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The chapter looks at dialogicity in written language use, focusing on how expert knowledge is recontextualized in different action games. Using a corpus of journal articles, newspaper columns and blog posts by the same author (Paul Krugman), the analysis centres on: (a) participants (the expert community, the writer and the reader), (b) communicative action and (c) the evaluative dialogue between writer and reader. The study highlights that research action games take scholarly debates as their starting point and involve the expert community, while knowledge dissemination recontextualizes expert argument in a wider participation framework: columns highlight the authority of the writer by presenting a self-contained argument; blogs present the post as the opening move of a polylogue addressing different participants.
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1. Introduction

Studies on academic language use have paid increasing attention to the dialogic and interactive aspects of written communication (Hunston 1994, 2000; Hyland 2000, 2005; Thompson 2001), focusing on how authors negotiate meanings with their readers showing involvement, solidarity and respect for their readers’ views. Intersubjective positioning is identified as a key issue and often looked at in a dialogic perspective. Whether academic language use is considered from a sociological point of view or from the perspective of language for academic purposes, the widely held perception is that writing does not take place in isolation and that verbal action is always performed dialogically. Following Bakhtin's (1981) view that dialogicity  is not an exclusive property of a specific type of language use but it is rather the constitutive basis of any language use, studies on academic language use have often looked at the different ways in which dialogicity characterizes different action games. The notion of language as dialogue suggests conceptualizing the components of language as action and reaction in communication (Weigand 2010a) and identifying language-in-use with language-as-dialogue (Weigand 2009, 2010b: 506). Communicative acts are understood in relation to the reactive utterances that readers/hearers are expected to fulfill. This naturally involves exploring the complexity of the sequences of utterances that manifest interactivity in written texts. The aim of this study is to explore the communicative means that manifest dialogicity within the framework of the notion of “dialogic action game”(Weigand 2009: 265): how far do the resources manifesting dialogicity characterize different action games?
The chapter is structured as follows. Section 2 deals with the background literature on the dialogicity of written texts and proposes a grid for the analysis of dialogic features, including participants-oriented features, action-oriented features and traces of an evaluative dialogue between the writer and the reader. Section 3 presents a case study of different action games (including research and knowledge dissemination) performed by the same scholar: Paul Krugman. Section 4 provides a qualitative analysis of markers and patterns of interaction in the text of a research paper, following the analytical grid proposed. The next two sections present an overview of the quantitative data that characterize dialogicity in the corpus of research articles and in two knowledge dissemination action games: newspaper columns and online blog posts.


2. Background: the dialogicity of academic writing

When considering academic language use as a field of human (social) activitiy, dialogicity can be seen at play on at least two levels: the level of the internal dialogue between the writer and the reader and the level of the external dialogue between participants in the discourse community, including other internal and external voices. Authors may indeed interact in different ways with readers and with other researchers.
The attention paid by specialized discourse studies to interactivity and interpersonality in written language use can be related first of all to the importance that the notion of “discourse community” has had in the definition of specialized genres (Swales 1990). The notion has proved to be fruitful and problematic at the same time: communities of specialists may provide the dominant needs for the emergence of new genres and for the establishment of conventions, but specialists also communicate with non-specialists. And yet, scholars are always making their claims in the light of current debates: scientific communities do not only influence the conventions of writing, they constitute an essential element which crucially influences language use.
From this point of view, each single publication can be seen as a step in an ongoing dialogue, acting both as an initiation and as a response in the scientific debate. Research publications normally present their arguments after reviewing the relevant literature and placing their own work in the context of ongoing debates, often outlining patterns of conflict and consensus (Hunston 1993, 2004, 2005) sometimes to the point of direct agonism and ritualized adversativeness (Tannen 2002). The dialogic nature of disciplinary language use can be seen most clearly when looking at argumentation (Van Eemeren & Garssen 2008) and at controversies in history (Barrotta & Dascal 2005; Dascal 1989; Dascal & Boantza 2011, Dascal & Chang 2007 Fritz 2010). Today, on the other hand, the extended participation framework of the web, and the potentially non-finite set of intertextual relations that texts can establish in virtual arenas, make the study of dialogicity even more complex, for the difficulty of identifying a specific discourse community and describing the patterns of writer/reader dialogue with a specific reader in mind.
Academic publications always represent different voices. According to some, they even “dramatize” these voices (see Nølke et al. 2004; Fløttum 2005): research articles can be seen as polyphonic dramatizations where the author interacts with different positions in order to present his/her own point of view. The most obvious tool of this representation of different voices is provided by attribution, a topic that has attracted considerable attention among academic discourse scholars. Building on the distinction introduced by Sinclair (1982) between averral (where the reader can assume that the responsibility for each proposition lies with the speaker or writer) and attribution (where a proposition is indicated as deriving from a source), Swales (1990) has drawn attention to the different pragmatic implications of integral and non-integral citations and parenthetical citations. Following Swales’ seminal work, studies on citation in research genres have been particularly prominent, variously paying attention to the different evaluative meanings expressed (Hunston 2000) and the ways in which citation practices vary across disciplines (Hyland 1999, Thompson & Tribble 2001; Charles 2006) and reviewing practices (Diani 2009; Soler Monral & Gil-Salom 2014, Kwan & Chan 2014). The issue has also been studied with a view to cross-linguistic analyses (Soler-Monreal & Gil-Salom 2011, Gil-Salmon & Soler-Monreal 2014, Dontcheva-Navratilova 2016) and to the native/non-native speaker status of the writer (Pecorari 2006) or to national/international circulation (Hewing et al 2010). It is also important to remember that most of these studies, while not always referring to Tannen’s notion of “constructed dialogue” (Tannen 1989), generally acknowledge that reference to other voices in the text establishes a form of “constructed dialogue” by which the author constructs a dialogic interrelationship between the writer, the authors quoted and the target reader that is functional to the communicative purpose of the text. 
Explicit attribution is certainly not the only manifestation of a dialogue with the reader and the community. The analysis of academic language use as interaction has also contributed to studying the nature and structure of communicative events in academic contexts, especially the rhetorical organization of written academic genres (Swales 1990, Bhatia 1993, Hyland 2000). The field has been characterized by great attention to language as action and to functional sequences of language acts. Genre analysis typically develops an interest in how different communicative events deploy the communicative resources of language in ways that are both conventional and functional to the purpose of the interactants, thus including both writer and reader of a written text. 
In describing the structure of research paper introductions, for example, Swales has developed a model - “CARS”(Create A Research Space) – based on sequences of communicative acts responding to two types of challenges: creating a rhetorical space and attracting readers into that space (e.g. Swales & Feak 2004). Move 1 (Establishing a Territory) takes the scientific community as its starting point: it is realized by demonstrating that a general area of research is worthy of investigation and by introducing and reviewing key sources of prior research in that area to show where gaps exist or where prior research has been inadequate. Move 2 (Establishing a Niche) introduces the specific research by indicating a gap in previous research, challenging assumptions or raising a question. Move 3 (Occupying the Niche) announces the purposes of the research and describes the remaining organizational structure of the paper.
In an interactional perspective, academic writing clearly shows traces of different types of dialogue: scholars do not only reflect the debates taking place in the scientific community, they also construct an on-going written dialogue with their readers (e.g. Fløttum et al. 2006, Ch. 5). The typical structure of introductions outlined above clearly reflects both preoccupations: placing one’s work in the context of scientific debate and guiding the reader through one’s own text. In studies on the dialogue with readers, specific attention is often paid to language elements that realize the distinctive capacity of language use to refer to itself. 
This capacity for self-reference is often identified as “reflexivity” or “metadiscourse”. If reflexivity is the term used for the capacity of language to refer to itself (as of Lyons 1977: 5), reference to “discourse reflexivity”, “metadiscourse” or “metacommunication” normally implies awareness of the interactive aspects of language use. The notion of metadiscourse was originally proposed by Vande Kopple(1985) and Crismore (1989) with reference mainly to academic writing. It reflected, however, a general interest in reflexivity, i.e. in an “interactive plane” of discourse, to follow Sinclair’s terminology (1982/2004). In this perspective, communicative intents are realised “in a continuous negotiation between participants” (Sinclair 1985:15), often referred to as “the internalization of dialogue” (2004: 102 ff).
The role of reflexivity in the linear structure of both spoken and written language use is further explored in Sinclair and Mauranen’s (2006) “organizational units”, elements in the linear structure of discourse that “help manage the utterance and the discourse”, especially “turn taking, changes of topic and the interrelations among chunks of content and stretches of discourse”(Sinclair & Mauranen 2006: 60). An important distinction they make is that between interactive and text-oriented organizational units. Interactive units aim at initiating the interaction and maintaining it by framing and focusing moves, while text-oriented units focus on segments of the message and point to textual sequences and textual coherence. Text-oriented units become more prominent in written use, but both types of units are present and needed to realize the aim of the writer and to establish and manage the dialogue with the reader.
A typical feature of written discourse reflexivity is the need to highlight the general structure and topic sequence of formally monologic texts. This is often done with specific meta-statements, as in the authors’ use of a so-called “road map” as part of an introduction (Swales & Feak 2004), indicating the outline of the article structure (see also Bondi 2010). Such devices are clearly useful in supporting the understanding of longer texts.
Obvious signals of writer-reader dialogue are personal pronouns like you, I or we (Hyland 2002a; Fløttum 2005, Fløttum et al. 2006; Harwood 2005a,2005b; Lores Sanz 2008), as well as interrogatives and imperatives (Hyland 2002b; Flottum et al 2006) or direct and indirect addresses to the reader: you might wonder, you should be able to realize, etc. All of these features presuppose and explicitly mark the presence of a reader “in the text” (Thompson 2001), whose attention is captured and selectively focused on key issues or junctures in the writer’s argument, whether we are dealing with more expository or more argumentative writing: “Readers may be asked to draw inferences, to make objections, at times even to assume a given ideological position, only to be brought to agreement with the writer by successive steps in the argumentative sequence” (Bondi 1997). Hyland speaks of reader’s engagement, i.e. writers’ “recognizing the presence of their readers, pulling them along with their argument, focusing their attention, acknowledging their uncertainties, including them as discourse participants, and guiding them to interpretations.” (Hyland 2005a: 178). Textual markers of reader’s presence in the text may vary diachronically (Hyland & Feng 2016) and cross-culturally (Mur Duenas 2008).
Hyland’s definition of metadiscourse (Hyland, 2000, 2005b, 2009) is extensive, thus including a wide range of phenomena that help us conceptualize the interaction between the writer and the reader through the text[footnoteRef:2]. Hyland’s work has been extremely influential in academic discourse studies, both in drawing attention to the persuasive nature of academic language use and in focusing on a writer’s development of an appropriate relationship with readers through expressions of stance and engagement. His focus on writer’s stance and reader’s engagement contributes to a dialogic view of academic discourse: always presenting and supporting a position, and at the same time projecting the communicative needs and reactions of a potential audience. Readers have a constitutive role in how writers construct their claims, as the recognition of alternative voices is essential to consensus-making in academic argument (see also Hyland 2014). [2:  Under the heading of “interactive metadiscourse” he lists the features used to organize information in ways that are likely to be coherent and convincing for the intended audience (2005b: 50): transition markers (similarly), frame markers (labelling discourse act, e.g. to summarize), endophoric markers (e.g. see figure), evidentials (attribution to sources) and code glosses (additional explanations). “Interactional metadiscourse”, on the other hand, refers to resources that involve readers in negotiating the author’s perspective: hedges and boosters (variously acknowledging or excluding alternative views), attitude markers (indicating the writer’s affective attitude), self-mention and engagement markers (reader pronouns, imperatives and references to shared knowledge).] 

	The recognition of alternative views is also central in Appraisal Theory (Martin & White 2005), where specific evaluative resources are identified as Engagement. This definition of Engagement is different from Hyland’s, but equally central to a description of academic interaction and certainly particularly apt to catch the resources that realize Bakhtinian dialogism: i.e. the resources by which speakers/writers adopt a stance towards what they say, and acknowledge (or do not acknowledge) the existence of other positions. These resources have traditionally been treated under headings such as “modality, polarity, evidentiality, intensification, attribution, concession and consequentiality” (Martin & White 2005: 94: ). In Appraisal Theory they are looked at in dialogic terms, in terms of their contribution to intersubjective positioning rather than to truth conditions. 
In this perspective, readers are always “engaged” in dialogue with writers, irrespective of their explicit marked presence in the text, because writers are always negotiating positions of alignment/disalignment with a reader, both when they make categorical assertions (that construe the text as monoglossic, not open to discussion) and when they make tentative assertions (that construe the text as heteroglossic, i.e. open to discussion). Martin and White (2005:102) speak of “dialogic expansion” when the utterance makes allowances for  dialogically alternative positions and of “dialogic contraction” when the utterance tends to  restrict the scope of  dialogically alternative positions.
	The study of evaluative language has been central to studies on academic language use for at least two decades. Work by Hunston (Hunston and Thompson 2000; Hunston 2011) has been extremely influential in this area. Drawing together elements of language that may otherwise be classified in different ways, Hunston (2000) shows how evaluations of both Status (modality and evidentiality) and Value (attitudinal meanings expressing desirability in terms of good/bad) contribute to authorial positioning and at the same time to reader positioning and textual structuring. 
The key role of these resources in academic action games may of course be seen to depend on the specific nature of academic communication, which is widely acknowledged today as inherently argumentative and persuasive (Hyland 2000,2005, 2014; Livnat 2012; Zaleska 2014). From a dialogic point of view, academic writing can be classified as a “representative” speech act, and should be seen as part of an action game which is fulfilled by the acceptance of the claim (Weigand 2009:36 and 2010a). 
Any academic speech act is both a response to prior action and the potential initiation of further exchange. The dialogic dimensions of this exchange is inevitably characterized by the different levels we have considered here and the features to be observed – reflexive and evaluative - depend on the perspective we adopt in analyzing the action game. I would like to distinguish three perspectives, depending on the elements we focus on: the participants, the action itself (with its structure) and the evaluative dimension of the dialogic action.
In a participant-oriented perspective, the relevant dialogic features are those that manifest the ongoing dialogue on both discourse planes (Sinclair 1982): dialogue with the community and reader-writer dialogue. These include forms of attribution and forms of explicit reference to a writer and a reader. On the one hand, this will mean paying attention to the general or specific identity of the voices involved, the choice of markers of attribution (according to…, discuss, claim, show etc), involving different forms and degrees of evaluation of the other voices and of their claims, as well as other signals of consensus and conflict with other textual voices (e.g. he rightly claims, the surprising claim). On the other hand, one should consider different forms of self-reference (e.g. we, this paper, the analysis) and various representations of the reader-in-the-text: pronouns and forms of direct address such as imperatives and interrogatives. These also contribute to highlighting rhetorical structure, thus introducing a focus on the development of communicative action.
In an action-oriented perspective, the relevant dialogic features will mostly depend on the complexity of the “turn”. This normally requires complex sequences of utterances and extended argument, thus involving more complex cognitive tasks on the part of the Reader. Relevant features will be the (meta-)communicative means expressing “explicitly what is being done”(Weigand 2010:143) at a particular point in the sequence of utterances: in other words, different types of organizational units (Sinclair and Mauranen 2006) highlighting the organization and the negotiation of meanings. These will be manifested at different levels, including the visual and verbal organization of the text into sections or phases of action games in the most complex forms, as well as more specific rhetorical structures guiding readers’ understanding, e.g. by means of outlines and meta-statements anticipating or recapitulating textual strings (e.g. see below for an illustration) or local organizational units signaling specific relations (e.g. transition markers such as therefore, thus, notwithstanding that).
Finally, the perspective interested in evaluative dialogue (partly overlapping with the other two) will focus on evaluation and dialogism: (a) how claims, arguments and attributions are assessed in both epistemic and attitudinal terms, Status and Value in Hunston’s terms (Hunston 2000), including markers of relevance, which play a major role in academic argument; (b) how attributions, claims, arguments, reflexive and organizational units position the reader in terms of acknowledging different forms of dialogic contraction or expansion.
Figure 1 summarizes the model, which will be exemplified in the next section. The three main perspectives are represented as overlapping areas identified by labels in grey. The graph also maps relevant resources at different levels of language analysis, with their overlapping.
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Figure 1. Towards a model of dialogicity in academic discourse



3.  A Case study of Paul Krugman 

The study of textual dialogicity is well worth exploring in different action games, where different communicative purposes and structures can be expected to reflect different participant identities, or different forms of writer’s positioning and intersubjective positioning of the reader.
The case study of Paul Krugman has been chosen here for the multiplicity of economic writings he has produced: books, research articles, published lectures, reports, newspaper comments, blogs etc. Arguably we are dealing with a somewhat individual case, as Paul Krugman has been awarded the Nobel prize for economics and has been a leading opinionist in the US for decades. This may of course result in writing practices that cannot be taken to be representative of all economic writing, but should be illustrative of how a single author interprets dialogicity in different action games.
The analysis focuses on three action games – research papers, columns and blog posts – to explore their different potential for dialogicity, paying particular attention to the way they start and direct dialogue. We will focus in particular on the difference between the dialogicity of formally monologic texts such as journal articles and newspaper columns and of formally dialogic written texts such as blogs, in order to explore the nature of blogs and their impact on academic language use. The nature of this dialogue has been more fully explored elsewhere (Bondi forthcoming). When one considers the extended participation framework offered by the web and the potentially non-finite set of intertextual relations that texts can establish, the problems of defining the kind of interaction they indicate becomes particularly noticeable and questions of discourse pragmatics (cfr. Herring et al 2013) become prominent. Virtual discourse communities are rapidly created, extended and maintained through shared knowledge and forms of communal bonding (Yus 2011: 110). Blogs seem to have had significant impact on science communication, both on the way scientists communicate with peers and on the dissemination of science to the lay public. Scholars often deploy linguistic features typical of personal, informal, and dialogic interaction to create intimacy and proximity, engaging in critical analysis of the recontextualized research and focusing on its relevance, and using explicit and personal expressions of evaluation (Luzón 2013).
For the purpose of this study I have considered a subcorpus of a much larger corpus of materials collected for a wider study of Krugman’s scientific production and public statements over the years. In particular I have made use of:
a. 10 journal articles spanning over 20 years and mapping developments in the “new economic geography” that deserved him the Nobel prize in 2008 “for his analysis of trade patterns and location of economic activity"[footnoteRef:3]; the corpus (KRUG10JAs)comprises ca. 60000 words and articles have a mean length of 5,878 words; [3:  “Increasing Returns and Economic Geography”, Journal of Political Economy, 1991, 99, 483-99; “First Nature, Second Nature and Metropolitan Location”, Journal of Regional Science, 1993, 33, 129-144; “Complex Landscapes  in Economic Geography, American Economic Review 1994, 84, 412-16; co-authored with M. Fujita, “The new economic geography: Past, present and the future”, Papers Reg. Sci. , 2004, 83, 139–164 ; co-authored with A. Venables, “Globalization and the inequality of nations”, Quarterly Journal of Economics, 1995, 110, 857-880; “Space: The Final Frontier”, Journal of Economic Perspectives, 1998, 12, 161-174; “What’s new about the New Economic geography?”, Oxford Review of Economic Policy, 1998, 14, 7-17; “The Increasing Returns Revolution in Trade and Geography”, American Economic Review 2009, 99:3, 561–571; “The theory of Interstellar Trade”, Economic Inquiry, 2010, 48, 1119-23; “The New Economic Geography, Now Middle-aged” Regional Studies,2011,  45, 1 – 7.] 

b.  A corpus of 50 columns published in the New York Times and a corpus of 149 related blog posts published on Krugman’s personal blog (“The conscience of a Liberal”, https://krugman.blogs.nytimes.com/) collected between 2008 and 2012 (respectively ca 60000 and 40000 words); the mean length of  posts is 396 words, while the mean length of columns is about 814 words.
The analysis centres on markers of dialogicity according to the three perspectives outlined above, focusing respectively on: a) the participants; b) the action; c) the evaluative dialogue created. These will help me define what might be called the “dialogic profile” of the different action games.
The study combines tools from dialogue studies and corpus linguistics (Bondi 2017), occasionally borrowing notions from argumentative analysis, such as the notion of discourse and counter-discourse in the dialectics of argumentative discourse. Attention is paid to the different ways in which each action game manifests dialogic sequences both intra- and inter-textually.
The first part of the analysis provides a qualitative study of a single research article, meant to illustrate the multiplicity of lexico-grammatical resources that characterize the three perspectives indicated, and the ways in which they contribute to the representation of the position of the writer in relation to the discourse community and the reader. 
The second part of the analysis presents the results of a quantitative study of the three modules in the corpus. These were analyzed using Wordsmith Toools 6.0 (Scott 2012). The quantitative study starts with an overview of frequency data of the journal articles corpus and proceeds with an analysis of keywords, as calculated by Wordsmith. The software identifies as keywords word forms with frequencies that are higher or lower than an expected standard in statistically significant ways. Contrasting the wordlists obtained from the three subcorpora, we can get an indication of what might be the distinctive features of each genre, i.e. those that vary in statistically significant ways across the three corpora. 
Within the economy of the present study, attention was paid to potential dialogic markers that are manifested as word forms, ignoring for example the occurrences of syntactic features such as imperatives (e.g. Consider the following examples). The corpus was not tagged or annotated, as the point was to show more generally how quantitative data can contribute to outlining a profile of dialogicity across different action games.
Keywords were calculated by comparing the journal articles corpus with the columns and the blog posts.  Comparison between columns and posts was also carried out to complete the profiling. Attention was paid to both positive keywords (those that are significantly more frequent in the first corpus or text) and negative keywords (those that are significantly less frequent and therefore more frequent in the corpus used for reference).
Concordances were checked to select relevant features in wordlists and keyword lists, as well as to categorize elements. The word form like, for example, was included in the list and categorized as an organizational unit, because the only function with relevant frequency was that of introducing examples. Similarly, the word form good, though rather frequent, was not taken into consideration as an evaluative expression, as its use proved to be quite expectedly nominal rather than adjectival. Others, like comparative, were also excluded because found in the largely accepted term comparative advantage and therefore thought to be more relevant in terms of profiling the topic or the “aboutness” of the corpus than its dialogic features.
Many of the forms included would of course require a close analysis that lies outside the scope of this paper. The word form do is a case in point: it certainly deserves pride of place among markers of dialogicity, as it variously signals interrogatives (What do I mean by that? How do you assess stories?), (contrastive) emphasis (rivers and ports do matter; insiders really do have the key) or negation.(in combination with not). Other occurrences, however, are forms of the general verb in various phraseological combinations and do not count as dialogic. The complexity of many common word forms certainly deserves more specific attention than we can provide here.
Concordances were not only studied to identify the effective role played by dialogic uses in the occurrences, but also at times to consider other relevant co-textual factors, such as those identified by Sinclair (1996) as “semantic preference”, the tendency of a word form to co-occur with lexical elements characterized by specific semantic traits, and “semantic prosody”, its tendency to associate with specific combinations of meanings, as well as with positive or negative values.


4. Dialogicity in Research articles

The section first provides an extensive qualitative analysis of a key text and then presents an overview of features characterizing research articles.

4.1. Focus on Krugman (1991)

The article under scrutiny (“Increasing Returns and Economic Geography”) is the 1991 paper that is often identified as the starting point of the new economic geography (cf. the scientific background compiled by the prize Committee of the Royal Swedish Academy of Sciences, page 3). Building on previous work on economies of scale and international trade, the article presents the so-called core-periphery model. The paper develops a model of how a country can “endogenously become differentiated into a an industrialized ‘core’ and an agricultural ‘periphery’”(483), as manufacturing firms tend to locate in regions with larger demand, depending on transportation costs, economies of scale and the share of manufacturing in national income. 
The introduction places the paper in the context of a general lack of attention for economic geography in economic theory, while highlighting that aspects of economic geography such as regional concentration of manufacturing are regarded as important in urban studies and industrial organization theory, and above all in the perception of non-experts. This amounts to Establishing the territory and Establishing the niche, according to the CARS model (see above). The introduction then moves on to Occupying the niche, by stating that the purpose of the paper is to develop a model that might incorporate the role of geographical concentration, based on the interaction of economies of scale with transportation costs. The introduction concludes with an outline of the four sections following: 

(1) Section I sets the stage with an informal discussion of the problem. Section II then sets out the analytical model. In section III, I analyze the determination of short-run equilibrium and dynamics. Section IV analyzes the conditions under which concentration of manufacturing production does and does not occur” (484). 

The main argumentative structure of the paper is that of much model-based economic reasoning: the first section identifies the relevant literature and discusses the assumptions of former accounts of diversification, refuting them and defining the postulates that inform the model to be presented. The new model is proposed on the basis of a simplified scenario (two regions with two kinds of production) and previous work. The model is then tested to study short-term and long-term equilibrium and to explore the necessary conditions for manufacturing concentration, the factors that work against regional divergence and the implications. The argument is developed analytically, relying heavily on mathematical demonstration.

4.2. Participants-oriented perspective

4.2.1. The Community
Krugman chooses to produce a very sketchy account of the “territory” in the introduction, highlighting the scarcity of economic research focused on regional concentration of manufacturing. The account involves both a specific reference to a particular study and generic references to organizational theory and the layman. As far as economic theory is concerned, the “niche” is prepared by mentioning few notable exceptions and emerging trends in recent literature. In the section exploring bases for regional divergence, Krugman depicts most of the literature as following Marshall in identifying reasons for localization and refers appreciatively to Hoover (a particularly clear discussion of agglomeration economies). After acknowledging that these accounts have considerable validity, he proposes a somewhat different approach focusing on why manufacturing might end up concentrated in one area. The preliminary discussion draws on a few references for their classic schemes or specific expressions, while restating the goal of incorporating observations by geographers into a simple yet rigorous model. 
The development of the model requires another couple of references (adding up to 14 altogether), while 3 self-references are introduced to be able to draw on arguments developed elsewhere. Most of the citations are again limited to either general indication of the account proposed or mention of a specific denomination. Only two citations (Hoover 1948 and Dixit and Stiglitz 1977) are actually also explicitly evaluated, respectively as clear discussion and remarkably powerful framework. Authors like Marshall and Samuelson are referred to without any explicit citation: this depicts them as pillars of the discipline, whose theory is well known and requires no reference.

4.2.2. Self-reference and reference to the reader
Apart from the three self-citations already mentioned, the paper exemplifies careful use of a range of forms of self-mention, which I will identify as “personal” when realized through first person pronouns I and we and “locational” when based on self-reference nouns like paper, article, study, analysis etc. (see also Bondi 2014). The communicative purpose is attributed to the study itself by locational self-reference (The purpose of this paper is), while further explanation is introduced by inclusive we and personal self-reference (what we shall see is that it is possible to develop a very simple model). The outline privileges locational self-reference (Section I, II and IV), but first person singular reference is chosen for Section III, the analysis of short-run equilibrium according to the model proposed. 
In the literature review, when refuting existing theories, the writer introduces I to foreground the novelty of his approach: 

(2) These accounts of industry localization surely have considerable validity. In this paper, however, I shall offer a somewhat different approach aimed at answering a somewhat different question. Instead of asking […], I shall ask […].  I shall also adopt the working assumption that …(485). 

Once the assumptions are developed, the advantages of the new approach are presented again with an inclusive we (by focusing on pecuniary esternalities, we are able to make the analysis much more concrete than if we allowed…). The purpose is again attributed to this paper and inclusive we is used consistently to signal steps in language use, marking basic assumptions and basic operations in the mathematical demonstration (before we move on to this model, this is about as far as an informal story can take us; we consider a model of two regions; we let L1 and L2 be […]; we turn next to the structure of transportation; we shall use this common agricultural price/wage rate as numeraire; we can now turn to the behavior of firms), only to go back to first person singular when rounding up the model: I have now laid out the basic structure of the model.
Analytical sections 3 and 4 make extensive use of the inclusive we that characterizes mathematical demonstration, with reference to both cognitive and verbal procedures (we then suppose, we begin by looking at, we move from short-run to long-run equilibrium etc.). Two occurrences of general-reference one strike as mapping patterns of alignment and disalignment: the first one introduces the final step in the demonstration of the first conclusion as to short-run equilibrium and the second introduces a counter-argument to be refuted in the study of long-term equilibrium. 
The final section re-introduces the pronoun I to present the denomination of a specific term (I shall refer to such a hypothetical firm as a “defecting” firm) and to underline the main point of the article in the concluding sentence: I hope that this paper will be a stimulus to a revival of research into regional economics and economic geography.
On the whole there is no explicit reference to the reader with second person pronoun. The reader is involved rather by way of inclusive we in occurrences that mark the steps in the argumentation. This is also shown by noticeable use of interrogatives and imperatives.

4.2.3. Interrogatives and Imperatives
The fact that direct and indirect questions are often used to set the general and specific topics of the research will come as no surprise. The text comprises 9 questions: the first (Example 3) sets the general research question of the paper; the series of questions in the literature review (Example 4) highlight the specificity of the approach proposed and detail the general question; Example 5 marks an important development in the presentation of the model, while Example 6 (from the final section) marks a crucial point in the demonstration.

(3) Why and when does manufacturing become concentrated in a few regions, leaving others relatively undeveloped? (484)
(4) how far does a technological spillover spill? […] And Where will manufactures production take place? […] But where will demand be large? […] How far will the tendency toward geographical concentration proceed, and where will manufacturing production actually end up? (485-6)
(5) We may now ask the crucial question: “How does ω1/ ω2  vary with f? We know by symmetry that when f = 1/2, that is, when the two regions have equal numbers of workers, they offer equal real wage rates. But is this a stable equilibrium? (492)
(6) Now we ask: Is it possible for an individual firm to commence production profitably in region 2? (494)

It is thus clear that questions, while formally manifesting the presence of an interlocutor, are extremely useful in guiding the reading process, in that they structure the analytical thinking of the reader on the basis of the cognitive process chosen by the writer.
Imperatives play a very similar role. Their intense presence here is typical of mathematical reasoning. They are used to: (a) share with the reader given data or postulates (and of course at the same time construct the scenario on which the whole reasoning is based): Suppose that there are a large number of manufacturing firms, each producing a single product; (b) share conventional formulae: Define Z11 as the ratio of region 1 expenditure on local manufactures to that on manufactures from the other region; (c) focus the reader’s attention on the rationale of the argument or on specific sequences: First note what we want to do with […]; let us begin then with the most straightforward of the parameters.
It will soon be apparent that the same role could be played by meta-statements with inclusive we guiding the reader through the text (next we turn to transportation costs). Irrespective of form, reference to the reader is usually accompanied by reference to the cognitive procedures of the reading process, thus leading us into the action-oriented perspective.

4.3. Action-oriented perspective

From the point of view of action-oriented elements, i.e. the verbal communicative means that organize the sequence of utterances into what can be perceived as coherent action, we consider all the reflexive elements that structure language use at different levels. Three formal categories become prominent: meta-statements anticipating or recapitulating units of the text, labeling nouns used to refer to (and to categorize and evaluate) units of the text (see Charles 2003; Thompson 2012; Feng and Hyland 2015, 2016) and transition markers or connectors.
At the level of the whole text, the division into an abstract, an introduction and four sections is signaled by lay-out and many other reflexive structures. These include headings indicating what counts as an ‘introduction’ or ‘section’, as well as by the outline of the four main sections offered at the end of the introduction (See example 1 above). 
Many examples of reflexive statements have already been noticed in relation to the use of first–person pronouns. These are often found in meta-statements used to highlight the organization of the paper (We may now ask the crucial question, Next we turn to transportation costs etc.). Statements of this kind typically signal a significant change of topic or perspective. Their use is particularly marked at the end of sections. Examples 7, 8 and 9 illustrate the way the writer marks the end of one major step in reasoning and the beginning of a new one, in sections I, II and III respectively:

(7) This is about as far as an informal story can take us. The next step is to develop as simple a formal model as possible to see whether the story just told can be given a more rigorous formulation. (487)
(8) I have now laid out the basic structure of the model. The next step is to turn to the determination of equilibrium. (490)
(9) It is possible to proceed entirely numerically from this point. If we take a somewhat different approach, however, it is possible to characterize the properties of the model analytically. (495)
 
At a more local level, organizational units highlight the argumentative sequences of the text. Together with reflexive statements and labeling nouns, we might list here transition markers and frame markers: adjuncts or conjuncts signaling either the relationship between utterances or the function of the utterance they introduce. The most obvious signals are those that outline the sequence of topics or arguments produced by the writer. This involves typically temporal markers (We can now turn to the behavior of firms) or markers of temporal sequence, such as first, second and third. Other important items in this perspective are labeling nouns. In Example 6, for instance, the expression three reasons gives the reader instructions as to what to expect; the subsequent text, quite unsurprisingly, lists the three reasons anticipated:

(10) Most of the literature in this area follows Marshall in identifying three reasons for localization. First, the concentration of several firms in a single location offers a pooled market for workers with industry­ specific skills, […]. Second, localized industries can support the production of non-tradable specialized inputs. Third, informational spillovers can give clustered firms a better production function than isolated producers.(484-5)

Examples of meta-argumentative labeling nouns –nouns that signal the role of the utterance within the structure of the argument – are quite frequent in the text, whether referring forward (as in the example above) or backward (The implications of these results can be seen diagrammatically).
The writer can guide the reader through the logical steps of an argumentation in different ways. From a dialogic point of view, the most significant sequence is probably that of concessive patterns. Concessive constructions involve two propositions: one proposition is conceded and admitted to be valid, but immediately followed by a proposition which is presented as more valid than the first (somehow against the expectations created by the first). Formally, concessive constructions can be encoded in different kinds of hypotactic and paratactic constructions, ranging from prepositional phrases (e.g. with despite), to subclauses (e.g. with although) to sentence adverbs (e.g. however). Example 6 clearly marks the conceded sentence with admittedly and the writer’s claim with however:

(11) Admittedly, models descended from von Thünen […] play an important role in urban studies,[…]. On the whole, however, it seems fair to say that the study of economic geography plays at best a marginal role in economic theory. (483)

Occurrences of this kind signal the writer’s awareness of possible objections on the part of the reader: having said that little attention has been paid to economic geography, Krugman acknowledges that there has been interest in other areas, only to be able to state more explicitly that economic theory should also pay attention. Similarly, in leading up to the conclusion of the paper, the writer acknowledges potential criticisms of his work by conceding the weaknesses of his model (obviously), only to highlight its strength (however), before restating the main point (thus).

(12) Obviously this is a vastly oversimplified model even of the core­ periphery issue, and it says nothing about the localization of particular industries. The model does illustrate, however, how tools drawn from industrial organization theory can help to formalize and sharpen the insights of a much-neglected field. Thus I hope that this paper will be a stimulus to a revival of research into regional economics and economic geography. (498)

Another important pattern is that of inferential sequences, where the writer signals a shift from given assumptions and postulates to the inferences that can (and should) be drawn from them and their potential implications. 

(13) We can now turn to the behavior of firms. Suppose that there are a large number of manufacturing firms, each producing a single product. Then given the definition of the manufacturing aggregate (2) and the assumption of iceberg transport costs, the elasticity of demand facing any individual firm is ϭ[…]. The profit-maximizing pricing behavior of a representative firm in region 1 is therefore to set a price equal to […]   If there is free entry of firms into manufacturing, profits must be driven to zero. Thus it must be true that […] (489)

This last example also shows quite clearly that dialogic features often act in synergy and come in clusters. The whole sequence above relies on at least three types of expressions. First, there are communicative means that express the relationship to be established between utterances, such as now and then, signalling temporal sequence, or given, therefore, if and thus, signalling conditions and consequences. Then, there are units that frame steps in the action game in terms of their function in the ongoing dialogue between the writer and the reader (turn to, suppose). Finally there are modal expressions, such as can, is…to or must (be true that), acknowledging the need to negotiate meanings (vs. bare assertions, presented as somewhat unquestionable). The spectrum of possibilities leads us to the ever present role of an evaluative dialogue between participants.

4.4.  Evaluative dialogue

Expert writers constantly express their position as to the truth value of the statements they make and as to the validity of their own arguments (modal claims). They also express evaluations oriented to their system of values or to the relevance of their own arguments, rather than truth conditions. The presence of evaluative elements in a representative action game does not change its nature; quite the contrary: evaluating and taking position is in an inherent element of communication (cfr. Weigand 2010: 201). The communicative resources of evaluative dialogue as defined here thus include both the whole range of expressions of modality (modal verbs, periphrases and adverbs) and attitudinal evaluations in positive and negative terms (e.g. good vs bad) or evaluations of importance. This evaluative dialogue overlaps with the previous two perspectives in that it contributes to constructing the identity of the participants and to representing the structure of the communicative action performed.
	Extract 14 exemplifies the intensity of modal expressions in mathematical demonstration. 

(14) In order to produce in region 2, a firm must be able to attract workers. To do so, it must compensate them for the fact that all manufactures (except its own infinitesimal contribution) must be imported; thus we must have […]. Given this higher wage, the firm will charge a profit-maximizing price that is higher than that of other firms in the same proportion. We can use this fact to derive the value of the firm's sales. In region 1, the defecting firm's value of sales will be the value of sales of a representative firm times […]. In region  2, its value of sales will be […],  so the total value of the defecting firm's sales will be … (494)

The reader is guided through the demonstration and presented with a strong degree of certainty and predictability that opens very little space for disagreement. If dialogic contraction tends to dominate the sections where the argument is developed mathematically, expressions of dialogic expansion are more frequent in the introduction and the literature review, where the use of hedges (acknowledging the possibility of different voices) is quite intense: saying that something is relatively, largely, frequently, generally the case, or that it might be the case, ascribes the writer different degrees of adhesion while giving the reader greater space for disagreement.
The evaluative dialogue between the writer and the reader does not only concern modal claims, but also simple claims qualified by reference to other values, such as that of ‘importance’. Having said that the study of economic geography plays at best a marginal role in economic theory, the writer develops this idea further in ways that re-iterate the negative attitude expressed by marginal through an anaphoric use of the negative labeling noun neglect, followed by a highly evaluative statement of the central problem the writer wants to tackle with his paper:

(15)  On the face of it, this neglect is surprising. The facts of economic geography are surely among the most striking features of real-world economies, at least to laymen.  For example one of the most remarkable things about the United States is that in a generally sparsely populated, much of whose land is fertile, the bulk of the population resides in a few clusters of metropolitan areas; a quarter of the inhabitants are crowded into a not especially inviting section of the East Coast. (483)

The adverbial introducing the whole extract – on the face of it – signals that what follows is presented as the way the situation seems, in order to show later that it is really different. The peculiarity of the situation is highlighted by boosters (surely most striking ; the most remarkable thing) that qualify the problematic contrast between the distribution of the population and the expectations that would arise from other data, such as the land being fertile and the metropolitan areas not especially inviting. The elements that contribute to this evaluative dialogue are manyfold: explicit evaluative expressions, mitigated or intensified expressions, explicit statements or implications, all leading to the careful construction of an essential phase of the action game of a research paper: problem identification.
Evaluative language use obviously contributes to developing both the writer’s identity and the writer’s main points. In example (13) above, for instance, the choice of adjectives constructs the identity of the scholar as attentive to economic processes that explain real world trends, while at the same time focusing the reader’s attention on the central issue of the paper.

4.5. The journal articles corpus

An overview of the small corpus of ten articles might provide an interesting background to the analysis carried out above. The articles can be seen as mapping the success of the core-periphery model and monitoring changes in the identity of the writer. The articles employ different formats, including two co-authored papers, one of which in the form of a dialogue. They also show variation in the preferred dialogic features. The increasingly more established authority of the writer is reflected in his adoption of a more conversational style and a more confident use of informal language, such as reference to the Nobel prize as that Swedish thingie (2010). 
From the point of view of markers of dialogicity, we notice first that what distinguishes the text used for the sample analysis from the other texts in the corpus is only that the adjective new, mostly used to refer to the new economic geography, emerges as significantly more frequent in subsequent papers (thus showing the impact of the writer’s model). New is also the most frequent adjective in the corpus (336 occurrences, 5.2 per thousand words), although its evaluative meaning certainly gets reduced once new economic geography becomes the standard denomination of the area of study. The total occurrences of the word form new in the journal articles corpus (excluding capitalized New for New York) are 296, 161 of which are found in the cluster new economic geography.
	Other evaluative elements may be more significant. Table 1 illustrates the frequencies of potentially evaluative items in the corpus with a frequency of at least 5 occurrences per ten thousand words (pttw). The data highlight the relevance of modal elements, and particularly of predictive will, typical of the key speech act in formal economics, where models are expected to be able to predict economic behavior. The range of modal verbs is also accompanied by other expressions of epistemic modality (possible, potential) and frequency (no), as well as by conspicuous presence of do and does. Concordance analysis reveals that only 21 occurrences of do and 1 of does are forms of the general verb, whereas the vast majority of the occurrences are actually dialogic (either as interrogatives or emphatics).

	Word Form
	Freq.
	pttw
	Word Form
	Freq.
	pttw
	Word Form
	Freq.
	pttw

	Will
	200
	33
	general
	64
	11
	Could
	45
	7

	Can
	182
	30
	must
	61
	10
	Very
	42
	7

	Would
	126
	21
	possible
	60
	10
	different
	40
	7

	Than
	119
	20
	do
	59
	10
	Larger
	39
	6

	About
	100
	17
	less
	55
	9
	particular
	39
	6

	May
	92
	15
	Potential
	55
	9
	Further
	35
	6

	No
	81
	13
	high
	52
	9
	Should
	35
	6

	Large
	74
	12
	does
	52
	9
	Simple
	33
	5

	Even
	72
	12
	like
	52
	9
	interesting
	32
	5

	Many
	70
	12
	important
	48
	8
	Similar
	32
	5

	Much
	70
	12
	might
	46
	8
	advantage
	29
	5

	Most
	66
	11
	relative
	46
	8
	
	
	

	Well
	65
	11
	small
	46
	8
	
	
	



Table 1. Frequency of potentially evaluative word forms

The table also includes other potentially evaluative elements. These involve hedges and boosters (about, no, many, much, even, well, very etc.), comparative elements (than, most, less etc) and explicit evaluations , including evaluations of importance (important, interesting), typically used to guide the reader’s attention (it is important to point out…). Some evaluative elements categorize entities in terms of what are perceived as the most relevant dimensions and factors in the analysis (i.e. size: large, small; high costs ). Others contribute to the development of the argument, specifying cases and outlining general trends (general, particular) or qualifying the model (simple). It is interesting to see that these point to values that are supposed to be shared by the reader, who is depicted as interested in distinguishing general rules from particular cases and aiming at simplicity rather than complexity.
Table 2 illustrates the frequencies of items actually referring to participants (with at least 5 occurrences pttw).

	Word Form
	Freq.
	pttw
	Word Form
	Freq.
	Freq. 
pttw
	Word Form
	Frequency
	Freq. 
pttw

	we
	266
	44
	you
	64
	11
	our
	46
	8

	I
	179
	30
	economists
	59
	10
	my
	32
	5

	Krugman
	89
	15
	paper
	48
	8
	
	
	



Table 2. Participants

Concordance analysis of we shows that the most frequent collocates are modal verbs (can, will, need, would, must, shall) and verbs of cognition or verbal action (e.g. see, assume, note, know, turn, show). The range of I collocates is similar, though more restricted (would, will, shall; think, understand, hope, agree). Of the 48 forms of paper that actually referred to an article, 44 were self-reference and only 4 were used to refer to other papers. One could of course add to this the 161 occurrences of new economic geography, somehow representing the author himself. The voice of the writer emerges as very personal, but this is not surprising among American economists, and certainly not surprising for the specific author.
Table 3 illustrates the frequencies of other relevant items in the corpus. These include: on the one hand, potentially reflexive nouns (model, point, example, level, effect, role, story, factor, process etc.) and verbs (assumed, see, modelling, using); on the other hand, organizational units that mark transitions in discourse by connecting propositions or discourse units (but, if, so, however, then, what, also, because, whence, thus, now …). Both categories evidence the key role played by model-based reasoning and logical inferential argument (If p. then q) in economics and in Krugman’s academic writing.

	Word Form
	Freq.
	pttw
	Word Form
	Freq.
	pttw
	Word Form
	Freq.
	pttw

	Model
	257
	43
	example
	55
	9
	Process
	34
	6

	But
	253
	42
	rather
	53
	9
	See
	35
	6

	Models
	205
	34
	where
	53
	9
	Who
	35
	6

	If
	141
	23
	given
	52
	9
	Yet
	35
	6

	So
	123
	20
	like
	52
	9
	Indeed
	34
	6

	Then
	105
	17
	effect
	49
	8
	Value
	34
	6

	however
	103
	17
	why
	47
	8
	assumed
	33
	5

	What
	92
	15
	role
	43
	8
	Fact
	33
	5

	Also
	87
	14
	Since
	44
	8
	modeling
	33
	5

	Because
	83
	14
	story
	44
	8
	assumption
	33
	5

	When
	74
	12
	effects
	41
	8
	Issues
	32
	5

	How
	73
	12
	let
	41
	7
	Question
	32
	5

	Thus
	70
	12
	part
	39
	7
	Suppose
	32
	5

	Now
	64
	11
	while
	39
	7
	Section
	31
	5

	Point
	61
	10
	too
	36
	6
	Using
	30
	5



Table 3. Action-oriented elements


5. Dialogicity in research and in knowledge dissemination

Having traced the dialogic profile of the small corpus of journal articles, the analysis can now focus on columns and blog posts. 

5.1. Comparing research and knowledge dissemination

The keywords obtained by comparing journal articles to columns and blog posts provide indications of what characterizes Krugman’s scientific papers as against his writings for a wider audience. Table 4 lists the potentially dialogic expressions found as positive keywords with their frequency, normalized pttw frequency (blank if less than 1), in order of keyness.

	Keyword
	Journal Articles Freq.
	Pttw
	Columns & Posts Freq
	Pttw
	Keyness

	model
	257
	43
	31
	3
	336,97

	models
	205
	34
	23
	2
	274,88

	new
	306
	51
	92
	9
	256,84

	theory
	156
	26
	18
	2
	207,31

	Krugman
	89
	15
	5
	5
	140,23

	figure
	93
	15
	12
	1
	119,10

	thus
	70
	12
	4
	
	109,95

	modeling
	33
	5
	0
	
	64,72

	section
	31
	5
	0
	
	60,80

	such
	126
	21
	73
	7
	54,21

	geographers
	26
	4
	0
	
	50,99

	approach
	45
	7
	9
	
	48,06

	equation
	24
	4
	0
	
	47,07

	factors
	46
	8
	13
	1
	40,22

	assumed
	35
	6
	8
	
	34,85

	general
	64
	11
	31
	3
	34,68

	larger
	39
	6
	11
	1
	34,14

	traditional
	27
	4
	4
	
	32,87

	central
	16
	3
	0
	
	31,38

	analysis
	60
	10
	30
	3
	31,31

	depends
	24
	4
	3
	
	31,05

	theorists
	19
	3
	1
	
	30,26

	pattern
	25
	4
	4
	
	29,52

	depend
	21
	3
	2
	
	29,47

	properties
	15
	2
	0
	
	29,42

	determines
	15
	2
	0
	
	29,42



 Table 4. Journal articles: positive keywords

In a participant-oriented perspective, it becomes apparent that third-person self reference (Krugman) is prominent in journal articles, when compared to columns and blog posts. Generic reference to geographers and theorists denotes the most important interlocutors for the specific subject. 
In an action-oriented perspective, we can see a conspicuous set of word forms referring to elements and relations typical of economic reasoning (model, models, theory, modeling, approach, pattern, equation, factors, analysis), logical argument (assumed, depend(s), determines, thus), scientific writing (figure, section,) and extended writing in general (such).
The main trace of evaluative dialogue lies in the significantly higher use of new, general, larger, traditional and central. It is interesting to note that some of these adjectives represent widely shared values among scientific communities. The need for generality is common to many disciplines, but it assumes a key role in economics, often interested in contrasting general models and theories with historical specificity: model, theory and models account for about 30 of the 64 concordances of general, especially as general equilibrium model and general location theory. New and Traditional are also largely used in academic discourse to contrast one’s proposed theory with previous approaches: this is done consistently in the evaluative occurrences of new, setting the new economic geography or new elements of its approach against traditional (economic) geographers/trade theory/location theory/spatial analysis/regional science literature etc. Other evaluations are related to specific tenets of the theory proposed: larger points to the relevance of size in the analysis (whether attributed to market, expenditure or population), while central often combines figuratively evaluative occurrences (central theme) with locative uses (central region).

5.2. Focus on columns

The keywords obtained by comparing columns to journal articles  present a picture of journalistic writing. Table 5 reports potentially dialogic word forms, frequencies , normalized frequencies and keyness value.

	Key word
	Freq. Columns
	pttw
	 Freq. journal articles
	Pttw
	Keyness

	bad
	46
	11
	2
	
	68,69

	now
	134
	33
	64
	11
	59,73

	what
	164
	40
	92
	15
	57,91

	who
	94
	23
	35
	6
	55,61

	don’t
	48
	12
	6
	
	55,41

	people
	76
	19
	25
	4
	50,43

	but
	311
	76
	253
	42
	49,48

	right
	74
	18
	25
	4
	47,96

	about
	161
	39
	100
	17
	47,69

	aren’t
	26
	06
	0
	
	47,04

	last
	46
	11
	8
	1
	46,23

	you
	120
	29
	64
	11
	45,80

	just
	72
	18
	26
	4
	43,87

	lot
	42
	10
	7
	1
	43,07

	nothing
	38
	9
	7
	1
	37,12

	should
	77
	19
	35
	6
	36,52

	that
	879
	214
	988
	164
	33,97

	ever
	24
	6
	2
	
	31,40

	worse
	35
	9
	8
	1.
	30,31

	much
	109
	27
	70
	12
	30,28

	Huge
	23
	6
	2
	
	29,75



Table 5. Columns vs Journal articles

The set of action-oriented forms  include conjuncts (what, who, but, that), typical of shorter texts, and adverbial now, typical of journalistic discourse. 
Evaluative elements are definitely conspicuous: while epistemic elements manifest the writer’s voice (much, just, lot, about or right, mostly used as an intensifier, e g. right now, right away), attitudinal adjectives (huge, worse, bad) are used to highlight (and discuss) the problems in focus, such as huge increase in government spending, things getting worse and bad policy. The typical representation of counter-discourse that is expected of a column in the Anglo-Saxon press may be related to a distinctive frequency of negative elements such as nothing, ever, don’t and aren’t. Another typical trait of columns could be the intense use of modal should, signaling the role played by suggestions and recommendations, where the journal article corpus showed intense use of modals expressing logical possibilities. 
Special attention should also be paid to the frequency of people, which seemed to suggest at first that the columnist might include people’s opinion where the academic had introduced fellow economists. It turned out however that only 29 of the 76 occurrences of people were actually related to some form of projection, either in the form of a discourse verb (e.g. say, praise, propose) or a verb of cognition (e.g. understand, know, realize), leaving the majority of occurrences to characterize people as an object of discourse rather than as participants. When considering people as participants, however, it became apparent that these occurrences did not refer to people in general, but rather to specific political or institutional figures (supposedly serious people, people who praised Ireland as a role model, the same people now lecturing the rest of us, powerful people in Washington etc.). Concordance analysis also revealed that the semantic prosody of these occurrences was systematically negative in the columns (where these voices invariably represented counter-discourse), whereas in the journal articles only two occurrences with negative prosody were found. The word thus turned out to be an important evaluative tool for columns to introduce a negative representation of different opinions. 
In a participant-oriented perspective the most obvious feature is a marked use of you. This is obviously not always a direct form of address to the reader (If this sounds to you like something Herbert Hoover might have said, you’re right: It does and he did.): In some cases the reference is rather impersonal (spending on things you don’t like is still spending) and might even exclude the vast majority of actual readers: when the writer asks Why expand your capacity when you don’t have enough sales to make full use of the capacity you already have? the reference is to people in business. The overwhelming majority of occurrences, however, are meant to guide the reader through the argument, as shown in Extract 14, where you is used to involve the reader in the argument, highlight different positions, refute some and of course lead the reader towards the writer’s main claim:

(16)  Are you, or is someone you know, a gadget freak? If so, you doubtless know that Wednesday was iPhone 5 day […]. […] the unveiling of the iPhone 5 might provide a significant boost to the U.S. economy, adding measurably to economic growth over the next quarter or two.
Do you find this plausible? If so, I have news for you: you are, whether you know it or not, a Keynesian — and you have implicitly accepted the case that the government should spend more, not less, in a depressed economy. Before I get there, let’s talk about where the buzz is coming from. […]  the reason JPMorgan believes that the iPhone 5 will boost the economy right away is simply that it will induce people to spend more.
And to believe that more spending will provide an economic boost, you have to believe — as you should — that demand, not supply, is what’s holding the economy back. […] If you believe that the iPhone 5 can give the economy a lift, you’ve already conceded both that the total amount of spending in the economy isn’t a fixed number and that more spending is what we need. (The iPhone stimulus)

All these elements contribute to highlighting features of the American so-called “op-ed” column, i.e. an evaluative piece of argument expressing the opinion of a specific author on a current problematic issue, that involves open engagement with opposite views and often includes explicit recommendations. 

5.2. Focus on blog posts

Krugman keeps a personal (thematic) blog, where he selects he most relevant news for public discussion. Eliciting response-comments seems to be an important element of any blog, together with the promotion of the writer’s position and ideas. The difference between columns as blog posts, both meant for a larger non-expert audience, might lie in the need to open up space for response (and ultimately acceptance). The comparative analysis of posts and comments offers an extremely clear picture of the different dialogic profile of posts and comments, as shown in Table 6.

	Key word
	Freq. 
Posts
	Pttw
	Freq
 Columns
	Pttw
	Keyness

	I
	604
	102
	149
	36
	152,63

	my
	108
	18
	13
	3
	54,12

	you
	346
	58
	120
	29
	46,62

	think
	117
	20
	21
	5
	42,74

	OK
	37
	6
	0
	
	38,83

	really
	109
	18
	21
	5
	37,06

	Me
	81
	14
	12
	3
	34,99



Table 6 Posts vs Columns

There is first of all a marked presence of references to the participants in the form of first and second person markers (I, my, me, you). The verb form think, obviously creating the space for introducing opinions, also plays an important part in the representation of participants, as it collocates with both you (if you think about) and I (I don’t think, what I think). Think stands out to be the most frequent collocate of I, followed by know, guess, mean, said, understand, read, wrote, like, hope, find, suspect, see, say etc. 
The semantic preference for verbs of cognition and verbal action is evident and also turns out to be the most important for me, although with different constructions. Constructions with me are more explicit in picturing a dialogue with the reader. The most common is Let me + start /count the ways/ throw in/ draw on/ weigh in/ talk about/ point/ repeat/ add/ show etc. Other expressions offer similar representations of dialogue (Readers have asked me, Trust me, Share/disagree with me) and express attitudinal (bothers me/strike me/surprise me) or epistemic position (seems to me). 
Similarly, an analysis of the concordances of my reveals a tendency of the adjective to qualify the writer’s argument or epistemological position: my assumption/ hope/ belief /argument/ post/ entry/ explanation/guess/ immediate question/ informed guess/ reaction/ judgement etc. 
The prominence of the identity of the writer is undeniable: first person singular self-reference is altogether (134 pttw) more than three times as much as that in comments (42 pttw) and at least twice as much as in journal articles (I, 49 pttw; my, 5pptw; me 3 pttw). First person self-reference thus turns out to be a key element in profiling the three genres, with scientific writing occupying an intermediate position between the very personal stance of blog posts and the more impersonal stance of columns.
	The explicit presence of a you is also highly characteristic of the different action games, with a normalized frequency of 58 occurrences pttw in posts, 29 in comments and 11 in journal articles. In the explicit presence of a second-person representation of the (potential) reader, scientific argument and blog posts stand at the opposite extremes. The pronoun is often accompanied by modals (can,. could, should, might etc.) and verbs of cognition of discourse (think, see, argue, see etc. ) in blog posts and the presence of the reader as partner-in–argument is marked:

(17) So what is fiat money? It is, as Paul Samuelson put it in his original overlapping-generations model (pdf), a “social contrivance”. […] In fact, you could argue that almost every asset in a modern economy owes its value to social convention; green pieces of paper could become worthless, but then so could any paper claim, which is, after all, worth something only because laws say it is — and laws can be repealed. And once you realize that a social convention is not at all the same thing as a bubble, several related fallacies fall into place. (Things that aren’t bubbles)

The frequency of discourse marker OK (32 occurrences out of the 37) can also be explained along similar lines: it is not just a matter of giving the text a “spoken” flavor, but rather a marker of agreement or concession, as in OK, but why does that matter? Interestingly, the use of OK is also often related to the presence of a reader, by presenting the post itself as a response - OK, some readers have asked me to react to this critique - or linking to the reader’s supposed response - Don’t like that? OK, so no euro. 
Finally, the use of really marks another interesting aspect of dialogicity. It is not only a booster of writer’s stance (I really like the analogy; it’s a really bad metaphor) but also a tool guiding the reader’s attention to relevant elements in the information structure. In fact, it is often used in pseudo-cleft constructions focusing on the information that follows (what’s really going on here) or in reformulating constructions preceded by you or we and followed by verbs like want, meant, matters etc.: Do you really want to say that schoolteachers, firefighters, and nurses provide nothing of value?
	The specificity of posts against columns thus appear to be clearly based on the participant-oriented dimension, i.e. on forms of self-mention and reader’s engagement explicitly suggesting actual turn taking.


6. Concluding remarks 

The study has adopted a tripartite model for the analysis of dialogicity in different action games. The three main perspectives are represented as overlapping areas, depending on the elements in focus: participants, the nature and structure of communicative action and the evaluative dialogue that negotiates participants’ positions. In a participant-oriented perspective, the relevant dialogic features are those that manifest the ongoing dialogue with the community (attribution) and represent the presence of the reader and the writer in the text (reference items, interrogatives and imperatives). In an action-oriented perspective, the relevant dialogic features will involve organizational units intended to make explicit what is going on in the sequence of utterances. Finally, the perspective interested in evaluative dialogue (partly overlapping with the other two) will focus on evaluative language use (in both epistemic and attitudinal terms) and dialogism (in terms of acknowledging different forms of dialogic contraction or expansion).
	The model has been used for an analysis of the different elements that manifest dialogicity in texts by the same scholar (Paul Krugman). The qualitative analysis has illustrated the complex interrelationship between different features in a single key scientific text. The quantitative analysis has focused on features manifested at word-form level and provided data for a dialogic profile of the three different types of action games.
The analysis has shown that research often takes dialogic debates as its starting point, thus contextualizing the internal argument in terms of what is relevant to the expert community. It is characterized by intense use of epistemic evaluation and reference to a few epistemological values (generality and simplicity),as well to the importance of novelty in research. Participants are presented in different forms but inclusive we seems to dominate, emphasizing alignment and commonality between expert writer and expert reader.
Knowledge dissemination, on the other hand, recontextualizes expert argument in a wider (mass-media) participation framework. Columns tend to highlight the authoritative stance of the author by presenting a self-contained representation of the argument, rather than by emphasizing the explicit presence of an external authority. The voice of the writer is manifested more by evaluative stance than first-person reference. The action game is characterized by a marked presence of second-person pronoun you, often involved in the representation of potential counter-discourse or steps in the argument, whereas people is preferred in reference to unquestionably rejected counter-discourse. The self-contained representation of counter-arguments constitutes the key dialogic element of columns, highlighting the picture of contrasting opinions rather than conflicting individuals. By acknowledging other opinions, the writer can more effectively lead the argument to a conclusion.
The dialogic structure of blogs clearly highlights their nature as opening moves in polylogues, addressing the interests of different types of participants. Recontextualization involves different strategies, above all greater explicitness in reader’s engagement. Blog posts certainly give great prominence to the writer, but they also introduce new collaborative practices in developing discourse, using the reader as partner in an open and ongoing dialogue. The writer shows greater awareness of a reader who might want to participate in discussion: he presents his own posts as responses to previous debates and explicitly elicits comments, by asking questions and inviting to discuss. The writer is also more probably aware of the extended participation framework of the web, as “unknown, heterogeneous, and varied audiences may participate in co-constructing research debates” (Mauranen 2013: 30-31). 
	More generally, the chapter has shown how integrating qualitative and quantitative tools for analysis can contribute to the study of dialogicity, by substantiating statements about language choice with reference to data and by offering tools for an interpretation of data in terms of communicative action, beyond immediate lexico-semantic associations (Bondi 2013). Adopting a dialogic view of communicative action allows language studies to overcome the limits of a focus on single utterances, to show that even formally monologic texts can be seen as a sequence of actions and reactions and ultimately that dialogue itself can provide methodological tools for a study of language variation in terms of variation across dialogic action games. 
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