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Abstract:-

To dramatise poetry is to subject it
to rules, requirements and directions of
drama performance and necessity on the
stage. Language in this regard must be
able to exhibit the drama actions and
representations, keeping the
characteristics of poetry evident; i.e.,
tempo, image, metaphor, etc. However,
verbalising  poetry  dramatically or
dramatising poetry is a renewal to poetry
and a restoration to drama, is to turn
against that perception of poetry as
resulting from a chaotic and highly
sensitive individual and is to revert to the
conception of poetry as presenting human
actions fruitfully reflected on society.

The poems of the late Abdul Razaq
Abdul Wahid are too much close to
drama  and  dramatisation.  Their
phraseology and sentimentalism are
glaringly vivid and graphic and lifelike.

The current research is a sincere
attempt at analysing selected exchanges
from the first act of Abdul Wahid’s
dramatic poem (Al-Hur Al-Riyahi). It is
hypothesised that: 1. messages between
the participants within the poem can be
taken as messages about the poem itself
when looking at the communicative
level; and 2. the language resources and
codes accessible and employable by the
poet at the ‘character-to-character’
interaction level can be analysed through
certain ‘analytical procedures’ similar to
those of natural language. Here lies the
creative drama dialogue in poetry and
here is the secret of the successful
panoply of verbal interaction in (Al-Hur
Al-Riyahi).

Key words: dialogue as interaction,
descriptive rhetoric, discourse structure,
discourse strategy, Abdul Razaq Abdul
Wahid, Al-Hur Al-Riyahi.
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A Discourse Analysis of Dialogue as Interaction (95)

1. Descriptive Rhetoric and Poetry

To use the words of Leech (1969: 3), linguistics serves literature
and literary studies through ‘descriptive rhetoric’, and its theory,
techniques and practices, that focus on ‘the analysis of the
characteristic features of literary language, and ... the explanation of
terms in the critic's vocabulary, where this can be done, using the
linguist's insights at a level where they become useful to the student
of literature.’

Rhetoric in this case is an authentic way of looking at human
communication as both a conscious art and an art (Hauser,2002: 2).

Poetic language is not an exception. For Lethbridge and Mildorf
(2003: 142) poetry is associated with (a very dense use of)
specialized language to express meaning through ‘less is more’. That
is, poetry makes use of highly concentrated employment of ‘formal
elements’: syntactic, morphological, phonological and structural
overstructuring. Poetic elements such as (imagery, stanza form,
variable style choices, rhetorical devices, meter, verse, sound
patterns, etc.), in addition to dense personal experience, subjectivity
and aesthetic values, are textually utilized.

Similar to fiction or didacticism, some poetry cannot be expected
to make the poem’s author and the poem’s speaker identical (ibid.).
These two levels have to be separated in the communication
situation of poetry ‘which is very similar to the one in prose, except
that poetry very often [emphasis mine] does not include dialogue,
thus the inner box is optional’, as adopted by Lethbridge & Mildorf
(ibid.: 143) below:

PoEm

speaker (character <:> (character addressee actual

author .\ - -
who speaks) wheo listens) (optional) reader

Code/Message

Figure 1: Levels of communication situation of poetry
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(96) A Discourse Analysis of Dialogue as Interaction

To answer ‘What is Poetry?’ is to adopt the criteria of uncovering
poetic texts set by Muller-Zettelmann (2000: 73-156). Poetic texts
accordingly have an inclination to: 1. relative brevity (with some
notable exceptions); 2. dense expression; 3. express subjectivity more
than other texts; 4. display a musical or songlike quality; 5. be
structurally and phonologically over structured; 6. be syntactically and
morphologically over structured; 7. deviate from everyday language;
and 8. aesthetic self-referentiality (which means that they draw
attention to themselves as art form both through the form in which they
are written and through explicit references to the writing of poetry).

2. Interaction and Dramatic Dialogue as Discourse

For Herman (1995: 1) ‘dialogue’ taken as discourse has to be
both ‘interactive’ and ‘interactional’, where participants exchange
modes of speech as sequenced roles in relation to other participants’
speeches. This is simply because ‘dialogue belongs not to the
sphere of the ‘I' but to the sphere of the ‘we’...’, as noted by
Gadamer (1986a:65). That is, ‘dialogue’ is taken here as a speech
exchange system in which the playwright acts, like a poet, as a ‘an
artist in words’ within a ‘world of emotions’ (i.e., the world of drama)
(Nicoll,1968: 341-344). It is also noted that the conventions and
norms of everyday spontaneous communication are similar to those
meaningful and orderly resources employed by dramatists in
constructing the forms and types of speech in their plays
(Herman,1995: 6f). Yet, this dramatic speech is not to be completely
taken as an extension of daily use of language. There is no identity
between them but an interdependence.

However, interaction and dialogue are two accessible and
immediate drama levels in addition to the ‘more abstract levels of the
genre—plot, character, thematic issues and the like’. According to
Honzl (1940:118-26), dialogue in drama can be seen as a ‘device’
with a ‘world-creating’ function not as a ‘reflector’ with a ‘world-
mirroring’ function.

The current study appeals to ‘dialogue’ in drama as interaction,
meaning that dramatic dialogue is a kind of interaction initiated by
drama participants in their speech events (Herman,1995: 13). Drama
as a written text concentrates on the context of performance that
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A Discourse Analysis of Dialogue as Interaction 97

entails a change in the discourse mode of drama; ‘the transformation
and transmutation of the written lines into the dynamics of spoken
speech, which involve more than the recitation of the lines of the text
by actors’ (ibid.). In this regard, situations carried out by participants
are created by dialogue, through the integration of (verbal) linguistic
codes and features seen in their co-texts with other (nonverbal)
codes in theatre and dramatic performance; i.e., gestural, kinesic,
paralinguistic, etc. to invest the performers’ body movements. These
(nonverbal) codes are included under the notion of ‘context’ via
(ibid.:14):

1.co-ordinates extralinguistically oriented such as participants’
status and roles, temporal speech setting, spatial speech
setting, etc.;

2. cognitive setting shown in frames, presuppositions,
assumptions, beliefs, etc. activated or adhered to by
participants for the sake of interpreting dramatic interactions.

This integration of the two classes of codes is envisioned in the
context of culture or sub-culture of a particular society and its norms
of behaviour.

3. Context of ‘Al-Hur Al Riyahi’

To dramatise poetry is to subject it to rules, requirements and
directions of drama performance and necessity on the stage.
Language in this regard must be able to exhibit the drama actions
and representations, keeping the characteristics of poetry evident;
i.e., tempo, image, metaphor, etc. (Peacock,1946: 1-13).

It is clearly noticed the poem is highly subjective, individualistic
and orally recited, and the play can be objective, collectivistic and
definitely performed. However, verbalising poetry dramatically or
dramatising poetry is a renewal to poetry and a restoration to drama
and is to turn against that perception of poetry as resulting from a
chaotic and highly sensitive individual and is to revert to the
conception of poetry as presenting human actions fruitfully reflected
on society (ibid.).

Imam Al-Hussein and his calamity is bigger than life itself and for
this reason it is highly improbable to live with/in the same circle the
supreme hero and centre of which is Imam Al-Hussein, hence the
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(98) A Discourse Analysis of Dialogue as Interaction

dramatic performance would definitely be lacking. Instead, as Jabra
(2000: 7) states in his preface to the play ‘Al-Hur Al-Riyahi’, the
calamity and tragedy would reasonably and possibly be dramatised
and envisioned if there is a dramatised individual whom we, as
audience, can unite the self with, hence the importance of ‘Al-Hur Al-
Riyahi’ as the main character. In line with this same universality, ‘Al-
Shimr’ is also quite important. Both characters are humanly
presented and measured; one can be regarded in admiration and the
other can be approached in scare and dread.

4. Framework of Analysis

The unit of analysis adopted in the current research is the
‘utterance’ pictured through ‘move’, as it is appropriate to ‘dialogue’
as interaction for the following reasons (Herman,1995: 13f):

1. bringing into play the contextual factors necessary for the
analysis; 2. the analysis relates to ‘language in use’ and
utterances are the most appropriate for that; 3. utterances
would account for ellipsis, incompleteness, tongue slips, false
starts, etc., and 4. utterances do not work alone; they are
exchanged, after their initiation, within wider and complex units
called ‘speech events’ and can carry out interpersonal and
social actions, implied functions and intentions of participants
and can show contextualisation and particularisation of drama
actions.

The framework of analysis below would take utterances that
show dialogue and interaction from the first act of ‘Al-Hur Al-Riyahi’.
The framework is a checklist of the key aspects of how discourse is
organised. It consists of:

1. Discourse structure, and

2. Discourse strategies (maxims and relevance, politeness
phenomena).

The following is a general sketch of the whole inventory as they
are set verbally and exactly by Simpson (1997: 175f):

A. Discourse Structure:

1. Are discourse exchanges structured in a neat and orderly way,
with opening moves followed by supporting moves? If not, are
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A Discourse Analysis of Dialogue as Interaction 49)

there any challenging moves which function to hold up or
suspend the discourse framework? If there are challenging
moves, do they form a pattern? Are they, for example,
associated with a particular character in the text?

. Which character initiates the conversational exchanges and

which character responds? Is there a marked asymmetry in
patterns of initiation?

. How long are respective speakers’ turns? Does one character

hold the floor for longer than another? Does one character
strike you especially as interactively reticent?

. Are there any interruptions in the dialogue? Does the

discourse of one character tend to cut across the discourse of
another in any way?

. Discourse Strategies:
. (Maxims and Relevance):

. Do characters observe faithfully Grice’s four conversational

maxims? Or, in the absence of ‘maximal efficiency’, do
characters flout maxims? Are there flouts of any one maxim in
particular?

. Are the implicatures generated by maxim flouts accessible?

Or, for example, do characters speak ‘in riddles’ all the time?

. In terms of deriving satisfactory contextual effects, is it easy to

establish the relevance of what characters say to each other?
If not, does what characters say require substantial processing
effort? And if so, what are the interactive consequences of
these utterances which carry weak relevance?

. Discourse Strategies (Politeness Phenomena):
1. Are characters differentiated through their use of politeness

strategies?

What are the perceived social relationships between
characters? For instance, is a clear power differential or high
social distance signalled in the text? How are these social
relationships encoded into discourse strategies? Is any use
made, for example, of the bald on-record strategy? If so, under

|
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(100) A Discourse Analysis of Dialogue as Interaction

what conditions? Is it attributable to a perceived power
differential or to a suggested social intimacy between
speakers? Are any strategies used which appear to conflict
with assumed social roles? Is, say, the bald on-record strategy
used when the social distance between the speakers is too
great to warrant it normally?

3. In Face-Threatening Acts, is the number of mitigating features
used in the utterance in line with the actual imposition caused
to the interlocutor? Or are they mismatched in some way?

C. Setting:

This is the third dimension which is the contextual determinant of
the first dimension, ‘discourse structure’, and the influence upon and
the motivation behind the second one, ‘discourse strategy’. It is the
context that non-linguistically envelopes communication. In other
words, setting ‘...does not, however, just mean the physical
environment of interaction; it also extends to the assumptions and
beliefs that people bring to discourse’ (ibid.: 135). However, while
dialogue progresses further, setting is always changing where ‘it may
simply be that a new framework of shared knowledge develops
between interactants as discourse develops’ (ibid.: 136). The
framework with its three ‘Ss’, (i.e. structure, strategy, setting), can be
depicted in the circle below, as adopted by Simpson (ibid.: 139):

Setting —

Strategy ll‘

— Structure

Figure 2: A revised discourse model: the three ‘Ss’

The framework has some specialised terms that are clarified
below:
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A Discourse Analysis of Dialogue as Interaction (101)

1. Discourse units (DUs): It is a term employed by Gylling (2013:
72) to refer to the ‘building blocks’ of the discourse structure of
a well-formed and thematically distinct (piece of) text. They are
able to distinguish the various relations that exist through
linguistic structures in a given text.

2. Exchange: It is ‘a combination of conversational contributions
on the same topic produced by different speakers. Exchanges
commonly (though not necessarily) consist of two parts’
(Simpson,1997: 132). An exchange comprises moves. Those
moves are of three types (ibid.: 145):

a) Opening moves: they are ‘essential topic-carrying items’ that
are ‘new’ in terms of the talk immediately preceding them;

b) Supporting moves: they occur after any type of move and can
involve items that concord with the opening moves they are to
support; and

c) Challenging moves: they function to ‘hold up the progress of a
topic or the introduction of a topic in some way’. Moves,
however, ‘are often coincidental with a speaker’s turn in
conversation and they also mark the transition points at which
other speakers are drawn to respond and react. Moves are
realised through acts.

3. Act: It does not have a structure, yet acts can ‘carry the main
content of a move and are relatively freestanding whereas
others can only operate in combination with another more
substantial act’, as illustrated in markers of requests, prompts,
nods, rises, reactions, questions, etc.

4. Maxims: they are Grice’s four well-known maxims (ibid.: 148):

a) Quality: ‘Make your contribution one that is true and don’t say
things that are false’;

b) Quantity: ‘Make your contribution as informative as is required
for the current purposes of the exchange—don’t say too much
or too little’;

c) Relation: ‘Say things that are relevant in the context’; and

d) Manner. ‘Be clear—avoid unnecessary obscurity and
ambiguity’.

|
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(102) A Discourse Analysis of Dialogue as Interaction

5. Relevance: It is a theory of ‘ostensive-inferential
communication’ that is completely based on ‘relevance’
concept, in an extension to Grice’s maxim of ‘relation’. For the
relevance theory, ‘communication is successful not when
hearers recognise the ‘linguistic meaning’ of an utterance but
when hearers infer the speaker's ‘meaning’ from it
(Simpson,1997: 151f). Two components are seen here:

a) Ostension: It is the ‘speaker’s act of showing or making
manifest through language’; and

b) Inferencing: It refers to ‘what hearers do when they attempt to
decode acts of ostension in their search for meaning’.

This ‘ostensive-inferential communication’ is designed merely to
achieve some ‘contextual effects’, which are ‘modifications in the
store of knowledge between participants in interaction’, through
adding new information or strengthening or even contradicting
existing assumptions and knowledge previously adhered to or held.
Therefore, understanding utterances means to elicit their contextual
effects, hence to identify their relevance via the principle: “The more
overt the ostensive stimulus, then the less the processing effort
needed to decode it’. In this case, the stimulus carries ‘strong
relevance’. If the opposite happens, then the stimulus shows ‘weak
relevance’.

6. Politeness phenomena: There are some central tenets of
Brown and Levinson’s model of politeness (ibid.: 156ff):

a) Positive face: It is the wish that others approve your interests,
others share what you want and like, and that others like you;

b) Negative face: It is the wish others do not encroach you or
impede your actions and that others do not force or order or
coerce you;

c) Face Threatening Acts (FTAs): Utterances that threaten some
aspects of the positive or negative face of others are called as
such;

d) Off-record: It is the avoidance of explicit and clear mention of
requested services or goods. It involves ‘dropping a hint’; and
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A Discourse Analysis of Dialogue as Interaction (103)

e) On-record: It is the explicit and direct attention to and mention
of requested services or goods.

The following figure, adopted by Simpson (ibid.: 158), aligns the
pragmatic concepts presented above:

Grice Sperber & Wilson Brown & Levinson
direct ) 4 impolite
'maximal’ strong bald,
efficiency relevance on-record
implicature weak off-record
relevance
indirect ¥ polite

Figure 3: Aligned pragmatic models
5. Analysis

The analysis below draws upon the settled framework. First, the
focus is directed towards the ‘discourse structure’ with the help of
‘setting’. The relevant characters in the selected data (Act I), whose
general setting is (Place: Camp of Al-Hur near Kufa, Iraq; Time:
Dawn of Al-Taf Battle), are as follows:

1. Abu Hafs u=és 53, Amru 5=, Ziyad 2L (Leaders in the Army);
2. Al-Hur’s Intuitive Flash o=lell; 3. Army Watchman saswa 5 4 )11

5.1 Analysis of Discourse Structure

The four questions stated above under this parameter can be
elicited from the following diagram:

Table 1: Discourse structure of the selected data

DU Type of Structural Components of Exchanges (Moves) Whole
From- | Exchang | Openin Act Support Act Challen Act Setting
to e g ing ging
1 Stating 1.The Three - - - - The
el & intuitiv questions, intuitive
L8l Questio e flash Neigh, flash
ning Alaal gl (Jea=) addres
Granall Noise ses Al-
ol (Ads) Hur's
RTINS hesitan
2aa ce &
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(104) A Discourse Analysis of Dialogue as Interaction
Lgadl ga inability
2 Stating 1.Al- One question - - - - Al-Hur
Y & Hur stating
. Questio R his
Senasl ning iL..omadll positio
$ n&
O hall questio
Sl ning
his
stance
3 Stating 1.The -— 1.Al-Hur Oh! -—- -—- The
S & intuitiv to ((ED)] flash
ic s | Blaming | eflash himself pushes
o ol Al-Hur
Sligd EIRENPN to be
i oY clear &
ic gana plain
4 Stating, 1.Al- 1.0ne 1.Watch 1. - - - 1.Mess
13l Questio Hur question man age to
.\1\5&\)} ning, (K1Y )A,:lé‘ A|-HUI’,
. Exclaimi felel 2.0ne 2.Interject Referrin Exclaiming & by the
sl ng & question & 2.Watch -ion & One gto asking watch
Blaming 2.Al- Sudden man question (1,2), man,
Hur Joyialiaz A | el Lils The saying
1 530) Ja - ¢ intuitive that Al-
3. - flash - Hussei
AU ] n & his
4.0ne 53,k family
3.Al- question 3.Watch 4, - - - are
Hur man seen.
o sl 5.Intonat <l Their
-ional A8 g0 5. --- - - descrip
4.Al- question tion is
Hur 6. --- 4. Watch also
foaed man 6. --- - - given
7.0ne L
5.Al- question uélaJ) 7. --- -
Hur 8.Interject -
a5 -ion 5.Watch 8.With -
man laughter -
6.Al- lad 28
Hur -
peiald 6.Watch
7.Al- man
Hur B pwan:
91 slad Ja -
8.Al- 7.Watch
Hur man
PR ERvY
8.Watch
man
a8
Ol
5 Questio 1.Al- 1.Angrily 1.Watch 1.With shame - - Al-Hur
&l ning, Hur Luale man & shyness questio
.8 Stating & Ja il e & sic tone ning
BN & Y 2. - the
Comma 2.Al- 2.0ne - - watch
nding Hur question with man, to
Sy anger 2.Watch 3. - get
fagd 3.0ne man - - much
question dal 4, - more
3.Al- 4.--- - - about
Hur 3.Watch Al-
o ol man Hussei

The Islamic University College Journal

No. 84 : Part3
August 2025 A.D _ Rabiil 1447 A.H

ISSN 1997-6208 Print
ISSN 2664 - 4355 Online

el Foea St skl e

¥ ehad): A auadl

AY-YO il — BVEEY Jo¥) 2ty




A Discourse Analysis of Dialogue as Interaction (105)

bl LU WY n & his
4.Al- 4y family
Hur 4. Watch
APYEN ] man
o8 e \ﬁ)«i
).}A‘Y\

6 Stating 1.Al- 1.Exclaim 1.--- 1. - - - Talk to
o) sial & Hur -ing & some the self
sl Exclaimi ) sial hesitance about

LVEN) ng sl the
e steadfa
Sl st
s stand
of Al-
Hussei
n & his
family
7 Exclaimi 1.The 1.Interject 1.Al-Hur 1. - 1.The Exclaiming Severe
Ll ng, intuitiv | -ion of anger of aled intuitive censur
e~ Questio e flash ey cnghed flash e to Al-
Lei (0 ning, Ll Ll g il Hur by
Stating A JEINEY himself
e (e clibas & the
Blaming oealsedl Lein flash
8 Exclaimi 1.Al- 1.Two 1. - 1. - - - Deep
%] ng, Hur questions & sorrow
.ol [ Questio o] Exclaim &
. ning & el -ing darken
138 Stating 138 5o ed soul
Uikl Uihaall
9 Stating, 1.Al- 1.Calling 1.Watch 1.While - - There
Ll Questio Hur man coming is still a
Gy ning, sassa 2.Tone of PRE 2.While space
Jdi Blaming 2.Al- Command Yl leaving to clear
& Hur 2.Watch all
Comma Y - man - Referrin 3.0ne suspec
nding Uais Jadl gto(2), question, tone tin the
L. Aol The of blame self &
- intuitive act of
- flash Al-Hur
RSP
Ik
Sl
10 Stating, 1.Abu 1. - 1.Al-Hur 1.Command - - Meetin
o Blaming Hafs e tone gAl-
BIENEY & [ENER) ESRENEPY Hur to
. Questio »lb ) sl know
el ning 2.Ziya 2.0ne 2.Quiet - - their
EEICN d question 2. Al- -ness tone stand,
Ll Hur while sitting with
¢ N — deep
- sae, by Referrin | One question, | loss of
i gto(2), tone of blame right
- The thought
intuitive on
- flash behalf
el b of Al-
€48 23 Y Hur
11 Questio 1.Al- 1.0ne 1.Ziyad 1.Emphasis -—- -—- Asking
il ning & Hur question O tone about
FIEN Answeri | JV...as s G their
fledas ng fda 2.0ne 2.Amru 2.0ne -—- -—- alert for
question PN question, fight
2.Al- flellias emphasis tone
Hur
€ gaiil 5
12 Stating, 1.The 1.Two 1.Al-Hur 1.Weakness - - Censur
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A Discourse Analysis of Dialogue as Interaction

Questio intuitiv blaming [} tone, as if e,
. ning, e flash questions Ay el talking with blame
sloe | Answeri | L..Scli someone &
9. ala ng & Ay 2.With inability
Blaming 2.0ne prejudice - - to find
2.The blaming 2.Al-Hur the
intuitiv question & right
e flash sl way
& o out of
A Al g 3.Hesitance the
odal 3.0ne tone while Referrin | Sever censure mess
Cad) question looking at gto(3), tone of Al-
faces The Hur &
3.Abu 3.Al-Hur intuitive his
Hafs i€ flash leaders
le)..da dsl 4.Two Js - who
€ ¥l 4.With questions with | ... Cusl are
hesitance rejection & A2y e pgd also
denial - mentall
4.A- 4.The y&
Hur intuitive 5. - physica
KPJERS flash - Illy lost
. 5.Stream of 35
sorrow & FRERR LY
hesitance S -—-
6.0ne
6.0ne question to Two questions
5.Al- undistract 5.Abu show their
Hur -ed Hafs ignorance of
Jsl & question PR the real Referrin
oY) reasons of gto (6),
their call to Al- The
Hur intuitive
6.Al- 6.Abu flash
Hur Hafs o
I Oselad o e o008
oy Salas S, el ol
13 Stating, 1.Abu 1. - 1.Al-Hur 1.Emphasis - - Prepar
k9 Questio Hafs dal tone ation
sl ning, k% for
L Answeri | ..ol 2.With 2.Al-Hur | 2.Emphasis & - - stating
oY) ng & B emphasis & RN Command the real
Exclaimi 2.Ziya exclama S tone impuls
ng d -ation (ol es,
ala e Emphasis intentio
™ tone -—- -—- ns &
Support thought
ing (1. s of Al-
Al-Hur) Hur &
by his
Amru Emphasis leaders
osill paids tone & --- --- who
E e interrupt are
-ion looking
Support at each
ing other in
(Amru, Emphasis perplex
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Examining the table of the analysed exchanges within their
EDUs, we notice the following as for the first parameters of analysis
‘Discourse Structure’:

The (44) selected discourse exchanges are mostly ordered into
(opening move + supporting move) and then (opening move +
supporting moves). The (44) exchanges are logically the opening
moves and are accompanied by (42) supporting moves. Exceptionally,
there are (10) challenging moves out of the selected exchanges. Only
(1) challenging move is initiated by (Al-Hur) at (Ziyad’s talk), and the
other (9) moves are by (The intuitive flash) at (Al-Hur), indicating
dominance over all the intentions and thoughts of Al-Hur.
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A Discourse Analysis of Dialogue as Interaction (109)

Initiating the conversational exchanges and responding to them
on the part of the characters can be ordered from the most frequent
to the less one as follows:

Table 2: Frequency of opening and supporting moves

Opening Moves Character Supporting Moves Character
Al-Hur 27 Army Watchman 14

The intuitive flash 6 Al-Hur 13

Abu Hafs 5 Abu Hafs 6
Ziyad 5 Amru 6
Amru 1 Ziyad 2
The intuitive flash 1

Total 44 Total 42

It is quite recognised here that (Al-Hur) is the character that initiates
and opens most of the selected exchanges, with (27) longer and shorter
moves. The intuitive flash records (6) very longer opening moves. The
leaders in the army (Abu Hafs) and (Ziyad) record (5) for each. Only (1)
move is by (Amru). This refers to a very asymmetrical pattern of
initiation caused by the fact that reflected in the poetic drama in hand: it
is (Al-Hur Al-Riyahi) and about him, his character, actions, intentions,
stance, etc. It is (Al-Hur) who controls the topics and sub-topics of the
selected data. Structurally speaking, the moves are mostly of the type
‘stating’, then followed by ‘questioning’, ‘answering’, ‘exclaiming’,
‘blaming’ and ‘commanding’. As for supporting moves, they are mostly
balanced: (14) by (Army watchman), (13) by (Al-Hur), (14) by (The three
leaders), and only (1) by (The intuitive flash).

As far as the dominant patterning of exchanges is concerned, it is
observed that a two-component exchange is dominant, with (30),
followed by three-component exchange, with (9), and then one-
component exchange is less dominant, with only (5) large moves.

The prevailing one-sidedness of the dialogue by (Al-Hur) is
clearly reinforced by the length of his moves and turns. He is
recognisably holding the floor, much longer than any participant. This
alludes to the confusion and perplexity that encircle (Al-Hur) and his
changeable stance. His intuitive flash comes next in holding some
floor within the conversational exchanges. This is not strange as it
administers, controls, directs and push (Al-Hur) to change into
another personality towards the end of the drama. The intuitive flash
also is made responsible for the interruptions that cut across the
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(110) A Discourse Analysis of Dialogue as Interaction

discourse of (Al-Hur) acting as an ‘attention-getting’ device employed
by the poet himself.

Leaders of army have not made any interruptions in Al-Hur
dialogue; this is the real characteristic of real leaders following up
rules and regulations. They have interrupted the dialogue of each
one of them as the topic of military withdrawal is a heated argument
marked vehemently.

5.2 Analysis of Discourse Strategy

As for the three questions stated above under this second
parameter, the following can be stated:

To position oneself in this dramatic interaction is to uncover the
real ‘psychological intentions’ of the invented dramatic characters. If
witnessing the functional exchanges by the characters, a keen reader
can easily distinguish that all of them are never differentiated in their
politeness strategies. One is not superior than the other. One is not
the only polite character and the other is impolite. Even their
language use is not made harsh and unpleasant, though the social
relationships that link all characters are easily detected and
perceived by inference and some cues. The leaders and the
watchman are all under the military authority of (Al-Hur). The
exception to this is the intuitive flash of (Al-Hur); it represents all
thoughts, images, visual and mental representations, confusing
impressions, fears, worry, solicitude, noises, whispers, etc. that
control over his acts and actions. Later, towards the end of (Act I),
(Al-Hur) and his leaders regain their noble values, morals and
courage and join Imam Al-Hussein.

This dramatic interaction evokes the co-operative principle and its
maxims in all exchanges between the interlocutors. The main
character (Al-Hur) is dramatised as one who flouts the maxims of
(quality, quantity, manner) by his lexical protocols and structural
patterning. To flout the quality maxim is to say that what is presented
is not the accurate reflection of Al-Hur’s state of mind. Another reason
might be the highly metaphorical, figurative and rhetorical language
tools functionalised on the tongue of Al-Hur. Such use of language
does not reveal true and accurate descriptions of one’s state of mind
(Grice, 1975: 53). Other characters in some exchanges are made to
flout this maxim, particularly in their metaphorical use of language.
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A Discourse Analysis of Dialogue as Interaction (111)

Flouting the quantity maxim means saying deliberately less or
more than required. This is so evident first in the exchanges of the
intuitive flash that triggers all hidden intentions of Al-Hur. Leaders of
the army are not able to speak more than expected except when they
are asked by Al-Hur of what they could do and when the argue with
him about his veiled, muted and unclear intents.

The manner maxim is flouted mainly in the blatantly ambiguous
and obscure locutions of Al-Hur. It is quite impossible for a person to
be so clear in his decisions when surrounded with confusion,
disorder and instability to be with or against noble deeds.

Moreover, an ‘ostensive-inferential communication’ is seen
everywhere in the selected exchanges. Interlocutors being hearers of
the utterances of other participants are able to recognise the linguistic
meaning of their messages and are able also to infer other hidden
meanings. The intuitive flash is the most successful character that
both recognises and infers from the talk of Al-Hur what is overt and
covert. Leaders are also shaped as able to somehow recognise the
messages and infer Al-Hur’s hidden intentions as they are destined to
the same direction finally. The dramatic interaction of the characters
achieves their contextual effects, drawn for them by the poet himself,
by negotiating new information or strengthening or even contradicting
existing assumptions and knowledge previously adhered to or held.
However, it is noticed that the ‘weak relevance’ is spreading over the
locutions between Al-Hur and other characters; the intuitive flash and
his leaders. In other words, the stimulus is less overt, hence more
processing efforts are needed to decode his messages.

As far as politeness phenomena are concerned, the first thing to
admit is that there is no maximal social distance and there are no
psychological risks in their locutions. The utterances of the leaders
and watchman never constitute a threat to the negative face of Al-
Hur or of each other. That is, all their linguistics acts observe
attentively his basic wishes, desires and actions. Yet, their questions
are not of an order tone but they rise out of ignorance of his real
covert intentions. No FTAs are seen in this regard. In other words,
the off-record strategy is resorted to in most situations. On the
contrary, all exchanges of the intuitive flash make use of the bald, on-
record strategy extensively. No redress is ever offered to Al-Hur to
the extent that one can easily feel the FTAs in all exchanges directed
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(112) A Discourse Analysis of Dialogue as Interaction

at him. It can be said that Al-Hur needs badly for other characters to
approve his interests, his wants and what he likes. This is why he
makes use of positive face.

6. Conclusions
The study has ended to the following:

1. There is a very close linkage between drama and poetry which
supplies drama with the required poetics, vividness, power and
attractiveness, as it is clear in Al-Hur Al-Riyahi;

2. The analysed exchanges have proved that they communicate
too much than expected about the dramatic poem (Al-Hur Al-
Riyahi) itself. This is the universality of the poem if dramatised
this particular way; and

3. The analysis of (Al-Hur Al-Riyahi) is a success mark of the
flexibility of the adopted model to investigate discourse
structure and strategy of dramatic poetry as similar to natural
language occurrences.

Here lies the creative drama dialogue in poetry and here is the
secret of the successful panoply of verbal interaction in (Al-Hur Al-
Riyahi).
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