvement about this/ in the schools there
has been more sensibility/ there are no more new heroine addicts// practically there
are not new heroine addicts right ?llage (is advan (??)) (A)
117.
M - fperd aixd no dsper la politica de vostis eh?]l perdoni senyor novarro | (VD) aur)
ds perqui els heroinbnnns tenen por de moir-se de la sida (A)
M- (but this is not becauseof your politics right?llI beg your pardon mr. navarro/
(VD) this is because the heroine addicts are afraid of dying of AIDS (A)
Topic managing
P - el sector vuit-cents ull que isl un punt especificamentconflictiu mereixerh la
153.
nosta atenci6 d'aqu{ un instant (TM)
P- section eight hundred all which is/ a very conflictive point will deserve our
attention in a minute (TM)
Contract managing
P - nosaltres al xipl tenint: cada setmana l'objectiu d'interessnr: vostisll i: per
3.
aquesta ra6 busqueml plantejanrcnts de qriestionsl que considerem que s6n del seu
interisll perd tanbd ens agradafer-ho d'una nlanera planera ja saben que aqueil As
un programa espontani que s'emet en directe| | (CM)
P- in this program: we have every week the aim of getting your attcntion// a:nd this
is why we look for questions/ that we consider most interesting// but we also like
to do it very plainly you all know that this is an spontaneous program which is
emitted in direct (CM)
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Presentationmanaging
27.
P - estentsentintl en unjov,e el qualll encara rut haviem tingut opomtnitat de parlar
anb elll | (PG) ens pot explicar qui ds vor/a? (Q)
P- we are listeningl to a young person wholllstill we had not had the opportunity
to talk tolll (PG) can you tell us who you are? (Q)
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