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I. Introduction

As widely acknowledged, language is a vehicle for man’s 

thoughts and feelings. Especially discourse1 as language use is not 

only the performance of a task but also the construction and repro-

duction of social relation, social identity and power relations. In this 

respect, discourse as a product of social activity is a significant con-

cept of the individual and societal level. It is all the better for the stu-

dents because they will get along with others who communicate with 

them. For them, at the same time, it is learning media to see  how it 

does, how it works effectively and how it has to be used. In Korean2 

education(Korean as native language), we should teach them.

1		  In this article discourse is used to embrace the concept of text which is part of  

language use or written language. This terminology reflects the fact that discourse 

as a social practice has been regarded as a critical discourse analysis. And it is a  

theoretical concept which has the denotation of language use, that is, written lan-

guage and spoken language.

2		  According to the phrase of National Language Curriculum, common course subject 

national language as a English subject name might be used. However, the term  

‘national language’ is not widely accepted except in Korea and Japan (in this country 

as a result of militarism). So, this term is not used obstinately and the term Korean 

education is used to refer to native language education in this article.
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Owing an awareness to the crisis of grammar education, studies 

on identity and position of school grammar have increased in Korean 

education (Heo Seonik, 2009). The contents, goal and various teach-

ing methods of grammar education have been proposed. In those 

proposals, the contents of discourse education or discourse grammar 

have been constructed. It is not clear where discourse education is 

and what we should teach, however. That being said, appropriateness 

of doing discourse education has been made known, there is still a 

lack of concreteness about how and what we should do. Sources of 

this defect would be many. First of all, what is discourse and what 

functions of introducing it is in Korean education not have been clear.3 

It could be noted that there is deficiency of concreteness of contents 

and the role of discourse in Korean curriculum and textbooks. And 

there is ignorance of the social function of language at the base of 

this. The latter means that discourse that might cover realm in Korean 

education is narrow. That is, the thought that discourse is a social 

practice is not reflected in Korean education curriculum properly. The 

role of discourse is only another level of explanation about language 

use. Disorder of terminology, between discourse and text, is likely 

to work as a secondary factor that causes discourse education to be 

insufficient. So, the concept of discourse to which corresponds with 

the goal of Korean education should be established. And the contents 

of discourse competence should be constructed by it. To do so, the 

position of discourse in Korean education should be clear. 

3		  Actually, textbook, published according to the 2009 revision curriculum, Korean I 

for highschool, includes a composition lesson which is composed of concepts like  

cohesion and coherence. These are concepts of discourse. This fact reflects that  

composition and discourse are not strictly discernible in the textbook writer’s  

intention or curriculum designer’s mind.
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II. Raising Issues and Goals of the Study

The term discourse was first introduced in the 7th Korean cur-

riculum (henceforth KC).4 As an ‘object of understanding Korean’, 

discourse is one of the elements of grammar such as the following: 

phoneme, word, vocabulary, and meaning. Though it has a narrow5 

role, discourse has a part in grammar education. In the 2009 revision of 

KC, discourse referred to spoken language data which show its use.6・7 There 

are not any expression about discourse except addressing genre.8 In 

this case it is always contrast to the term text.9 If we take into consid-

eration this situation, the reason for introducing discourse into Korean 

education is not clear.10 

If the reason for this is an economic one, it would not be the case. 

If so, spoken data which corresponds to written data would be more 

4		  More accurately it appears as iyagi (or discourse) in the 4th KC. It’s in the 6th KC that 

the concept of discourse has a role in units of communication.

5		  It is narrow in that discourse is limited to the part of grammar. So to speak, as objects 

of inquiry, structure, conception, and meaning of discourse are presented. It is irony 

that the concept of discourse is being taught but we are not teaching of its practice.

6		  In KC, Korean used data that have been composed of three parts; discourse, writing 

and literature work. There is a general tendency to refer written language to text, and 

spoken language to discourse. But in this article, as pointed out before, discourse is 

used to indicate written and spoken language. The reason will be addressed below.

7		  In Heo Jaeyoung and Seong Heuiyoung (2013: 62~63), the transition of the usage of 

text and discourse is scrutinized in domestic and overseas studies (Goffman, 1981; 

Halliday and Hasan, 1976; Widdowson, 1979; van Dijk, 1977). They point out disorder 

of the usage, and also refer discourse to spoken language (in speech). On the other 

hand, Lim Gyuhong (2012) points out that scholars have their own extensions accord-

ing to their disciplines.

8		  In Reading and Grammar, it is used partially (cf. footnote 4).

9		  It is rarely possible for everyone to use terminology unanimously at one time, but it 

need be suitable to achieve an educational goal.

10		 Although there are contents for discourse teaching in a selective subject in Reading and 

Grammar partly, those who don’t select it can’t have the opportunity to understand 

them. In this case, the reason for determining selective subjects should be transparent.  

The core or common contents of discourse teaching should be established and its  

rationale should be validated.
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proper because it is more noticeable and economic. When we take 

into consideration that the term text11・12 has not been used, using the 

term would not be more equitable. 

I suspect this problem might result from the presupposition that 

written language and spoken language are strictly different.13 These 

have more common things than discrete things in language usage. For 

example, the presentation of a report after writing on some films: what 

is it? Is it spoken or written language? In Korean education, it is natural 

that we focus not on difference but on similarity.14 A way to teach and 

treat them is that we could constitute the contents of teaching focused 

on features of them respectively in the elementary school. We could 

also center around contents consolidating them to develop communi-

cation competence in upper middle school. When we do that, the way 

of consolidation between different media  would be open.    

The more important thing we need to attention to is that there 

have been no relations between 『Reading and Grammar』, 『Speech 

and Composition』, and high school 『Korean I』 or 『Korean II』. In a 

view of logic of the curriculum, the contents of discourse teaching in 

these textbooks should be related to spoken language. But there isn’t 

any correlation between them. 

Eventually the concept of discourse is limited to the conception, 

structure and meaning of it. If the content of textbooks have been 

constructed like this, it might be impossible to teach students dis-

course as a language use. So we needs to establish the concept and a 

11		 In the 2009 revision KC, the term geul (or writing) is used. Rather, it is more proper to 

use deongi-s-geul (or text) which corresponds to text rather than to use geul. Geul is 

not addressed in a grammar area, as Lim Gyuhong (2010) pointed out.

12		 In Korean education studies, it is practice to consider that production is related to dis-

course, whereas expression occasionally corresponds to text.

13		 This means written language and spoken language only have something in common.

14		 As have been pointed out by Chafe (1982), Ong (1982), Halliday and Hasan (1976), 

there are distinguishable differences between written language and spoken language. 

What is more important feature should be determined in teaching. It is register that 

would be one of them.



	 63Positioning of Discourse in Korean Education

new realm of discourse. And we need to widen its scope.15

To achieve this goal, it needs to identify the concept of discourse. 

First of all, discrimination of the concept between grammar and dis-

course will be made in this paper. To identify the concept of dis-

course, I distinguish discourse and grammar which confines object 

of study to under sentence. And then, because the term discourse 

and text have been widely used in the studies of communication and 

language, it is useful to make use of them for further discussion about 

discourse. Through this argument, the level of addressing discourse 

is plain in discourse education. Then we can establish the contents of 

discourse education. Finally, it is reasonable to present the practices 

of applying what has been discussed in this paper. Doing so, the dis-

cussion of this paper would have concreteness and justification.  

III. Concept of Discourse and Contents of 
Discourse Teaching

1. Concept of discourse vs grammar

Discourse consists of written language and spoken language. 

These are divided into subparts according to the activity in which 

they are used: reading, writing, listening and speaking. So, learning 

to use Korean means discourse learning. Language use itself would 

be impossible with isolated sentence in a sense. For example, a one-

line advertisement, on the assumption of having internal linguistic 

knowledge of the mother tongue inherently, might be possible to 

understand wholly when we realize when it is used, where it is, and 

15		 This paper is different from that of Lim Gyuhong (2007) in that this paper insists on 

the demanding of teaching discourse in grammar and communication widely, while 

Lim Gyuhong (2007) argues the necessity of teaching it in grammar. That is to say, 

owing to achievements so far (cf. Lim Gyuhong, 2007) and to the 2009 revision KC, it 

is ready to support the logical need to teach discourse grammar to some degree.
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what comes together. 

What we say one can understand an utterance or a text whatever 

the length of it may be, we mean that one primarily has knowledge 

of a language. It also means that one has the knowledge of its us-

age. Knowledge of language has been called grammar. Knowledge 

of given language or grammar is, currently assumed to be innate in 

humans (cf. Kim Jeehong 2010) and important to be obedient to rules 

which are inherent in a language. That is to say, it is more important 

to consider rules than interlocutor and context or situation. Comply-

ing to rules or parameters16 of grammar determines the acceptability 

of expressions. Grammar in this dimension focuses on explaining and 

identifying particular grammar rules and units which belong to a sen-

tence. Hierarchy of language units (1) represent the objects of tradi-

tional school grammar, and each unit has been treated roughly under 

the name of phonology, morphology, semantics, syntax, etc.17 These 

are subcategories of grammar,18 and each member is devoted to dis-

cover and search rules which work on units to construct a sentence.

(1) hierarchy of language units

sound ≤ syllable ≤ [phoneme] ≤ morpheme ≤ word ≤ word cluster ≤ 

phrase ≤ sentence

When we consider aspects of language use, grammar in this case, 

they are not sufficient for explaining other parts of units of grammar. 

In other words, hierarchy has been shown in (1) is needed to length-

en to encompass language use as in (2). 

16		 For example, there is an honorific system in Korean.

17		 Morris (1938) has classified semiotics into syntax, semantics and pragmatics (recite in 

Song Kyongsook, 2003: 17). Song (2003) has introduced the methodology of discourse 

study: pragmatics, speech act theory, conversational analysis, variation analysis, inter-

actional sociolinguistic and ethnography of communication.

18		 The term grammar fluctuates to indicate parts of studies on language from all of the 

given studies to only syntax. For the sake of explanation, in this context, it indicates 

all of the inquiries into language except for discourse.
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(2) prolonged hierarchy of language units

sound ≤ syllable≤ [phoneme] ≤ morpheme ≤ word ≤ word cluster ≤ 

phrase ≤ sentence ≤ paragraph ≤ text or discourse 

If we consider the prolonged hierarchy of language units in (2), it 

would be transparent that traditional school grammar units is insuffi-

cient. Because these aspects of language units  go beyond the bound-

aries of a sentence. Actually sentences’ sequence compose discourse: 

classroom discourse (among others, Baek Jeong-i, 2010), dealing dis-

course (Seo Yugyeong 2004), etc. 

In discourse as language use, it is important to consider inter-

locutor, context and situation for communicating smoothly. This point 

may be well explained by considering a situation of a conversation.19 

Conversation between interlocutors will progress differently accord-

ing to the interlocutors.20 For example, student-student dialogue and 

student-teacher dialogue are different from each other because of the 

change in participants. Even in a student-student one that has same 

characters, the conversation will be different due to where and when 

it takes place. Place and time always change and they alter situations, 

for the better or worse. Even in a single sentence, the meaning of a 

sentence fluctuates according to context.21  

A summary of the discussion so far will be shown in table 1. 

Table 1. differences between grammar and discourse

Level Language units Acceptability

Criterion Element or rationale

grammatical from sound/alphabet to sentence grammaticality grammar

discursive from sentence to text or discourse relevance interlocutor, context or situation

19		 Conversation is basal communication as indicated in Heo Seonik (2013: 13).

20		 It indicate both speaker-hearer and writer-reader.

21		 For example, “I’ll come tomorrow.” has several meanings: a promise, threat and will-

ingness.
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In table 1, relevance is a concept from an application of Wilson 

and Sperber (1986). It’s a byproduct of humanity that appears in the 

process of communication. Man has a tendency to give one’s atten-

tion to something related to himself. It affects the context of commu-

nication which makes possible trade-off for information at the least 

cost and lessens the cognitive load of interlocutors. It also makes the 

situation or context concrete afterwards successively. 

So far I have discussed the need for the concept of discourse in 

contrast to grammar. This argument will be requisite for a proposal to 

educate discourse. This implies not that grammar education doesn’t 

need to be done but that discourse education should be executed 

more actively and different from grammar.22 This implies that dis-

course is not only a part of an object of grammar but also an indepen-

dent realm of communication.

2. Dimension of discourse: internal vs external 

I will use the term discourse as a metalanguage to cover written 

language (≓text) and spoken language (≓discourse) in this article. 

It is assumed that discourse as a language use has two aspects in this 

article.

These aspects is divided into two dimensions: internal and exter-

nal. Internal means the elements which exist in discourse interrelate 

and work to form self-contained discourse. Sources which are in dis-

course are utilized, for participants in order to construct and form, 

information and interaction between interlocutors in discourse. Ex-

ternal means that the constituents of discourse contribute so that par-

ticipants can integrate and generate information and interaction23・24

22		 The idea that grammar treats the order of words seems  incompatible with this pro-

posal because discourse is a kind of word. That is not the case. I only stress the ne-

cessity of discourse education.

23		 Kintsch (1998), proposing a comprehension model as a comprehender’s reading 

process, consider comprehension as a construct-integration process of information. 
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between interlocutors can happen beyond a discourse. Such a dis-

tinction may require not so much for discourse study itself but for 

discourse education because it needs to consider the phase and easi-

ness25 of teaching in preparation and design of contents of education.  

The difference of these dimensions will be shown in table 2.1 and 

continued in table 2.2 which is devoted to the application of these 

dimensions. This distinction will help us design the contents of dis-

course education. On the other hand, it will bring to us what should 

be taught in both dimensions.  

 
Table 2.1. contrast between dimensions: internal and external

Dimension Range Discoursive Factors

Elements Activity Required sources

internal in a dscourse cohesion construction 
and formation 

of information or 
interaction

basal literacy and 
oracy

↓↑↓↑↓↑↓↑↓↑

knowledge of 
practice of 

communication, 
world knowledge

coherence

external beyond 
a discourse

integration and 
generation of 
information or 

interaction

Strategies of 
communication

I borrowed from his concept. To integrate information which exists in discourse, it 

needs to use resources which are in a comprehender’s mind. These resources include 

background knowledge and world knowledge.

24		 In KC (Ministry of Education, Science and Technology, 2012), the purpose of commu-

nication is divided into three subsets: conveyance of information, persuasive writing/

speaking and the expression of friendship and emotion. I suggest that these are classi-

fied into roughly two subparts: trading-off information and interaction. They are cen-

tered around the goal of the speaker and hearer according to focus. Such a distinction 

is more explanatory  in that genres of discourse have a tendency to have a fuzziness 

about them. This fuzziness will be shown as follows:

← More informative informative+interactive more interactive →

expository
lectures

text -      report    -     essay    -     miscellany     - private
intimate

letters
dialogue

25		 It means that the presentation of content and method of teaching should be con-

structed in order of level. the low level of learning is more familiar, more frequent, 

easier and more contactable.
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Until now, I have set the scope of treating language units. This 

may show a kind of inclusive relation as seen in figure 1. Figure 1 

implies that base of study on discourse is grammar, but addressing 

discourse need to broaden its scope goes beyond a sentence. Dealing 

with dicourse, the focus of analysis and study could be seen in two 

dimensions: internal and external.

External of D*

Internal of D*

Grammar

Figure 1. the inclusive relation 
between Discourse and 
Grammar

* D is the abbreviation for discourse

In conclusion, the basis of all communication is grammar which 

results in the production and understanding of acceptable expres-

sions. Since the object of communication is discursive, it’s education 

is discourse education and internal dimensions concentrate on the 

production and expression of coherent and cohesive discourse. Fur-

ther, it needs to the effective communication which might take into 

consideration interaction with other interlocutor(s). In the external 

dimension, such an efficient interaction may be attained through vari-

ous communication strategies. Strategies of communication could be 

available if we presuppose interaction.

1) foci of internal dimension in terms of discourse education 

Because the dimension of discourse have been explicated, I will 

begin at the focus of discourse study. I will briefly address the core 
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of discourse nature in the internal dimension first. First of all, it is im-

portant to identify whether a sequence of utterances or clusters of a 

sentence is discourse in the internal approach of discourse. It is textu-

ality that could be used as the criterion. Textuality has been discussed 

widely. Beaugrande and Dressler (1981) have indicated seven crite-

ria of textuality: cohesion, coherence, intentionality, acceptability,26 

informativeness, situationality, and intertextuality. Though we could 

consider all these criteria, we can’t consider all of them in detail, 

especially under middle school, in an educational context because 

there is variation between them in the scope of application and the 

importance of them.27 Cohesion has been taken as capital criteria 

in the study of textuality. Cohesion indicates linkage relation which 

results from a dependence on individual elements which constitute 

a discourse. It has been identified more clearly and works on more 

elements of discourse more frequently and consistently than other 

criteria. Therefore, it is the primary content of teaching of the internal 

dimension in discourse education. Focus of teaching consist of the 

recognition of types of cohesion in this dimension. 

According to Halliday and Hasan (1976), there are five types of 

cohesion: substitution, ellipsis, reference, conjunction, and lexical 

cohesion. These cohesive devices make a discourse more clear and 

concise, which in turn contributes positively to meaning construc-

tion and interaction with hearers and readers. The devices, also, help 

interlocutors more effectively acquire information28 and interact with 

each other relevantly.

Construction and formation of interaction are taken into account 

property of discourse activity in this dimension.29 Discourse is self-

26		 It is not identical to that of table 1. In table 1 it is a superordinate concept which  

encompasses grammaticality and relevance.

27		 Even Beaugrande and Dressler, the first proposers of these criteria, have pointed out 

its variability. For other additory explanations, see Renkema (1992: 63).

28		 Information covers meaning, idea and feeling which would appear in a discourse.

29		 Kintsch (1998) addressed construction as a process of comprehension. Here I propose 
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contained and an object of construction and formation in a given 

discourse for smooth communication in the dimension. Therefore a 

speaker or writer who can’t construct and form discourse could not 

be a competent speaker. What is worse is that he could not be an 

interactive community member. Construction and formation of dis-

course is necessitated to both expression and understanding. Aware-

ness of cohesion keeps the relevance of production and make the 

comprehender’s records memorable. So the internal dimension of dis-

course, especially cohesion, should be the basic content of teaching.

There is a constitution of micro-proposition (≒micro-theme) in 

discourse. This micro-proposition is not a stable proposition, but a 

temporal one. That is to say, it has a text or discourse base and it is 

easy to vary through the process of dialogue or reading in the process 

of the constitution of theme, especially like this kind of micro-theme, 

coherence would occur in a range and it would be often judged that 

coherence doesn’t exist when a range of micro-proposition goes over 

a given discourse.30 It is well explained with the following example.31

(3) Jeongrae Jo wrote more than 20 novels. Will you have dinner with 

me tonight?

At first glance, these two sentences have no linkage relation. but 

if we take into consideration the situation that there is a dinner wa-

ger on how many novels Jeongrae Jo has written it make sense. As 

a result, someone has to serve dinner. When we think collectively 

about this situation, it has coherence. To grasp its coherent mean-

the formation to encompass an aspect of production. Construction corresponds to the 

aspect of understanding, while formation corresponds to aspect of expression in a 

discourse.

30		 As an example of a non-lingual source, the sequence and conventionalized knowl-

edge have been indicated in Brown and Yule (1983).

31		 Following the example shows coherence which goes beyond discourse. I only want 

to emphasize a lot of coherence has an aspect of external dimension.
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ing, it needs to consider situation. In order to reflect on this fact, the 

coherence range from internal dimension to external dimension in 

table 2.1. 

2) foci of external dimension in terms of discourse education 

The external dimension is related to the enlargement of the inter-

locutor’s mind. That is to say, based on what discourse says, it needs 

to be involved in the interpretation and reception of information or 

interaction in an interlocutor’s mind to integrate it. It needs to keep 

discourse records and recall information which has been in the pro-

ducer’s mind or memory in order to generate information and interac-

tion related to discourse. 

The integration and generation of information and interaction is 

requisite to both production and understanding just as constitution 

and formation are. In the process of production, integration works to 

recall discourse records and take into account the coherence of newly 

updated contents.32 This is the procedure of understanding, integra-

tion of discourse into what one have known already is arisen. In the 

summary task, a generation of macro-proposition (≒theme of whole 

discourse) would be generated if it is needed. In the production and 

comprehension, integration and generation work through the whole 

process whether it is conscious or not. 

Generation of interaction means that relations between interlocu-

tors that already have been formed change according to the con-

tents or aspects of discourse. Contrary to the formation of relations in 

the internal dimension, it reflects the fact that relations formed more 

concretely. For example, two participants who do not know each 

other, as discourse develops, the relations may vary considerably. The 

relation of the speaker and hearer will change into friends, lovers, 

enemies, etc. That is, the relations have been made more concrete. 

32		 Macro-proposition of a discourse do not always come from interlocutor’s mind. As 

noted in van Dijk (1980), there’s zero rules which generates macro-proposition.
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Because text has interrelation between textures, participants such as 

the speaker or reader should recognize it. This recognition is inclusive 

in generation.33 In conclusion, relevance to discourse situation and in-

terlocutors might be gained through integration and generation. The 

comprehension of a situation should take place to accomplish proper 

integration and generation of information and interaction because 

fixed meanings of a expression and unchanging relations are unlikely 

to exist. Additionally, strategies of communication should be used to 

understand and express harmonious and effective communication ac-

cording to types of discourse.

3) provisional conclusion

In the discussion so far, textuality which shows the nature of 

discourse, cohesion and coherence which belong to textuality might 

be the contents of teaching for discourse at stand point of internal 

dimension. In the internal dimension, construction and formation of 

information and interaction is executed in  discourse.

Integration and generation of information is requisite to produc-

tion and understanding in the external dimension. A series of studies, 

for example Heo Seonik (2007, 2010, 2013b, 2014a34・35) have showed 

how most students generate and integrate information. These stud-

ies indicate that constitution and formation have been discovered in 

some degree, but integration and generation haven’t. As a result, a 

33		 In the era of electricity, hyper text is well used. Integration and generation will be 

more needed in communication through hypertext.

34		 Heo Seonik (2014a) shows the consequence of analyzing hearer’s constitution of a 

situation model (according to Kintsh, 1998) making use of a qualitative method. 4  

Remarkable features have been identified. One of them is the deficiency of the  

metalanguage and recognition of maco structure. Metalanguage should result from a 

students’ background knowledge.

35		 Heo Seonik (2007) studies aspects of utilizing other texts for expository text. Heo 

Seonik (2010) also shows aspects of the summarization of essay. Heo Seonik (2013b) 

analyzed students’ essay summarization to identify the summary rule. Focus of study 

of Heo Seonik (2014a) has shaped of the situation model of listening comprehension 

for high school students. These studies encompass writing, reading and hearing.



	 73Positioning of Discourse in Korean Education

situation model which could take various shapes is not sufficient for 

integration and generation of information and interaction. The fact 

that students don’t integrate and generate information and interaction 

correctly is problematic. This means that students can not generate 

new knowledge and view phenomena from their own critical per-

spective against another’s view.36 In this context, discourse education, 

more specifically the practice of strategies of communication, is most 

needed. Effective strategies of communication should be mobilized 

more actively. 

3. Implication for discourse teaching

The implication for discourse teaching will be treated, as before, 

in two dimensions. Because two dimensions do not imply that they 

have stage, these don’t need to divorce. That being said, these could 

be taught in the same discourse activity in a task. 

In the internal dimension, the goal of teaching discourse is rec-

ognition and practice of basic discourse type. This goal reflects the 

principles which are innate to discourse should be taught in this di-

mension. Principles which should be taught is not simple and easy 

but basic and obligatory. For these principles, we should teach these 

contents : cohesive device, summarization rule37 and management of 

interaction.38

36		 This idea would be thought real state of Korean Education is extremely exaggerated 

but if we scrutinize classroom of reading and writing, and take count of Heo Seonik’s 

discussions, it would not be the case. This situation is not restricted to Korean Educa-

tion. In America 45% of university students don’t progress remarkably in composition 

and critical thinking (Arum and Roksa, 2011)

37		 Heo Seonik (2010) distinguished a summarization in a broad sense from one in a  

narrow sense of word. The former indicates a more general summarization rule which 

applies to most of texts freely. The latter represents a more specific summarization 

which is specific to particular genre or task. In  internal dimension summarization  

indicates the former summarization which includes information accretion and infor-

mation deletion. They have been proposed as the five summary rule in van Dijk (1980).

38		 In speaking, the management of interaction is treated by Heo Seonik(2013a) which 
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(4) content of discourse teaching in the internal dimension39

a. �textuality – coherence, cohesion – cohesive device – repetition, ellip-

sis, substitution. conjunction, lexical chain 

b. �summarization rule – selection, deletion, generalization, zero rule, 

construction

c. �management of interaction – governing rules of interaction – rules of 

taking – turn, intervening, schema, deixis40 

Since (4a) has been explicated before, I will begin with (4b). (4b) 

is related to basal literacy while (4c) is basic oracy. Summarization 

could be presented as a task in two dimensions. At internal dimen-

sion, it is performed via construction and formation. So to speak, the 

summarization could be executed by the construction and formation 

of contents which are in a discourse in this dimension. (4c) is needed 

to form interaction. First of all, the turn assignment rule (Levelt, 1989: 

31; Heo Seonik, 2013), adjacent pairs (Clark, 1996: 197ff; Heo Seonik, 

2013) should be recognised and practiced as governing interaction 

rules or aspects. Knowledge of the schema, which is named differ-

ently frame or script, is helpful for teaching to form interaction.

Achievement of this goal would be more convenient through ba-

sic discourse activities and genesis like text-based summarization or 

introduction of oneself in front of class. It should be remembered that 

written language data and spoken data are treated equally. 

(5) �content of discourse teaching at external dimension: strategies of 

communication41

applies Levelt (1989) to Korean.

39		 ‘-’ indicate level of details. That is to say, there are four levels in a. Moving from left to 

right shows more details.

40		 This is not translated properly into Korean. It’s meaning is a discourse situation orient-

ed reference. In some case, it refers an object that go beyond a discourse. However 

most of it’s referent is delimited in a discourse. For more details, see Renkema (1992).

41		 Summarization is treated specially in (5). Because summarization is core part of  

producing and comprehension, regardless of grade or level and difference of media. 
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a. �summarization strategies – accretion and reduction of information – 

inference; proposition and implication

b. �contextualization – rules of politeness, cooperative principle, conven-

tions of discourse, knowledge of discourse frame, rhetorics42  

c. �self-regulation – revision – substitution, amalgamate, addition, deletion

In briefly, the contents of external dimension for discourse teach-

ing are strategies of communication. This could contain several strate-

gies which connect discourse to the real world via an interlocutor’s 

mind. Therefore, making use of strategies43 of communication is most 

important in the external dimension. This does not mean that strate-

gies, if any, are not important in the internal dimension. Rather, this 

means that those are restricted and finite. It is a strategy related to the 

external dimension that requires a real performance. The problem of 

designing contents to teach discourse strategies is not simple. A few 

strategies have been discovered, and even they are not elaborated 

enough to apply to discourse teaching.44 So, I will present only a few 

of strategies which are widely acknowledged and relatively clear in 

the study of discourse. These are divided roughly into three subcat-

egories as in (5). In the design of these categories, I tried to cover 

four communication activities: reading, writing, speaking and hearing. 

(5a) is related to literacy, that is, the ability to read and write. (5b) is 

related to oracy, that is, the competence to speak and hear. This dis-

tinction may not apply to four areas strictly. For example, cooperative 

The significance of summarization has been widely discussed (Heo Soenik, 2010, 

among others).

42		 Rhetorics is a undeveloped field in Korean education. Though several of rhetorical 

techniques are illogical, it bases the logic. So, as a kind of logical training its teaching 

should be encouraged upper high school. Kim Yonggyu (2007) would be helpful for 

a realistic reference.

43		 Since strategy is related to war, the term cognitive activity or cognitive ability is pre-

ferred recently (Levy and Ransdell, 1996).

44		 Although the circumstance is not good, it is valuable to the endeavor to elicit contents 

of dicourse teaching. More effort is needed to apply appropriately this to the context 

of education.
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principle in (5b) would be applied to writing a letter and strategies of 

summarization would be applied to hearing a lecture.45 

Because (4a) has properties of the internal, contrary to (4), the 

textuality of (4a) is omitted in (5). (5a) becomes simpler than (4b), but 

accretion and reduction of information needs high level thinking, that 

is to say, inference. According to Kintsch (1993), inference is roughly 

divided into two categories. These are either automated or controlled.  

Controlled inference especially need to composition and decompo-

sition of discourse. The meaning of presupposition and implication 

could be gained through inference. 

In (5b), contextualization means that expression and production 

is to be made appropriately in the context of discourse. The compli-

cation of it depends on the communication activity, but the contents 

of teaching have not any specification centered around core principle 

or strategy in KC. 

Politeness strategies originated in Goffman (1956), and are devel-

oped by Brown & Levinson (1978). They are needed for interaction 

in various situation. They would make expression more careful, so it 

would make interpersonal relations smooth. The contents of polite-

ness strategies might be 1) the effect of indirect expression, 2) the 

grade of politeness, and 3) the felicity condition of illocution.46 Both 

daily conversation and writing of essays might necessitate politeness 

strategies. Habermas (1981) proposes a basic illocution of verbs: in-

vite, presume, defy, offer condolences, request, describe, acquit, 

guarantee, and order (recite in Renkema, 1992: 51). For extension of 

thinking skills, an inquiry of the felicity of these verbs will be helpful.

Grice’s cooperative principle is relatively well known. These prin-

ciples governing cooperation in conversation are two fold. One rule 

45		 The discussion of application on the main learning activity of a realm (i.e. speaking), 

to a another (i.e. writing) is to go beyond the scope of this paper.

46		 This idea comes from Austin (1976). He distinguished utterance in three kinds of 

speech acts: locution, illocution, perlocution. In theory of speech acts, the most  

interesting is illocution.
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is for the allocation of turns, which is presented in (4c). The other is 

the characterization of the contribution of participants. Although it is 

vague to some degree as in maxim of quantity, four maxims could be 

used as a means of care for others in the writing of expository text, 

essay, or greetings. 

A frame47 is mental construction that forms the method which we 

view our world(Lakoff, 2004: 11). And it reflects our mode of thinking, 

planning and ways of deciding. Though Lakoff says it in regards of 

discourse of politics, it shows us a method of language use. So, it is 

helpful to comprehend another’s intention and express one’s thought 

within these frames in daily life. The difference of frame reflect espe-

cially the distinction of opinion and idea, so comprehension of it will 

be useful in negotiation, debate, and public speech. 

(5c) has been neglected in Korean education but reflexive aware-

ness of oneself is human nature. Especially, communication as inten-

tion realization, it is always necessary.48 The degree of manifestation 

of it would be variable from person to person, so completeness of 

discourse may result from this, but not all, of course.

Knowledge on types of discourse is identified by Im Chilsung 

(2008), which classified genres of speech by a criterion of sememe 

into eight genres in the 2007 revision KC. When determining what 

should be taught related to the types of discourse is important to 

consider authenticity. That being said, it is not the easiness of teach-

ing but usefulness when students enter college or work place. So, 

discourse teaching for types of discourse should focus on academic 

or professional context in high school.49 

47		 It’ meaning has related to Lakoff. It has been used differently in cognitive science, 

which has same meaning of script as in (4c).

48		 In Heo Seonik (2014), native language awareness as specific kind of introspection has 

been proposed. Self-monitoring is needed in communication, whether it is conscious 

or not,

49		 As subjects for achievement of this goal, there are Korean II, Speech and Composition, 

Reading and Grammar in sub-subject of Korean at high school.
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Summary of discussion has done so far is below. 

Table 2.2. contrast between dimensions: internal and external

Dimension Teacing-Learning Representative teaching-learning 
activity

Goal Details Reading & Writings Speaking &Hearing

internal recognition 
and practice of 

discourse of bsic 
genre

repetition, ellipsis, 
substitution lexical chain, 

conjunction, schema, 
etc.

text-base 
summarization

Introduction oneself 
in fornt of class

external practical use of 
srategies

rules of politeness, 
cooperative principle, 
knowledge on types 

of discourse, rhetorics 
frame, self-regulation, etc.

summarization based 
on situation model

entrance interview

IV. Practice of Discourse Teaching

Here, I will introduce an example of teaching, on the basis of 

the debate. The script used in teaching is Martin Ruther King (1929-

1968)’s speech50 in the Washington peace march. This discourse is 

persuasive and an example of using effective strategies. I will plan a 

teaching-learning activity to be centered around each question. The 

lesson plan was designed in two steps: internal dimension and exter-

nal dimension.51

(6) teacher question in the internal dimension

a. What is the topic of this script?

- what is not coherent to this topic?

50		 This script is presented in <appendix> in Korean. This text is in Speech and Composi-

tion was published as a textbook according to 2009 revision KC.

51		 Of course, this example can not show all of the lesson plan. That is to say, writing 

(i.e. a letter to him) and speaking (i.e. performance of his voice or students’ own text 

in a self-selecting theme) activity could be possible. I will only focus on what I have 

discussed here.
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b. Is the connection between sentences natural?

c. What element of a cohesive device being used?

d. What is the referent in the phrase ‘this place, we’ etc?

e. �What word is in relation to manacles, Negro, dream, prison etc.(in 

lexical chain with)?  

f. Summarize this text, keeping in mind ‘what is his dream?’   

(7) teacher question in the external dimension

a. How did use the rules of politeness?

b. What did he suppose the audience would know?

c. �On the base of frame that we have learned, what word should he  not 

use? (for example, Negro)

d. What strategies of communication have been used? 

- to emphasize the sadly crippled life of Negro

- to justify his assertion

- to elicit of the cooperation of Negro

- to elicit of the cooperation of White

e. What features of the text of this speech have appeared?

f. What cooperative rule has been violated intentionally?

- why? when? 

- if in your case, could it be utilized?

V. Conclusion

Until now, I have discussed the positioning of discourse. Dis-

tinction between grammar and discourse is established in terms of 

concept of acceptability and relevance and scope of dealing with lan-

guage units. This is favorable in order to set up a goal of discourse 

teaching. To present discourse teaching contents concretely, I have 

divided the dimensions of discourse into two: internal and external. 

According to this division, the order of discourse teaching is transpar-

ent. In the process of discussion, on the basis of the assumption that 

the groundwork of strategies is to interact with interlocutor(s), I stress 
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that strategies of communication are contents of discourse education. 

As a result, the contents of teaching become abundant. However the 

hierarchy of contents for discourse teaching is not strict. This is a re-

sidual issue for the next article.
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		  ABSTRACT

Positioning of Discourse in Korean Education

Heo, Seonik

This study investigated the position of discourse in Korean educa-

tion. First I have discussed the necessity of argument, pointing out the 

fact that the contents of discourse teaching is not sufficient. For the goal 

of discourse education to be apparent, I have distinguished discourse 

from grammar. Dividing it into two dimensions, I have presented it ac-

cording to these dimensions. In the internal dimension, comprehension 

and expression of cohesive and coherent discourse have been set up as 

a teaching-learning activity. On the contrary, strategies of communica-

tion have been an established goal of the teaching-learning activity. The 

strictness and hierarchy of these contents in teaching setting should be 

residual issues for further debate. 

keywords  internal dimension, external dimension, textuality, interaction, strategy 

of communication, discourse teaching 
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		  APPENDIX 

Martin Luther King’ text of speech in Washington peace march
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