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Anna Ewa Wieczorek. (2013) Clusivity: A New Approach to Association
and Dissociation in Political Discourse. Cambridge: Cambridge Scholars
Publishing. ISBN 978-1443844031 (hb), 250 pp., £44.99.

Reviewed by Naomi Truan (Université Paris-Sorbonne (Paris IV) /
Freie Universitiat Berlin)

After the collective book Clusivity: Typology and Case Studies of the Inclusive-
Exclusive Distinction edited by Elena Filimonova in 2005, Anna Wieczorek’s
monograph Clusivity: A New Approach to Association and Dissociation in Political
Discourse (2013) provides a new insight into a still very new field in pragmatic
Linguistics: clusivity. As Wieczorek recalls, “clusivity” is “a newly-coined term
used to describe different aspects of inclusion and exclusion encoded in language”
(p. 24). It can occasionally be treated “as a separate grammatical category and enu-
merated along with other such categories, e.g. aspect, case, definiteness, modality,
mood, voice, etc. (ibid). In her approach, “clusivity markers are treated [] as units
that encode the relationship between the speaker and other discourse participants
in relation to the context in which the speaker’s utterances are delivered” (p. 212).
Although this definition seems quite general, the book actually focuses on “the
relationship with the addressees” (p. 1). The specificity of Wieczorek’s work is to
understand clusivity as a pragmatic phenomenon in American political discourse
in a cognitively grounded model, therefore providing a comprehensive overview
of a linguistic phenomenon which cannot be grasped only through the lens of
grammar, whereas many previous studies put emphasis on the cross-linguistic
distribution of clusivity markers (person marking, pronouns, deixis). The study is
based on a small corpus of pre-electoral speeches held by Barack Obama between
and February 2007 and November 2008 (p. 122).

The first chapter is devoted to a dynamic state of the art in which Wieczorek
brings together remarks on clusivity from a social, psychological and linguistic
point of view, showing how fruitful interdisciplinary foundations can be for the
analysis of political discourse.

Chapter 2 is dedicated to the “linguistic means of communicating association
and dissociation” The central term of “clusivity” is based on the distinction be-
tween inclusive and exclusive pronouns, which some languages encode linguisti-
cally and others do not. Wieczorek’s book focuses on American pre-electoral dis-
course and offers a very promising perspective on a language (English) that does
not mark clusivity at all. The author underlines the difference between first and
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second persons, whose prototypical roles refer to the participants of the situation
of communication and the third person referring to the absent(s), demonstrating
how group identities play a part in cohesion building (p. 28).

In chapter 3, Wieczorek draws on “pragmatic-cognitive aspects of clusivity”,
fruitfully bringing together linguistic politeness, shared knowledge, referential-
ity and indexical expressions and conceptual metaphors. In the first subsection
(p- 32-48), the various aspects of (im)politeness are presented and the main au-
thors introduced (Goffman 1967; Brown & Levinson 1978; Brown & Levinson
1987; Chen 2001; Culpeper, Bousfield & Wichmann 2003). The link between face
and inclusion/exclusion is explored as well as the fundamental asymmetry be-
tween speaker and addressees. The second subsection (p. 48-64) focuses on the
concept of “common ground” and other related terms. The review of literature
is very complete, still it sometimes appears slightly unrelated to the corpus, for
instance when Barr and Keysar’s (2005) view is presented: “the speaker and the
addressee frequently disregard common ground and their mutual knowledge in
interaction” (p. 54). One can wonder to which extent this claim is relevant for the
study of single-turn political discourse, where the interaction between the speaker
and his/her addressees relies mainly on non-verbal reactions from the audience
(laughter, applause), whereas in a (dyadic) conversation, speaker and addressee
exchange roles throughout the communication process. In the third subsection
“Clusivity vs. Metaphors” (p. 64-80), the metaphors of proximity/distance and
container are very convincingly drawn upon. The last subsection (p. 80-99) details
the relationship between clusivity and referentiality, articulating person, spatial
and time deixis.

Chapter 4 (“Pragmatic-Cognitive Strategies for Representations of Clusivity”)
describes the axes of the deixis centre (distance, time and modality (p. 114) or
space, time, and axiology, Cap 2006). Many examples lead to visual representa-
tions of clusivity as “clusivity projection in the three-dimensional space” (p. 128).
The analysis of indexical expressions is very convincing, but Nominal Phrases
(third person) could have benefited from further analysis. For example, the gram-
matical similarity between “politicians” and “people”, which are identified as the
addressees, is not taken upon, even though both NP are situated outside the de-
ictic centre and refer to the absents. From this perspective, it might be slightly
imprecise to assert that “people” are “entities with the inclusionary status, located
within deictic centre” (p. 133).!

1. For another example, the author makes the distinction, affirming that “he” (third person
singular) is an “exclusive person deictic” (p. 147) when it refers to President Bush, opponent of
Barack Obama. Strictly grammatically speaking, nothing allows to consider that “he” has an ex-
clusionary status and “people” does not. This reveals the ambiguities between the (inclusionary



662

Book reviews

One of the most inspiring analyses of Wieczorek draws on the Deictic Shift
Theory (p. 136). The concept of “point-of-view operations” inspired by Levinson
(1983) enables her to successfully scrutinise many examples (p. 138-197) where
conceptual insights into someone else’s mind are operated. Wieczorek distin-
guishes between “apparent axiological shifts”, where the perspective shift “does not
lead to the creation of another deictic centre tied to another participant” (p. 140)
and “full axiological shifts”, which require “two separate fully-operational deictic
centres” (p. 143). Wieczorek’s use of the “Speech/Though Representation” (STR)
(Vandelanotte 2004) provides a very interesting corpus-based perspective on the
distinction between “sayer” and “speaker” (p. 145). Finally, in chapter 5, Wieczorek
develops an “application of P(erpective)-D(istanciation)-P(roxilisation) Model”.

Albeit the empirical findings are based on a very limited number of examples
(76), which Wieczorek does not claim to be fully representative (xii), there are very
conclusive. Nevertheless, it is a pity that the analysis remains strictly qualitative.
Moreover, the political genre chosen — pre-electoral speeches - is very few com-
mented and not put in relation with a reflexion in terms of genre. Do the analysed
patterns appear more or less when the speaker is already in a power position? Are
the discursive representations of the political opponents (or out-group members
in Wieczorek’s words) less frequent in more consensual types of political speeches?

The very imprecise, though slightly overused word “aura” and its linguistic
foundations could be theoretically deepened. Following this path, the book could
also benefit from a solider definition, and, potentially, distinction of “addressee”,
“recipient” and “hearer”, which seem to be used one for another (see p. 53). One
also regrets that (too) many mentioned references are missing in the bibliography.

Nevertheless, the book really offers a “new approach to association and disso-
ciation in political discourse”, providing dynamic tools for understanding political
discourse at the cognitive-pragmatic interface.
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