Week 5 reading Anthro 100 (replaces TBA in syllabus):
How (not) to order a Grande Non-fat Mocha: A guide to analyzing (Starbuckese) discourse and barista ‘rants’ 

 (Paul Manning, Anthropology 100)
This reading packet is designed both for week five lecture and as a general guide to discourse analysis for workshops.  It is a work in progress.
Note: if you are reviewing this just for the exam, the lecture notes are basically focusing on the functions of language (Yaguello) in relation to Starbucks, especially the sections on ‘informative’ and ‘expressive’ functions (pp. 15-30).  One reason this section is sort of long is that there are a lot of conversations and images being cited.  Most of these, unless otherwise indicated, come from http://www.livejournal.com/community/baristas/.  Many thanks to the Baristas whose rants about stupid customers form the data for this paper.
Discourse analysis is a set of concepts and methods we use when approaching discourse (any facet of language use is discourse) or texts in relation to situational and social contexts of use.  Context is, by definition, everything in the universe other than the text you are interested in, generally whatever part of the context that is relevant to understanding the text.  In general we will talk about two possible levels or dimensions of context.  Situational context will mean everything that the participants can see or hear  or happened in the immediate past, basically, the boundaries of the social situation.  Social context will mean those larger contexts and forces in peoples lives, politics, economy, social class, what have you.   When we analyze the relationship between some text (in a really broad sense to include any use of language at all, from talk to written things) and the context (everything in the universe other than the text but still relevant to making sense of the text), we can divide relations between text and context into a couple of levels.  This helps us organize our analysis:  A lot of what a text means depends on its context, and texts often change their contexts.
1) Verbal context: Texts can be related to other texts. What we mean here is that texts are composed of a lot of parts, utterances, and these utterances can be related to other utterances.  They make sense only in terms of other utterances.  We call the other utterances either the ‘verbal context’ or the ‘co-text’, your choice.   Like the following two sentences:

The man went into the bank and pulled out a gun.   The guards shot him.


The him in the second sentence would make no sense out of context; you would ask ‘him? who are you talking about?’  The ‘context’ that makes this sentence (the text) make sense is the first sentence (The man in The man went into the bank).    One relation that utterances have that makes them meaningful is their sequential relation to other utterances.
2) Non-verbal context:  Utterances also have concrete relations to their non-verbal contexts.  More on this below, but a classic example would be the difference between these two sentences:

Meet me here about five hours from now

Meet Paul Manning at 5pm at Wenjack Theatre in Trent University


Obviously, the first utterance would make very little sense apart from the context in which it was uttered, you would have to know when now was, where here was, who me is, for example.  The second version spells those things out, replacing the words like now, here and me which depend on context for interpretation with expressions that are a little more context independent.  We call those terms shifters, terms that ‘shift’ their meaning according to the context in which they are uttered.  Yaguello talks about them, we won’t be saying much more about these here.
3) Performatives and functions of utterances in contexts.  Lastly, utterances not only depend on contexts of utterance to be meaningful, utterances are meaningful in the sense that they can describe situations, but also serve as actions that change utterances.  There are lots of different functions that utterances have, but think of the difference between these two utterances, both of them seem to ‘describe’ a situation, but one changes the situation by describing in a way that is guaranteed to shock, surprise and scare the people around you:

This is a bank
This is a stick-up!  (helps to have a gun and have the context be a bank to make this sentence ‘true’)

The first utterance can be said truthfully in any bank with no legal consequences.  The second, under the same conditions, can get you shot or thrown in jail.  That’s a pretty important difference in the way these two utterances related to context.  One describes a context pretty passively in true or false terms, one changes that context in ways that really aren’t properly true or false.   The second would probably be prefaced with a command, like ‘Hands up!’  or maybe ‘Lie down and don’t look up!’ (but not both.)    Performative utterances, like the second one and these commands, have the property that they do things, they don’t just describe things.   That’s why we call them performatives, they actively perform an action, not merely passively describe an action.   The ‘directives’ I’ll discuss below under ‘conative function’ are examples of performatives.  A lot of performatives are ones that are explicit, those are performances which describe the action they are performing directly: ‘I order you to obey me’, for example.
1)  Verbal contexts: Utterances and relations between utterances (sequences):  When we analyze a chunk of discourse, say, a reported dialog from a Starbuck ‘barista’ like the one here, there are several ways of taking it apart for analysis:

It’s so fun to (in good spirit) mess around with customers. Especially the regulars.
I got amusement out of this...
(drive thru)

Me: Welcome to Starbucks, what can we get for you today?
Man: Mmm. How about a mocha frap?
Me: Ok...*pause* You gonna tell me what size you need?
Man: Naw...I was thinking I'd try and let you figure it out.
Me: Aww Shoot!
Man: (mis-heard me) AW SHIT?!
Me: NO NO NO! Shoot, I said!
Man: hahahah! Ok, Make it a venti!

He got up to the window and he said hello, but was on his cell phone, still laughing.
He leaned over to me and while pointing at the phone says:
"Im getting in trouble, she thinks Im flirting with you!!"
I laughed and said "No, its just friendly banter!"

So first of all, we want to know what sorts of units there are.  First of all, we could analyze it in terms of the number of grammatical sentences in it.  If you took English class, you know that sentences are the units that end in a period or a question mark or an exclamation point, for example, these are sentences.  Some of them don’t look much like sentences (‘yes’ and ‘no’ are single-word sentences), it’s true, but basically, that’s a pretty good way to identify a sentence.  Sentences are important but they are basically defined by grammar, but not by function.  I’ll explain what that means in a moment.

Welcome to Starbucks, what can we get for you today?
Mmm. 

How about a mocha frap?
Ok...

You gonna tell me what size you need?
Naw...

I was thinking I'd try and let you figure it out.
Aww Shoot!
AW SHIT?!
NO NO NO! 

Shoot, I said!
hahahah! 

Ok, Make it a venti!

This is all very well but not very informative.   We need another way of looking at talk.  Sometimes a single utterance by a single speaker consists of more than one sentence.  We are going to follow the normal rules of English usage and call any ‘turn at talk’ an utterance,  basically everything said by one person before another ends up speaking.   This segment of talk has like 8 utterances, but 13 sentences.
Me: Welcome to Starbucks, what can we get for you today?
Man: Mmm. How about a mocha frap?
Me: Ok...*pause* You gonna tell me what size you need?
Man: Naw...I was thinking I'd try and let you figure it out.
Me: Aww Shoot!
Man: (mis-heard me) AW SHIT?!
Me: NO NO NO! Shoot, I said!
Man: hahahah! Ok, Make it a venti!

We could also analyze this in terms of what kind of moves the two people are making when they have a turn at talk.   Sometimes the kinds of moves people make are indicated by orthography (a question mark indicates a question, a period indicates a statement, an exclamation mark indicates an exclamation).  But often, the kinds of moves are determined by what one utterance anticipates or responds to.  A sentence doesn’t much care about it’s context, an utterance is born and lives in a living context, every utterance is a reply to what was said before and anticipates a response from another person.    Therefore, moves occur in sequences.  Some moves are opening moves because they look forward in time to (anticipate) another move, a closing move, that ends the turn, completes the sequence (responds).  Sometimes, we have two moves in a single utterance



Greeting


Question

Me: 
Welcome to Starbucks, 
what can we get for you today?
Some kinds of moves have the effect that they anticipate another move by the other person.  Questions are like that, they make it the other speaker’s business to say something that responds to the question.  We’ll call it a response.  It’s rude not to respond, you can ‘hear’ the silence after a question is not responded to!  So people have empty or filler responses (mmm...) that give the questioner an indication that they have heard the question and have not yet responded.  This question (one move) gets a two part response:
Me: Welcome to Starbucks, what can we get for you today?
Man: 
Mmm. 


How about a mocha frap?

     
‘Filler’ Response
‘Real’ Reponse

The sound of silence: If you don’t make one of these ‘filler’ moves, or any move at all, after a question, people still understand you to have made a move.  ‘Being silent’ is something you do all the time, whenever you talk, for example, when alone, or when someone else has the floor.  But your silence is usually ‘inaudible’, it doesn’t count as a ‘move’ , but silence has a ‘sound’ when you are silent after a greeting or after someone asks you a question.  Then you understood to be purposefully being silent, silence counts as a move.  Silence is, by definition, the absence of any sign-making behavior (talk), so the only time silence can be meaningful is positionally, that is, in a context where you are supposed to respond, and you don’t!

But wait!  Things are already getting complicated.  The filler response isn’t followed by a Statement but a Question sentence!  We are calling the second sentence, though it is a question (has a question mark) a response!  Why?  Because though he phrases his response as a question sentence, it still counts as a response move!  We’ll know if it is being treated as a question move if she responds to the question.  Her response is to set about getting the customer a ‘mocha frap’ and so it counts as a response.  In turn, she gives a response to his response that indicates that the ‘order’ has been received.  We call this whole thing a sequence.   Questions are sequence opening moves, while the various responses are closing moves.    There are a lot of two part sequences in conversations, with one move that opens and one that closes (Greeting-Greeting, Question-Answer, and so on).   Remember, now we know that just because something is a question in terms of being a sentence with a question mark after it, doesn’t mean that it’s an opening move in a question-answer sequence. Here, something that looks like a question works like a response!  
Speaker 1:
Greeting,  
Question1

Opening move

Speaker 2:
---

(Response1....
)
Placeholder





Response 2

Response move
Speaker 1:


Receipt

Closing move
(ok)
Me: Welcome to Starbucks, what can we get for you today?
  
Man: Mmm. How about a mocha frap?


  
Me: 
Ok...*pause* 
You gonna tell me what size you need?



Receipt
Second question
Ok is one of those words that indicates that the foregoing question and answer pair is completed, it indicates ‘receipt’ and marks a transition: We can move on in the interaction.  You may have noticed okay is used a lot in what are called ‘service encounters’, talk which has to do with performing a service, like getting someone a cup of coffee.  It is also used in phone conversations, people start saying okay (and other words like so, well) when they are getting you used to the idea that the conversation is about to end (they are called pre-closings, because they alert you to the idea that ‘see you later good bye’ type turns are about to happen.)
But in a service encounter sometimes these mark a different transition, related to delivering the service.  The problem is that a ‘mocha frap’ can be in different sizes.  The server can’t do anything until she knows which one, so she begins another Q&A sequence.  Here we get a series of playful ‘embedded sequences’ or side sequences that eventually leads to a ‘serious’ answer.  Side sequences are sequences that interrupt a normal sequence, like, for example (I’ve indented the ‘side sequence’):

Q1:
Do you have Licorice?


Q2:

Red or Black?


A2: 

Black.


A1:
No.

We can tab the sequences that belong together so you can see the embeddings.  The lines in the same columns are parts of the same sequences.

Me: 
Welcome to Starbucks, what can we get for you today?
Man: 
Mmm. 
How about a mocha frap?
Me: 
Ok...
*pause* 
You gonna tell me what size you need?
Man: 




Naw...I was thinking I'd try and let you figure it out.
Me: 




Aww Shoot!
Man: 





(mis-heard me) AW SHIT?!
Me: 





NO NO NO! Shoot, I said!
Man: 



hahahah! Ok, Make it a venti!

You can see that the opening You gonna tell me what size you need? doesn’t get a ‘serious response’, but gets a joke response Naw...I was thinking I'd try and let you figure it out.   The server has to ‘play along’, and expresses mock frustration with Aww Shoot!
At this point, we really haven’t had an ‘answer’ to the ‘question’, but a ‘side sequence’ that consists of a ‘Joke’ and, what will we call it?  How about a  ‘Joke appreciation’ move?  Or is it a continuation of the joke, ‘playing along’?  In any case it is part of a ‘joke sequence’ and that’s all we need to know for now.   The sequence looks like:


1
Question


2


Joke opening

3


Joke response

(4
Answer missing)

By marking an ‘absent’ move 4 we are saying that there is a ‘serious question’ about size that still needs to be answered!  But before we do that, there’s a problem!  The customer misheard the barista as swearing!  This may or may not be part of the whole ‘joke’, or it might spoil the joke (more likely the former).  This is indicated by another side sequence where the customer repeats part of what the barista just said to make sure they heard correctly (AW SHIT?!).  This is called a repair sequence for some reason, probably having to do with the idea that the customer thinks the barista may have uttered some foul language and wants to make sure.  The preceding move was ‘defective’ and has to be ‘repaired’ before the conversation can move on, hence, repair sequence.  Some repetitions in sequences have to do with calling back the order to ensure that is really what the customer wants, but not here.  For example, Starbucks uses a lot of strange names for coffee sizes (like venti below, that’s 20 oz or 24 oz depending on whether the drink is hot or cold).  So customers will order an English language size and this needs to be ‘translated’ into Starbuckese, giving a repair sequence like the following.  I’ve indented the ‘repairs’:

ME: ok, and what size would you like that?
SCOW: Just a regular. (grr! whats regular?)
ME: 

OK so a grande?
SCOW: 
yeah. And give me another.
ME: ok another mocha frappacino? same size?
SCOW: 
no, big!
ME:

ok a venti...anything else for you?

In this conversation, the ‘repair’ occurs when the barista denies having sworn (NO NO NO! Shoot, I said!).   The ‘Joke sequence’ can now be finished with laughter (hahahaha), and the question can be answered (hahahah! Ok, Make it a venti!).

1
Question


2


Joke opening


3


Joke response 


4



Repair opening (repeat of 3 as heard)


5



Repair closing (denial of 4 plus repeat of 3)


6


Joke closing (laughter)

7
Answer to 1

Scripts, brands and other things that happen before the interaction starts.  Conversations are products produced ‘locally’ by two or more people in a single situation.  But a lot of what happens in a situation is predetermined by relatively stable properties of persons (like social class, gender, role (customer, worker)) and situations (a Starbucks store is private property, a place of business, a coffee shop, and so on, and there are different things that one assumes es when one walks into such a place that are different from other places).  So when we look at a bunch of transcripts from service encounters at the same store, we start realizing that while a lot of the sequencing has to do with the strictly practical issue of finding out what the customer wants so the order can be filled.  After all, it is a ‘service’ job and you need to know what the customer wants.  But since the drink needs to be made in a certain order (you need to have the cup before you put anything in the cup, for example), it helps to get the information in a certain order.   At the same time, the barista works for a corporation, Starbucks, which has a brand image to maintain, a brand image associated with having certain names for cup sizes and kinds of drinks and so on.  You walk into a Starbucks anywhere and you are expecting to get the same experience, the same coffee, the same drink names, everything.  But part of this brand image has to do with scripts the baristas use, for example, scripted greetings like Welcome to Starbucks, what can we get for you today?  You can probably find portions of these sequences that are scripted.  Also, we find that customers need to know the script too, in order to communicate with the baristas.  
Normally these scripts are scripts that affect individual workers, but not customers, in the service industry.  For example, workers in call centres often are required to follow some sort of script that predetermines what moves are made in what order.  Here’s one example from a recent book by Deborah Cameron called Good To Talk?
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Agent:
Caller:

XYZ Directories, w
Jones.

Jones, thank you.
Which town please?

Cardiff.

Condif,thark o

Which address

Number 25, Acaca e

Number 25, Aol Avonu. thak s0u.
l

name please?

Sorry & ou waiting,
ank y number is 0123 436789,

Thank you.

You're welcome,




But this only works to a certain extent, because the conversation is constructed locally in the individual situation by two persons, only one of whom is even aware of the existence of a script.  But, since opening moves tend to determine certain kinds of closing moves, questions tend to determine answers, scripts are effective to the extent that you can be the one saying the opening moves and not the closing ones.   Note how the call centre worker relies on this technique, of having control over the conversation by asking all the questions, and assures quality control by checking the answers by automatically repeating the customer’s answer.   We see this in courts of law, for example, where lawyers and judges are allowed to ask questions and issue commands, whereas witnesses can only answer questions or obey commands.

At Starbucks, however, lines can form as new customers deliberate over the 9,000 odd individual combinations of ingredients and sizes that make ordering quite complicated.   The barista needs this information, and it’s best to have it in a certain order, so Starbucks is trying to ‘educate’ prospective customers by issuing to them a ‘script’ that customers should follow.  By ordering in this way, you are helping Starbucks fill orders in an efficient way, and also participating in the Starbucks brand image by ordering using their specific language in a specific order.  The following company statement (which got Starbucks a certain amount of bad press, by assuming customers were pretty stupid)  pretty much says it all: scripts, they’re not just for underpaid workers anymore!  It’s in your best interest at Starbucks to order your drink in the company prescribed order:
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Whenever some of the turns are predecided, people are following a formal script.  Sometimes, the repair sequences come in when customers deviate from the ‘service encounter script’.  In fact, many of the stories of SCOWs (Stupid Customers Of the Week) have to do with this.
We’ve done a bit of analysis in this section of some pretty common sense things, but it’s worth looking at these sequences pretty closely, sometimes they are determined by things that have nothing to do with the stuff that needs to get done, namely, information needed to make a cup of coffee to order.  But these ‘side sequences’ are all pretty much joking around, the person who characterized this conversation did so not on the basis of its structure, but as evidence of ‘messing around with the customers’.  But just as we can see that people know the difference between ‘real’ questions and those that are actually answers to prior questions, we can also see that people know that a ‘joke answer’ to a question isn’t really a closing move in a question-answer sequence, but an opening move in a joking sequence.  That means there is a difference between what looks like a question and something that works like a question, and the same goes for answers.  The barista knows the difference between sequences that have to do with business and the ones that have to do with ‘messing around with the customers’.  Most of these made up stories are reported to make a point about customers, usually how stupid and annoying customers are.  So sequence isn’t everything, we need to know something about the functions of language.  
Shifters: Relations of language to non-verbal contexts.   This is a matter Yaguello describes in some detail.  We are going to want to describe three different kinds of ways that language relates to context.  By context, first of all, we mean the verbal context, the other utterances that the utterance we are looking at is related to.  We discussed this already above, and saw that what an utterance means is dependent in large part on its position in a sequence of utterances.
1) Decontextualized utterance:  On one level, we could describe a situation with terms that would equally well describe it wherever or whenever we says those words.  When we use this kind of description, the meaning of the words in the text depend very little on the context in order to be understood.   Utterances like

France is shaped like a Hexagon

Canada is north of the United States

Cats are furry four-legged creatures

Trent University is Canada’s Outstanding Small University



A doppio espresso will get you wired



Drinking grande lattes all the time will get you wired and fat


pretty much make sense whenever or wherever they are uttered.  Whether they are true or false does not depend on context of utterance, and they can be understood regardless of any specific property of the speech situation in which they are uttered.  Utterances in textbooks, for example, tend to be more like this.
2) Contextualization of Utterances:  But most utterances in conversations, as opposed to textbooks, depend much more heavily on context of the speech situation to be understood.  
Functions:  Language has six basic functions based on the aspect of the speech situation they focus on or foreground.  As before, I’m going to try to illustrate them using just examples drawn from reported conversations between underpaid Starbucks employees and customers as irate as they are stupid.
A Speech Situation or Speech Event we are going to define pretty broadly as any event of language use.  Any time someone says something or writes something or reads something, anything like that.  Maybe communicative event would be better, but we are sticking with speech event.  A speech event, used in this sense, has the following elements:

Speaker:  Someone has to say something, or write something, the message.  This is the speaker. Message sender is basically the same thing.
Addressee:  There are several roles here, and we should get them out of the way right now.  The addressee is the person for whom the message is intended, to whom it is addressed, even implicitly.  You are all implicitly addressed by the fact that I am writing in a certain style, or in English, for that matter.  The audience are people who are in a position to hear or read the message, and the speaker is aware of them, but they are not the addressees of the message.  For example, if I yell something to someone in a crowd, I’m aware of the other people and may show this by not saying certain things as part of my message.   Overhearers are the same people if I am not aware of them, and eavesdroppers are the same people if I am not aware and they have deliberately put themselves in a position to overhear.

Message: If there is a speaker, there is a message, this is whatever is said or written down, we’ll call it an utterance, too.
Channel:  To send a message, you have to have a channel or medium.  For example, a spoken message is transmitted by sound waves through the air, a phone conversation uses this plus converts the messages into electronic signals, written communication can involve paper, the mail system computers, whatever.
Code: Any individual utterance needs to be in a given language in order to be decodable by the addressee.  If you think “a language” whenever you hear this word, you’ll do fine.

Object: Whatever the message is about is the object.  Anything you talk about using language.
For each element of the speech situation I just listed and defined, there is a function of language that focusses on or foregrounds that part of the speech situation.   Yaguello devotes a lot of time to discussing these functions, which are:

Reference (Informative):
To pick out and describe objects and states of affairs (Objects)
Expressive:
To express subjective states of affect  (Speaker)
Phatic: 
To establish that the ‘channel’ of communication is open (Channel)
Conative:
To persuade, convince or affect the addressee (Addressee)

Poetic:
To decorate or otherwise draw attention to message form (Message)

Metalinguistic: Language utterances can be used to talk about the language itself (Code)

I’ll only discuss some of these again here, because only some of them are really important to this kind (genre) of interaction (more on that below).   The Poetic function is probably not as important here as it might be in other kinds of interactions, for example.

Reference (the informative function)

One big thing that is obviously happening here is that Starbucks conversation are almost always about ordering a drink.  This is really complex at Starbuck, because you have to use the Starbucks lingo (which notoriously includes their own names for sizes, Small = they don’t have small, Medium = tall, Large = grande, and Extra-large=venti), you also have to know what you are ordering is (and a lot of people haven’t the foggiest idea what they are ordering actually is), and you have to know how to order something that makes sense to the barista. This is probably why Starbucks included a how to order guide that explains all this as their most recent ad campaign.  There are something like 9,000 possible combinations, and since there is also usually a line up behind you, it can be frustrating and inefficient if you babble incoherently about a drink that doesn’t exist.  So, from a purely utilitarian point of view, ordering a drink is an act of what we call reference, and involves the informative function, the function of talking about things in the world.

Reference, in general, is the speech activity we engage in when we want to describe something so that it can be differentiated from other things and so someone knows which thing we are talking about.  For example, two men enter a room in a party and one of them wants to know which of the guests in the room is the one the other guy was talking about.  There’s a lot of people in the room, all of them holding drinks.  If they are all holding different drinks you could pick him out from the crowd by saying


He’s the guy holding a martini over there.
A martini glass is pretty distinctive, and as long as there is only one ‘guy holding a martini’, this should be a good enough description to pick that person out.  You don’t need a long description of his clothing, attitudes towards domestic animals, theories about television soap operas, to boot, this is enough information to pick the person out.  You have said something which is true (this guy really is holding  a martini) and you have picked him out from the crowd by doing that.  We call this proper reference.  Proper reference is when you get the job done (pick someone out) and utter a truthful description at the same time.  This is different from merely successful reference.  Let’s say I think he’s holding a martini, but really it’s a manhattan, the kind of drink that is also served in a martini glass, but close up you would know the difference.  I say the same sentence describing him as a ‘guy holding a martini’ but he’s really holding a manhattan, so my description is false, but it still works, you still know who I am talking about.  That’s successful reference.  To review:
Proper reference
has to do with how you described something is true or false.




(This is a matter of semantic meaning).
Successful reference
has to do with whether your description succeeded in picking out the entity you were describing.


(This is a matter of pragmatic meaning)

Ordering a drink involves an act of reference: you must describe what you want so the barista can get it for you, and the thing you want must also exist.  Both of these things seem to be a problem for some customers.  Reference is probably the central theme of all these reported starbucks conversations because customers who think they are referring to (describing) real drinks properly (proper reference) or at least describing them in a way that the barista can connect the dots and figure out what they want (successful reference).  For the transaction to proceed, one of these things must occur: even if the barista has to ‘repair’ the expression and repeat back a ‘real drink’ to match the imaginary one the customer is theorizing exists.  This customer is a ‘confident’ one, but still seems to be moving back and forth between different imagined drinks, all of which are ‘imaginary’ hybrids of words you use to describe real drinks:

OK, so today I was on till...
this guy walks in...orders with confidence...

MAN: Hey, gimme a, uhhh, double french roast.
ME: Im sorry?
MAN: A double shot of French roast.
ME: Do you want a doppio espresso? We only make that with espresso beans. Is that what you would like? Or a cup of brewed coffee? Today we are brewing Gold Coast.
MAN: Yeah, I'll take that.
ME: The doppio or the drip coffee?
MAN: And I want it with mocha and whip cream.
ME: OK, so would you like to get a mocha? It comes with the mocha syrup, espresso and steamed milk, and whip cream.
MAN: Oh, ok, yeah gimme that. You know, I lived in England for 20 years and I know alll about that espresso stuff, trust me I know what Im talking about (he giggles as he speaks). I mean, they love espresso over there and I know all about it..heh heh!
ME: (dying of laughter inside) Oh yeah? ...What size would you like your mocha?
MAN: Oh, give me the one in the middle.
ME: OK, now that already comes with two shots...
MAN: OH!! Gimme another! (giggles some more) I need my espresso! haha, back in England *mumbles...* Oh, and I need whip cream on that! (smiles)


There are many many conversations like this one, and this sort of conversation picks out a certain kind of customer, a ‘clueless’ one who doesn’t know how to talk about coffee in a way that can be understood, making their orders largely a shot in the dark.   Other starbucks customers have mastered much of the lingo, by contrast.   So, when Starbucks customers walk in an order, something else is being done with language other than reference, proper or successful, or ‘ordering a drink’.   Customers are not only distinguishing drinks to pick out the one they want to order (reference) customers are distinguishing themselves from other customers.  This is the expressive function.  Sometimes two functions happen at the same time, and this is an example.

Expressive function: Expression and espresso
Starbucks as a company has a lot of its brand image invested in the experience of the Starbucks store: you don’t just go there for a cup of coffee, you go there for a distinctive cup of coffee, a whole coffee experience.  The fact that you want a distinctive coffee experience means you want to participate in the Starbucks brand image, and by helping Starbucks maintain its image, Starbucks can help you present yourself as a person at home in a world of 9,000 coffee choices, ordering fluently at Starbucks, then, is part of the brand, and speaking Starbuckese is part of the Starbucks brand, and also part of the personal brand that every customer has.
But Starbucks is also a business, and barista is, at the end of the day, a service worker with a hectic job that involves a lot of thankless tasks, like dealing with SCOWS.  The Starbucks barista is interested in the coffee interaction primarily in a utilitarian way, which means the barista is interested in getting the order in as efficient a manner as possible so it can be filled, and the line will not increase around the block.   This means that a barista will engage in a conversation primarily with a view to the referential function we just discussed.  Efficiency of filling orders depends on Starbucks customers knowing what they want and communicating that information efficiently.  Starbucks is a business that likes efficiency too, so their booklet, in the section that instructs customers ‘How to Order’ advertises that, though there is no ‘right way’ to order at Starbucks, there is a way that baristas do it, a ‘Starbucks’ way, and if you do it that way too, you will not only sound like a sophisticated Starbucks customer, but you will be served more quickly as well. A win win situation.  I had this as an example of a ‘script’ for customers above, here it is again:
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This ‘script’ presents ‘barista-speak’ as a matter of proper reference leading to successful reference, it’s really all about efficiency, which is something we all like in a fast food joint.  Barista-speak, then, is all about efficiency, “all about the order of information.”  That means that this ad presents barista-speak as being representative of the informative function.
But at the same time that Starbucks is telling you how to order, the Starbucks brand is all about self-expression (through coffee).  Starbucks is a kind of ‘affordable luxury’.  Like wine, there are many varieties, but unlike wine, all those varieties are available to the average consumer.   Proper reference to drinks at Starbucks requires control of a store specific lingo combined with a relatively arcane coffee vocabulary, mostly Italian or French in origin, and some of it copyrighted by Starbucks, some of it derived from hip and fashionable ‘martini’ culture, and some of it ‘Seattle slang’ (Starbucks started in Seattle).  You can find these dictionaries of coffee speak on the web everywhere.  Ordering at Starbucks, a least in theory, should be an act of self-expression, saying who you are, just as the drink you order says a lot about you and your individual identity.  On this level, all consumers seem to be created equal, but each of them is as different as a snowflake, and Starbucks celebrates this difference by allowing you lots of choices, lots of choices, and helping you realize your distinctive coffee self: you are what you drink.   This should seem familiar, it’s all part of a familiar sort of marketing angle that represents  consumption as being an empowering experience that allows people to appropriate commodities and use them to express themselves as individuals.   

Expressing personality and individualism: American consumerism and ‘personal taste’.  But the key word here is expression.  By ordering a certain drink you are expressing yourself as a consumer, according to Starbucks, just as by being able to say your order in a self-assured and fluent manner you announce to the world that you are comfortable with this form of consumption and even well-educated in the niceties of coffee speak.   Perhaps you have spent time in Tuscany!  Who knows.   By referring to coffee, making your order, you are not only saying what your drink is (reference, informative function) in an efficient way, you are also saying who you are (expressive function). An alert reader will also notice that the four main ways you are supposed to customize your order are given, again, in the recommended order you are supposed to say them in.  
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This endless distinctiveness is celebrated at Starbucks, who coo that “we’ve noticed, for example, that triple grande decaf latte people aren’t the same as tall, iced caramel macchiato drinkers.”  They don’t say much about what sort of person each is, but this idea of “you are what you drink”, determining someone’s personality based on what they order at Starbucks, is parodied at a website called the Starbucks oracle.  At the Starbucks Oracle (http://www.buttafly.com/starbucks/index.php), everyone turns out to be a SCOW, no matter what you order.  For example, compare what the Oracle has to say about the people who order the two drinks mentioned in the ad above: Triple Grande decaf latte people and Tall, iced caramel macchiato drinkers.  Try making a really complex order with two percent milk and other bells and whistles.  If you are curious, my own preferences are either a ‘tall drip’ or a ‘tall latte’, or a ‘double espresso’.  
Triple Grande decaf latte people:
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The all-knowing Oracle of Starbucks
	Behold the Oracle's wisdom:
Personality type: Freak

No person of sound mind would go to an EXPENSIVE COFFEE SHOP to get a drink WITHOUT CAFFEINE. Your hobbies include going to ski resorts in the summer and flushing $5 bills down the toilet. You are a menace to society.

Also drinks: Non-alcoholic beer
Can also be found at: Pools with no water


Tall, iced caramel macchiato drinkers:
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The all-knowing Oracle of Starbucks
	Behold the Oracle's wisdom:
Personality type: Clueless

You don't go to Starbucks much; when you do you just tag along with other people since you have nothing better to do. You would like to order a Tazo Chai Crème but don't know how to pronounce it. Most people who drink tall iced caramel macchiato are strippers.

Also drinks: Wine coolers
Can also be found at: The mall


The Starbucks Oracle is gratefully acknowledged for imparting this wisdom.  
Whether you agree with the Starbucks company that you can find your true individual self by finding the right Starbucks beverage, or you agree with the Starbucks Oracle that basically anyone who wanders into a Starbucks is some kind of social irritant, both are indicating that this idea of ‘expression through consumption’, especially of beverages, is an important part of the Starbucks experience, and part of a more general trend in our society that we call ‘Consumerism’.  Consumerism is a kind of set of ideas about personhood that in modern society, individuals can express their authentic selves by what they consume, it’s a broadening of the notion ‘you are what you eat’.  It’s the opposite of an older notion that held in Western societies that what defined an individual was what they produced, an ideology that defined personal value and social worth in terms of work and production.   
Expressing Class: taste and distinction.  But when it comes to language, you are still defined quite a bit in terms of what you produce in terms of talk, and how well you produce it.  The real moment of expression (expressive function) probably does not come from relaxing in front of your favourite Starbucks beverage, laptop poised to begin to write the Great North American Novel.   No, it’s the actual act of ordering the drink by which you show, inadvertently or not (as the Starbucks oracle warns the clueless person above), that you are a cultured person with taste, and taste is shown by how confidently you select a Starbucks beverage.  Part of this has to do with how Starbucks presents itself: this is really not a store where ‘the customer is always right’.  The customer is expected to either be educated, or be willing to be educated, in fine coffees and ways of serving it, and Starbucks baristas actually attend school to gain the knowledge they have, and can and will instruct customers on these things.  The baristas, then, have to cooperate with the customer if the customer is going to pull off this performance of being ‘classy’ and having ‘taste’. The deal is this: people walk into a Starbucks and pay more for coffee not just because it tastes better, but because Starbucks people have ‘taste’, and Dunkin Donuts coffee drinkers don’t.   Part of what is happening when someone orders a Starbucks beverage fluently is that they are showing they have a touch of ‘class’, they have ‘taste’, are well-educated (like the Starbucks baristas themselves, who tend to be very well educated compared to other service workers—unlike many other service workers, baristas are persons who may have future expectations of social mobility and a reasonable education—in any case, baristas are reasonably confident about their knowledge of this prestige commodity), can rattle off confidently a bunch of Italian words because they are cosmopolitans who have traveled to those places where people use those words.  Referring properly, as opposed to successfully, now not only picks out the right drink, but it also distinguishes the Starbucks customer from clueless people who don’t know how to pronounce macchiato or that Capuccinos are basically pretty foamy.  This is a different form of expression, and sometimes it happens unwittingly, as Starbucks is all about expressing class, taste, culture and distinction, wittingly or unwittingly, as in this conversation with a customer who thinks they have this ‘distinction’, but really don’t.   

Doing that survey reminded me of another good/bad customer memory:

A not-so-gentleman comes back with his Grande Cappuccino and says he wants more "coffee" because there's too much foam. 

We explain to him what a Cappuccino is and tell him we'd gladly put more milk in there for him, or remake him a latte.

He belts out: "I'M ITAL-IAN. I KNOW WHAT A CAPPUCCINO IS! NOW MAKE IT NORMAL."

Hrm.

Distinction: We live in a society ordered into social classes (although admitting this makes us uncomfortable, and almost all North Americans, if asked what class they are a member of, will sheepishly mumble something about being in the ‘middle class’.  If asked to explain what this means, or what other classes there are, they will usually draw a blank.  Part of this is because saying you have a class automatically means there must be other classes, not everyone can be ‘middle class’, yet we try to pretend that its possible to both have classes and have everyone be in just one ‘middle’ class.  Try it yourself, it’s actually a quite interesting fact about North Americans, this denial about class).  Class is partially about how much money you make, what your job is, and so on, it involves social relations like employer-employee, boss-worker, server-customer  (this is a ‘productivist’ view of class, one that locates class differentiation of society in terms of relations in the world of work). But people take class home from work, class also has to do with having, or not having, taste, class, distinction (a ‘consumption’ oriented view of class, class differentiation happens in the home and at the mall, too).  Both kinds of class are present at Starbucks, of course, since the baristas are workers in the service industry, having both employers, managers and customers all of whom must be satisfied, and customers walk into Starbucks because they feel they have earned a little luxury and they are not the kind of person who is happy with bad coffee, they have education, and therefore, taste (so we say ‘they have class’).   The barista ‘rant’ genre we are looking at is actually an expression of these problems, after the fact, in front of an anonymous community of fellow-sufferers.   On the other hand, customers are expressing themselves, or trying to, through their leisure activity of consumption, and at the same time expressing themselves as being members of a certain class (the core members being what we usually call ‘Yuppies’: Young Urban Upwardly Mobil Professionals).  Starbucks is the coffee for people who ‘have class’, ‘have taste’.   So when you order a drink at Starbucks, only part of what you are doing is picking out a drink (the informative function, reference), you are also communicating a bit about yourself (the expressive function), including wittingly, who you think you are by what beverage you choose (that’s what the Starbucks ad and the Starbucks oracle agree on), but also, unwittingly, whether you know what a cappuccino is and whether you’ll like it, or whether you say  espresso (classy) or expresso (clueless), or whether you know how to pronounce macchiato.  Here you are expressing, maybe in spite of yourself, the ‘hidden injuries of class’, which lead to social embarrassment for people not raised to order coffee in a Starbucks.   Any moment of ordering at Starbucks is chock full of all the class anxieties of modern society.  It also explains the rants about SCOWs by Starbucks employees (rants are another  example of the ‘expressive function’: see below).  Since the relationship between the barista and customer is a class relation in the sense that it is a service encounter with associated ideas like ‘the customer is king, is always right’ and so on, and at the same time Starbucks is all about separating the people who know coffee from those that don’t, it’s understandable that you can get customers who think baristas are snooty and rude, and the opposite.  Here’s the anxiety about ordering viewed from the customer’s point of view (the customer is at a Non-Starbucks and is ordering as if in a Starbucks, using the Starbuckese name for sizes).  Another uncharitable way of looking at someone who is trying to express themselves with espresso is not that they have taste or class, but they are a poseur, a faker: 
The barista was maybe twenty-two, dark haired, with four visible piercings not counting ears. Two eyes, one nose, one labret. Dark ink tattoos. She was cheerful, but also looked ready to beat my head in if I looked at her crosseyed. Barista. I felt nostalgic.

A side note. I lived in Seattle during the heights of the whole Seattle coffee thing. I learned the art of care and feeding of baristas from the masters. I learned the casual disdain, the significant adorableness, the ability to beat you within an inch of your worthless life or at the very least spit in your latte if you crossed them there. Since then, I've been living in New Hampshire. There's a few nice coffee shops in New Hampshire, and I've had good coffee there, but the baristas are only baristas because they make you coffee. No one taught them the subtle, almost erotic art of pulling espresso and making your customers suffer. It was refreshing.

"What'll you have?" she asked.

"Tall nonfat vanilla," I said, trying to be smooth.

"A small?" she asked.

"A tall."

She looked at me with a weather eye. Poseur. You want to throw stupid words around, go to fucking Starbucks.
"Medium," I corrected, and she nodded. The guy next to her -- twenty one himself, eyebrow piercing and industrial on the ear, tattoos, grey tee and basic apron... the male of the barista species -- said "hey, can I ring you up?"

"Sure," I said.

"What'd you have?"

"Tall nonfat vanilla," I said, because I don't learn.

"A what?"

"He got a medium," the girl snotted. That's the only way to put it. 'Snotted.'

(http://www.websnark.com/archives/2005/01/views_of_the_ql.html)

Try to imagine the same conversation happening in a Tim Hortons or a Dunkin Donuts.  I hope this section explains why ordering at Starbucks, you may be talking about coffee (informative function), but you are also saying a lot (whether you know it or not) about yourself and your place in a class-obsessed society that produced you and Starbucks (expressive function).  In a nut shell, just because you have the money to afford a Starbuck beverage, doesn’t give you the verbal means to order it in a suave and self-confident way.  Ordering at Starbucks (and similar coffee shops) makes people anxious.  And yet, this isn’t exactly driving people away from Starbucks.  I imagine that if you look at these transcripts, you will see a lot of examples of people trying to do more with their order than just get a cup of coffee.  When we get to the conative function, we will discuss how class comes back into the picture, this time in the relationship between barista (service worker) and customer.   
Phatic function

The phatic function of speech is primarily about checking the channel of communication to show that is clear.  But it is also about the kinds of speech people engage in simply to maintain the conversation, the kind of sociable conversation that is sort of engaged in to avoid silence or the implication that people have nothing to talk about.  To that extent, phatic function works  like ‘safe conversational topics’, like the ‘talking about the weather’, it’s about maintaining social relationships, so it’s sometimes about maintaining communion (that was what it was originally called ‘phatic communion’) rather than checking channels.   Also, ‘back channel’ sounds people make like yeah, uhuh and that sort of thing, which people hardly even notice they are making, are markers that the messages are being received loud and clear.  There’s more to them than that, but one thing you’ll notice is that people are so hardly aware of phatic things on this order, that they hardly ever include them when they ‘make up conversations’.   That’s a big difference between a ‘real conversation’ transcript and a ‘made up’ or remembered one, those little ‘phatic’ markers are all absent.   It’s an example of the sort of thing we use all the time but is basically invisible to us: ‘heard but unnoticed’.  Speaking of which, in a Starbucks conversation, one thing customers are worried about is that they have not been heard or noticed, and their order is not being made.  That’s one point where you might find someone ‘checking the line’ to see that they are being heard.  Another is when a customer is mumbling.  I just happen to not have found any examples of any of these, but you might.

Conative function

A person walks into a coffee shop for a variety of reasons, one of them usually being that they want something to drink that involves legal stimulants.  A barista (person working the ‘bar’ at a Starbucks store) needs to get information from the customer in order to fill this desire.   This is called ‘ordering a drink’.  Part of this is the referential function, which involves picking out the drink you want.  The other part is the part suggested by the word order, which has a notion of commanding someone to do something for you, which is one variety of the conative function.  The referential function focuses in on the drink, the conative function focuses on the barista.  Since the conative function is about getting the person you are talking to to do stuff for you, like get you a cup of coffee, the conative function should be about as common as dirt in our transcripts.  And yes, it is.  A good way to find an utterance used in the conative function is to find a command.  People often use ‘commands’ when ordering, but they could also express their order as a request or a question.  You could try to find differences in how people make their orders, sometimes they use commands, sometimes questions, sometimes statements, to make an order.  Since people are rude, especially Starbucks customers, they often use commands, making them the topic of stories by Starbucks employees and earning special names like this one.  The clearly conative utterances here are the ones that are expressed as commands.
Calabasshole: That's my Grande nonfat mocha right?
Me: Yes it is.
Calabasshole: Don't put a lid on and give me lots of whipped cream
Me: I have to put a lid on for you miss, it's company policy.
Calabasshole: No! Just pretend you put a lid on and put lots of whipped cream.
Me: Miss... I can't. I have to put a lid on. *finishes drink*
Calabasshole: *takes lid off of drink* Put more whipped cream on!
Me: *giving up on humanity puts more whip on* Thank you! *loudly* Have a FANTASTIC AFTERNOON!

That was pretty easy.   But basically all orders and requests are forms of conative function.  Any time you utter a directive, an utterance that seeks to get someone to do something, you are using this function.  But you can use a lot of different styles to do this, and only really rude customers use commands like the one above.   Instead, you often get alternate phrasings that are more ‘polite’, because they express the order in a way that doesn’t imply that the person is your slave and has to obey your every command, but expresses it instead in some way that implies they have a choice, that they might be able to refuse, and so on.  How many of the following are conatives in the sense of being directives, utterances designed to get someone to do something, and which of them is more polite, less polite?
"Now are the mochas sweet?"
"Can I have that lowfat?"
"Does that come with whipped cream?"
"Well, I don't want whipped cream."
"Can you make mine extra hot?"
"Maybe you should add some vanilla to mine."
"NO WHIPPED CREAM!"
"Does that come with coffee?"
You could probably rank these as to how relatively polite or rude they are, there is a hierarchy of directives, some ways of doing things are more polite, some less so, and when we study cultures of language this interests us as anthropologists.  There are even some general rules you could test.  Try this one: The more clearly the statement is conative in function, in general, the more it resembles a command, and therefore, the ruder it is.   The less clearly a directive is phrased as a command, the less clearly it is conative in function, the more polite it is. When we study things like politeness, deference and so on, we classify different ways of saying the same thing in terms of how much they balance respect for the other person’s autonomy with the clarity and obviousness of the way we are trying to get them to do what we say.   It’s a pretty straightforward trade off, and politeness is in part a phenomenon that emerges in this trade off.  Greetings, or lack of them, are also part of politeness.
The conative function pretty much anything in the utterance that relates to the addressee, whether trying to get the addressee to do something (directives) or picking out who in the potential audience is the actual addressee of the utterance (we can call this ‘addressivity’, it’s whatever features the message has that tend to direct it or model it for one specific person).   Another part of the utterance that is related to the addressee, addressivity, deference, and politeness, is terms of address (Sir, Ma’am, Lady, Miss, Kid, Hey You, also names of various kinds, and abusive terms of address [often given to customers as ‘nicknames’, but not spoken to their face]).  This is something you could look for yourself as a kind of conative.  I didn’t mention them because, interestingly, I haven’t found any in the conversations I’ve cited so far.  Perhaps there are situations where people avoid terms of address, either because they don’t know ones they could use (proper names pretty much can’t be used, even if the barista is wearing a name tag: that’s considered rude, but why?) or some other reason.  For example, I bet you find it difficult to know exactly how you are supposed to address me.  It’s worth thinking about.
Stories about Stupid Customers of the Week (SCOWS) are, in part, cautionary tales told by Starbucks employees to other Starbucks employees about proper use of directives (conative function, politeness), often by documenting really striking violations of the norms.

Metalinguistic function and quoted speech

You may have noticed that the metalinguistic function is basically a version of the ‘referential’ or ‘informative’ function.  Basically, the informative function or referential function is most typical of human language as opposed to other communication systems: it is the ability that language has to ‘represent’ reality, to describe and pick out things in the world, report and express attitudes towards real or potential events, all that.  That is, regardless of how far the thing, event or person you want to talk about is from the current speech situation, or whether, in fact, it exists at all, you can use the ‘informative’ function to talk about it.  The informative function is the ability to describe things, persons, situations to other people.   This function is ‘hidden in plain view’, it’s such an obvious function of language that it’s hard to describe!

But if language can be used to talk about things in the universe, and one of those things is language, then the metalinguistic function is just the use of language to talk about language, talk about talk.  This is a very special function of language, and a very important one, the ability to talk about talk, language used to talk about itself.


One example of the metalinguistic function is my own feeble attempt to explain what the term ‘metalinguistic’ means!   Any time you define a word, in any language, you are talking about language, and that’s the metalinguistic function.   We have a distinction in philosophy that captures this: it’s called the ‘use’ versus ‘mention’ function.   Let’s say I am really angry and use a four letter cuss word.  That’s use of the word.  But let’s say I am describing to a non-native speaker the word, what it means, so that they will know if someone is swearing at them, that’s mention, it’s the metalinguistic use of the word.

Whenever you quote someone, including yourself, you are using the metalinguistic function because you are talking about talk, you are using language to describe people’s use of language.  The problem is when you are quoting someone is that you are using their words, so how do you keep the two speakers separate?  That is, you are speaking when you quote someone, and you are quoting what they said when they were speaking, how do you keep them separate?  This is important, because, like the use versus mention distinction, if you can’t make it clear when you are quoting, or mentioning, then you could be held responsible for the things you say!
The simple answer is that we use ‘quotation marks’ when we write down quoted speech.  There are other methods, like a ‘script’ here.  The writer uses all kinds of special methods to allocate utterances to speakers, which are labeled, and uses special markings to indicate the “stage directions” [placed between * ...* stars]).  In speech this would be done by some other means, you would have ‘audible’ quotation marks (including verbs like say and intonational cues, for example) to tell you where the quotes begin and end, who said them and so on.
Yesterday I had an annoying customer experience I'd like to share.  I'll try to remember the details as best as I can.

Stupid lady walks in.

Me:  Hi, how are you?
Stupid:  Yeah... can I get an.... *mumbles inaudibly*
Me:  Excuse me, I didn't catch that?
Stupid:  *Looks at me like I'm an idiot* I'll have a no-fat coffee.
Me:  I'm not quite sure what you mean.
Stupid:  What do you mean?  All you coffee places have no-fat coffee drinks now, with all the new drinks you're coming out with all the time!
Me:  Well, if you want regular coffee, that doesn't have fat to begin with.  Is that what you want?

There are two speech events here. Even though they involve writing, we will call them speech events.  First of all, this is an example of a ‘rant’ by a Starbucks employee on a standard topic of a Starbuck’s employee rant, which is ‘How Stupid Customers Are’.   The speaker of the rant is the person who wrote it, and the addressee is the on-line community of other Starbucks employees who have also had stupid customers like this one.   The Audience of the rant is anyone who logs on and reads it, and in internet speech we call them lurkers if they log on to read, but never speak themselves.   The object of the speech of this speech event is, in fact, the whole conversation with the stupid customer, this is another speech event.  We say that this speech event is embedded in the first one.  Two speech events, one embedded in the other.   Let’s call the first speech event, the one in which we could be a real live participant (as an addressee or an audience) the ‘Speech event’, and call the other one the reported speech event or just reported event.   The other event has its own participants, two people.  One of them is called ‘Stupid’, and the other is called ‘Me’.   Normally we say that I or me is a shifter that refers to the speaker of this utterance.  You means the addressee of this utterance.  But what about these inside of the quotation marks?  We see that I and you inside of quotation marks refer to the speakers and addressees of utterances in the reported speech event, not those of the speech event that narrates that event.  Okay, that’s a little confusing, and may be completely obvious, but it shows you that the quotation marks shield off the world of the reported event so that people hearing the story don’t get confused about what I and You refer to (The story teller and the audience?  Or one of the characters within the story? You could get confused).  


All this is either obvious or confusing, depending on how you look at it.  Maybe it would help to have some terms to sort out what kind of speaker we are talking about in any given case.  Because, it seems that the term ‘speaker’ is actually a lot of different things.   For example, when we read the above conversation, treat the speaker of the story as being responsible for the wording of only part of the whole text.  The story teller is responsible only for the parts in italics:

Yesterday I had an annoying customer experience I'd like to share.  I'll try to remember the details as best as I can.

Stupid lady walks in.

Me:  Hi, how are you?
Stupid:  Yeah... can I get an.... *mumbles inaudibly*
Me:  Excuse me, I didn't catch that?
Stupid:  *Looks at me like I'm an idiot* I'll have a no-fat coffee.
Me:  I'm not quite sure what you mean.
Stupid:  What do you mean?  All you coffee places have no-fat coffee drinks now, with all the new drinks you're coming out with all the time!
Me:  Well, if you want regular coffee, that doesn't have fat to begin with.  Is that what you want?
The ‘frame’ of the story which sets the context, characterizing the customer (fairly enough, it seems to me) as ‘stupid’, and all the words that are attributed to the speaking character in the reported scene called me.  These are the things that the story teller is claiming responsibility for.   When someone is responsible for an utterance, in the sense that it expresses their position or they are legally responsible for making it, we call them the principal of that utterance.  This is a legal term, and it is used to distinguish between the person responsible for an action (principal) and the person who performs an action for that persion (agent).  They can be the same.  In this case, the story teller is only responsible for a part of the different things said in the story.   

What about wording, the actual choice of words, the form of the utterance?  Well, of course, when you report someone else’s speech, or your own, you could make stuff up, and you often do, sometimes reporting a conversation in a form different from the form you heard, for all kinds of reasons, not all of them bad.  We sometimes use different metalinguistic verbs  (like say, which is used to talk about something that was said) to distinguish different positions we have to something we report.  It can get quite tricky.  It’s quite common in every day story telling to do this to make a better story, and sometimes people end a story with a capper which isn’t what they actually said at all, but something they wish they had said or they expressed as a non-verbal attitude.   We normally use the verb say  to indicate what was really said (I said “you’re a jerk” is a claim that that was really what you in fact said), we sometimes use phrase I go, I went, to indicate the same thing, things actually said, but these can be used for quoting non-speech sounds and some actions (rude gestures, for example, in my dialect can be presented with I went *gesture*).   When we wish to indicate that we didn’t actually say any such thing, but may have expressed it either in fantasy after the fact or in facial contortions, we sometimes use I was like *scowl* or And I’m like “You are such a jerk!” meaning that’s what we wish we had said.  We will see that this wishful thinking element in conversations is common among Starbucks employees, and that they instead report conversations with stupid customers to do the same thing.
In this case, the story teller admits that maybe the customer named “Stupid” may have spoken slightly differently, but the story teller is trying to reconstruct the conversation as it actually happened.   To the extent that the storyteller had a perfect memory, the story teller is the author of just those parts of the conversation that they were also responsible for.  We use the term author  to mean ‘the person who actually selected the words said, the person responsible for the wording, the style, of the text’.    “Stupid” is the author and principal of the words attributed to that character in the story.    In some cases, the author and the principal can be different.  It’s pretty likely that President Bush is not the author of much that he says in his speeches, but he is responsible for those words, even though speech writers write those words for him, they express his position.  

But what about the speaker in the sense of the person who is actually uttering all these words?  Well, we have a term for that too, we call it the voicebox or animator.   This is the person who is actually telling the story, including both the things that he is the author of, the things he is the principal of, and all the other things that “Stupid” is the author and principal of.   The storyteller is the person who animates the whole conversation using their own mouth.

With these terms, can we simply our exposition of metalinguistic behavior, especially quoted speech?  Sure we can:

In normal speech, the speaker is principal, author and animator.  That’s what “I” refers to in normal speech.

In quoted speech, the animator can be different from the Principal and Author.  In this case, in the quoted speech or reported event, there are two characters, one of whom is the same as the story teller in the main speech event and is called me and as speaker is principal, author and animator all rolled into one), and one of whom is different, named “Stupid” who is the principal and author of utterances attributed to “Stupid”, but is not the animator of them.

Which also brings us to the point of these stories.  In the reported speech event, we have an epic conflict between a service employee in a coffee shop who must respect the customer (and the ‘customer is always right’) and yet is confronted with a customer who is too stupid to know that all coffee is fat free.  The customer, on the other hand, is cluelessly trying to get a drink very different from the one that she is ordering.   However, since “the customer is always right”, correcting the customer’s phrasing (author) to the correct one will offend the customer, but if one does not, the customer cannot be served correctly (since the customer is pretty much describing a drink that cannot be uniquely identified).  That is the dilemma of the participants in the reported speech event.

The framing speech event is a community of service workers who all work as baristas at Starbucks, and all of whom have met customers like this one.  The whole conversation is addressed to them as part of a larger conversation on the theme of documenting cases of arguments with stupid customers.  The genre or kind of speech event is called a SCOW (meant to remind us of ‘Stupid Cow’ but an acronym for ‘Stupid Customer of the Week) story.  Since the barista must lose all arguments with customers in order to keep her job, the baristas in this community like to report the conversations to each other to ‘vent’, as they call it, or ‘rant’.   Reporting the humiliating conversation that one could not engage in as an equal is perhaps a way of evening the score, or expressing solidarity with other workers in the same position.  
Not all customers are SCOWs, of course, the first example was a relatively nice interaction with a customer.  I reproduce it here: pay attention to the parts in bold.

It’s so fun to (in good spirit) mess around with customers. Especially the regulars.
I got amusement out of this...
(drive thru)

Me: Welcome to Starbucks, what can we get for you today?
Man: Mmm. How about a mocha frap?
Me: Ok...*pause* You gonna tell me what size you need?
Man: Naw...I was thinking I'd try and let you figure it out.
Me: Aww Shoot!
Man: (mis-heard me) AW SHIT?!
Me: NO NO NO! Shoot, I said!
Man: hahahah! Ok, Make it a venti!

He got up to the window and he said hello, but was on his cell phone, still laughing.
He leaned over to me and while pointing at the phone says:
"Im getting in trouble, she thinks Im flirting with you!!"
I laughed and said "No, its just friendly banter!"
The reported conversation is described (metalinguistically) as ‘messing around with the customers’, that’s a metalinguistic statement about the reported event, because it describes the whole tenor of the interaction as being an example of a kind of interaction (‘messing around’).  Whenever you talk about talk, that’s automatically metalinguistic, and whenever you assign an event to a kind of talk, you are talking about genre.  Genres (like ‘conversation’, ‘dialog’, ‘joking’, ‘yelling’) are terms that describe kinds of verbal behavior, and therefore they are ‘talk about talk’, and therefore they are metalinguistic terms.   In the conversation’s closing sequence (remember, the guy is on the cell phone), they also engage in metalinguistic behaviour, describing the interaction that just happened in terms of what genre it was, and therefore what it ‘meant’.  He says that it could be seen as ‘flirting’ and therefore means something more than just ‘fun’, she says that, no, it’s just ‘friendly banter’ and therefore meaningless ‘fun’.  So, one thing that people do with metalinguistic behavior is they describe events that happened in the past as examples of genres, which changes what that reported event meant in retrospect, another is that in the middle of an interaction they describe behavior in terms of genre, which changes what that event means as it is happening.  That’s pretty important.  Sometimes, people describe what they are doing at the exact same time as they do it, or, rather they do it by describing it.  We say they are reflexive talk about talk: the talk is talking about itself.   How does that work?  Well, performative utterances often do this.  Think of ‘I hereby declare war’:  war is declared by describing the act of declaring war (which is a verb of speaking). Look at how these consequential utterances all have verbs of speaking in them, verbs which describe the very utterance they are in (that’s what the words now and hereby draw attention to:  ‘I now pronounce you husband and wife’, ‘I hereby inform you that you are evicted’, ‘I command you to attack’.  German students used to duel a lot, and to get into a duel, it was necessary to insult someone to have something to duel about.  Rather than think up new insults all the time, they would walk up to one another and say ‘I hereby insult you’: it counts as an insult but all you’ve done is describe an act of insulting (metalinguistic), not actually pronounced an insult (linguistic).  If you don’t fully get this, don’t worry about it.
A final word about ‘genres’ and ‘speech genres’.   This section on reported speech, talk about talk, brings up some final concepts.  The data here is pretty much all drawn from online ‘rants’ about stupid customers in an anonymous community of starbucks workers.   A rant consists of several parts, an introduction (context), a reported dialog between a worker and a customer with added editorial commentary, and a ‘moral’ that explains the particular form of rudeness or stupidity that the conversation shows.   They all pretty much have something like this structure, and they have a name, most generally a ‘rant’, but also they are called SCOWs (stupid customer of the week stories) in this online community.  We call this a genre (like movie or book genres: horror, mystery, suspense, comedy), you have certain expectations about the whole utterance (the rant) by having encountered examples of it before.  Genres are not universal, the ‘rant’ is a particular cultural and historical event, adapted to an online community and the anonymity that allows you a certain freedom of speech.  It also serves to redress the lack of freedom of speech that the barista encounters in the reported dialog, and is typical of the work situation, particularly in service work, where, after all ‘the customer is always right’.  So we can learn a lot about language and the workplace by looking at these rants, and a lot about language and social class, too.   
Rants include genres within them, most noticeably a conversational genre (genres found in speech situations are called ‘speech genres’).  Genres can be complex, in that they incorporate other genres (for example the most complex genre I know of, the novel, can include within it other genres, like dialog, rants, snippets of poetry, personal letters, advertisements, virtually anything, even cartoons).   This conversational genre, which is incorporated within the larger genre of a ‘rant’, is what is sometimes called a ‘service encounter’, or more colloquially, ‘ordering a drink’. It’s something we do all the time without thinking about it as customers.  It’s clear, though, that the people serving us think about it, and have rather a lot of things they might have liked to say.  The ‘rant’ genre allows the Starbucks employee to do what they could never do in the actual work situation, that is, say what they wanted to say.  Because the customer gets the last word in the workplace, so the rant corrects this.
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