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Preface

to the second, entirely revised and
greatly enlarged edition

The past few years have seen a proliferation of textbooks in pragmatics: four or
five have come out, and more are waiting in the wings. Hence, doing a second
edition of a book that first appeared more than seven years ago places a clear
demand on the author to convince the readership of the necessity of such a new
edition.

This new edition differs in substantial ways from the first. For one thing,
roughly half of the book is entirely new, while the rest has been thoroughly
revised; not a sentence or paragraph has been spared. Some of my critics had
half-jokingly accused me of branging ‘skeletons out of the closer’ that better
would have been left inside. This was said to be especially the case for the three
chapters (6, 7 and 8) on speech acts, which now have been shortened and con-
solidated into one substannal chapter (5}, in which all the various facets of speech
acting are highlighted. Similarly, with regard to conversation analysis, others had
remarked thar with the wealth of literature on CA that is readily available, there
was no need for a pragmatics textbook to delve into too many rechnical details.
Consequently, the new chapter 6 replaces the former chapeers 10, 11 and 12 and
concentrates on the basic notions of conversation analysis; for the finer points,
the readers are referred 1o other sources.

As 1o the new material that has been brought in, this is mainly to be found in
chapters 7 through 11 {plus in a number of major and minor rewritings through-
out the book). Chapter 7 extends the discussion of metapragmartic phenomena
to the phenomena often referred to, in the US anthropological-pragmatic wradi-
tion, by the term *mdexing’. In chapter 8, the theory of pragmatic aces (which
had been embryonically present throughour the carlier edition) now has been
given a full-fledged treatment. The new chapter 9 on literary pragmatics incor-
porates, in condensed form, mnsights that have been developed more fully in my
1999 book When Voices Clask, whereas chapter 10 (which also is entirely new)
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treats of the intercultural differences that make pragmatics atr the same time
interesting and intractable. Finally, chapter 11, now called *Social Aspects of
Pragmatics’, 1s double the size of the old chapter 14, and {among other things)
covers recent research in the rapidly evolving ‘critical” onentation. To this, let
me add the following comment.

A number of users of the book had expressed their disappointment at what
they experienced as the rather meager convents of the earlier chapter on “Socieral
Pragmatics’, One cnitic exphcitly stated thar, since I was known as a proponent
of the societal importance of linguistics, one would expect a more outspoken
stance when it came to discussing ‘real’ issnes and the importance of putting
pragmatics to work in ‘real-life’ contexts. Upon reading this, 1 couldn't help
being reminded of the words of the American crinic Richard Schickel, who once
remarked (in his review of the 1971 book by David Cooper, The Death of the
Family, where he also indirectly eriticized the work of the famous Brinish anti-
psychiatrist R.D. Laing) rthar:

the weakest part of any social criticism is likely to be that thin last chapter in
which the author finally addresses himself to proposals for reformartion of the
present practices he has just finished brilliantly devastating. As a rule, this
material tends to be something of a lerdown - either pragmarically palery or
improbably visionary, and so it has become the custom among our grander
gurus to go gnomic (if not positively Delphic) at this moment of truth.
{Schickel 1971:104)

Even without counting myself among the gurus (let alone the grander ones), |
think thar Schickel’s caustic innuendoes may have some bearing on the way |
treated societal pragmanic matters in the fArst edition of my book. This second
edition has furnished me with a welcome opportunity to be explicit, rather than
*gnomic’ or {ye gods forbid) ‘Delphic’, and rthus work in a visionary perspective
without being ‘improbable’, as well as strive for a pragmaric realization thar is
not ‘paltry”.

In this connection, | have paid a fair amount of awention o work done
by people in the ‘critical linguistic® tradinion, a direction of research which |
consider eminently pragmatic, inasmuch as it incorporates an explicit stance
rowards the users of language and their resources as members of the langnage
commumty. Norman Fairclough and his ‘Lancaster School' loom large here;
[ could also {and indeed, have occasionally) refer(red) to my own earlier work
in this area, especially the themes | elaborated in my 1985 book, Whose Lan-
graget, where explicit mention is made of the pragmatics of everyday life and
the needs of the everyday user in discovering and unveiling all sorts of hnguistic
manipulation,

A frequent criticism of the first edition had to do with the exercises at the end
of each chaprer. Many colleagues and their students objected to the degree of dif-
ficulty of the exercises and to the amount of knowledge these presupposed; some
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went even so far as 1o suggest thar *solurions” be provided for all of the exercises
and problems. As to the latter suggestion, I decided to follow i, but nor indis-
criminately: partly because | felt that providing and recerving simple solutions
to sometimes difficult problems is a bad way of teaching and learning, but also
because many of the problems could not be pinned down to one standard, pat
{type of) answer.

What [ have done instead is to provide detailed commentaries on the individ-
wal problems, such that their background and context could become clearer. In
addition, | have in many cases provided ‘hints’ as to how the problem could be
attacked [and perhaps solved); a coople of times, | have offered a *‘model solu-
non', illustrating one way of dealmg with the problem. | hope that in this way,
the book has become more useful and easier to use. As 1o the individual exer-
cises themselves, these have been revamped and rewritten, and the questions
reformulared with a ‘user-fnendly” rouch. Similarly, about half of the old notes
have disappeared, as have many of the digressions that (according to some of my
readers) tended to slow down the flow of argument; some of the latter have been
relegated to the sections at the end of each chapter now called ‘Review and
Discussion’ {replacing the earlier ‘Exercises and Review Questions').

In a held like pragmatics, which is progressing at the speed of hightning, it is
of course impossible to keep track of all the new developments and bright ideas
that come to us almost every day via the different media: journals, books, now
even the Internet. Bringing the book completely up to date would have been a
Herculean, not to say a Sisyphean rask. All the more grateful am 1 to the people
who alerted me to omissions and misunderstandings, and who ook the trouble
of reading parts of the book in manuscript, or even commented on earlier
edirions.

I am decply obliged to Alan Firth, who intervened at a critical stage of the
second ediion and acted as a go-between, eliminating a number of misunder-
standings and snags on the editorial level. At one point, Alan and | even con-
sidered doing the new edition together; alas, at thar time, the circumstances of
our lives {with him in Austraha, me in Brazil) and our commitments to other
tasks ruled our this project. Sull, Alan’s input was crucial at the time, and he is
at least in part responsible for the reorganization of the book {abridging the CA
portion was his wdea); he was also one of the first to comment on what he called
my ‘chattiness’, an expression which at the tme didn't make too moch sense o
me. Later, while rewriting the book, I found out that whart he had really meant
to criticize was my “wordiness’ — but being a nice guy, he didn't quite want o
put it ke that. In any case, if the present edition is less “charry’, it is not least
Alan's merit.

Andreas Jucker generously shared the comments that he and his students had
prepared during a two-semester use of the first edition as a textbook in his Hasupe-
seminar (a graduate course) at Giessen Umiversity. These comments were espe-
cially useful as they represented, so to speak, the “voice of the people’, a pragmanc
user feedback from the floor that | couldn’t have obtained in any other way.
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Ken Turner, at Brighton University, took the trouble 1o write four densely
covered pages of comments on the first edition, after I'd prodded him to expand
an obscure half-sentence teaser in his review of another pragmatics textbook
{(Jenny Thomas's Meaming in Interaction, a book that also has been very
useful during the rewriting process). Ken's input came from a radically different
orientation than mine, and thuos was extremely helpful, even though I sl
have a hard time admirting (with Ken) Frege as the True Founding Father of
Pragmatics!

The University of Texas and s host city, Austin, where [ have spent so many
dehghtful and rewarding years, again were a pleasant backdrop for much of the
current revision. | am particularly grateful to a number of people associared with
that university. Elizabeth Keatng read several chapters of the revision in pre-
proof version, and not only provided great moral support, but in addition gave
much useful feedback on matrers of pracrical and theoretical import, mostly
in the areas of conversation analysis and speech acts. Inger Mey, in addition to
being a full-time graduate student in anthropology, took out time to discuss and
criticize the revised chapters as they rolled off my laptop, never forgetting to
remind me how she, the anthropologist, first *discovered’ pragmarics in the sev-
enties, while I, the linguist, imitially resisted her overtures as not being *linguis-
tic" enough. Alexandra Mey, though overly busy researching viruses and other
beastly species, and her husband Ygnacio (a.k.a. Jimmy) were always there when
it came to rescuing a father in distress or an unhappy cat, and to keeping away
unwelcome visitors. Finally, Avram Zilkha kept my spirits up and my Hebrew

alive through his well-taught and inspinng classes. To all of them my heartfelt
thanks.

My old friends and collaborators Claudia Cafh, Hartmur Haberland and Dick
Janney came up with a number of suggestions for improving the book, as did
many of my students and colleagues ar the various universities | was teaching at
during the rewriting process: Odense, Frankfurt, Campinas and - last but not
least — Haifa, where a providential 44-days’ strike in the autumn of 1998 not
only provided me with an opportonity of getting ahead with my long-forgotten
Hebrew, but also made me take some important steps rowards the completion
of the revision. The fact that I could test out the new ideas as | went, so to speak,
on my students and colleagues ar thar beautiful town’s two institutions of higher
learning, Haifa Technion and the Umiversity of Haifa, was instrumental in making
the rewriting a very pleasurable experience, in more than one way. A special
thanks goes to Dennis Kurzon, who took time out of his busy hfe to read the
whole MS and suggest some wseful improvements.

In addition to the above-mentioned, Blackwell’s seven-odd anonymous readers
need ro be acknowledged with gratitude (some of these 1 could easily spot and
have included in my thanks above, while others I couldn't pinpoint and thus have
to thank publicly in this fell sweep). Harumi Sawada, the translator of the first
Japanese edinon, provided a very helpful correction of a Searle (mis)quoration
on ‘directives’ that [ had been guilty of in the old chapter 8. A further set of (two)
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referees commented extensively on the revised version which [ submitted to
Blackwell in January of 1998, Their comments, too, were worth waiting for; even
so, the final rewriting and revising had two be delayed until the summerfall of
1999, when | found a congenial working environment ar the new universiry
college of Sodertorn, Stockholm, Sweden. Thanks to my colleagues there for pro-
viding much-needed moral and marerial support for the work!

The illustrations m Chaprer 8 are reproduced from RASK, Imternational
Journal of Language and Communication, by kind permission of the authors
and editors.

Last but not least, my thanks go — again — to Philip Carpenter and Bridges
Jennings, who helped stabilize this second edition whenever it seemed to wander
off the track and who, by their never-failing support and unwavering encour-
agement, made it possible to continue the work in the face of numerous overt
and hidden threats. Fiona Sewell, my indefatigable copy editor, did a great job
spotting a number of infelicities while reading the manuscript in preparation to
Ly pesetiing.

It is my hope thar this second edition will find s place alongside other recent
efforts to carry the pragmatic message across the linguistic community, n the
spirit of complementarity and collaboration, rather rhan of sectarianism and
competition.

Aupstin, Texas, and Odense, Denmark
12 December 1998
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CHAPTER ONE

Defining Pragmatics

1.1 Preliminaries
1.1.1 A look at history

The past twenty-odd years have witnessed an ever-growing interest in pragmarics
and pragmatic problems. There have been seven international conferences
(Viareggio 1985, Antwerp 1987, Barcelona 1990, Kobe 1993, Mexico 1996,
Reims 1998, Budapest 2000). The International Pragmatics Association, IPrA, has
been in existence for more than fifteen years; two international journals (the
Journal of Pragmatics since 1977; Pragmatics since 1991) are currently publish-
ing, between the two of them, close to 3,000 yearly pages (in thirteen, respectively
four issues). Many other (official and unofficial} publications, newsletters and so
on have seen the hight (some of which have survived, some not); add to this an
unestablished number of working papers, theses, dissertations, book series and
books on pragmatic topics (among the latter, ar least six major reference works
and rextbooks as well as a Concise Encyclopedia of Pragmatics; 1998), and the
picture is complete. Pragmatics has come into its own, and it is here to stay.

But even allowing thar this is a spectacular development, it still is the case that
pragmatics didn't just *happen’ by itself, appearing out of nowhere. We must ask
ourselves: how could pragmatics expand so fast and become such a popular trend
in such a relatively short time?

The answer to this question is important, as it may give us a first approxi-
mation to a better understanding of what pragmarics is, and thus lead us to a
tentative definition = a defminon that will have to be supplemented with a
description of what pragmatics does, even though it is notonously difficult to
limit the field in such a way that we can say where pragmatics stops, and the
‘beyond® begins.!
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The first efforts at establishing something like a pragmanc approach to lin-
guistics date back to the late sixties and early sevenries (as evidenced in work by
Ross, Lakoff and others). What we see there is the collapse of earlier theories
and hypotheses {in particular, of the *syntax-only’ approach of Chomsky and his
followers}). Slowly and with mtermittent success, a new model emerged: prag-
matics was in the making, even though initially its practitioners were not aware
of this themselves. {Some would even say that we are dealing with a “paradigm
shift’ in the sense defined by Kuhn 1964.)

MNarurally, a necessary development such as this one can only be established
in a historical hindsight that allows us to observe how the old paradigm came
under attack, and how the contours of a new one gradually took shape. All one
could see at the time was a growing number of unexplained {and, in fact, unex-
plainable) observations, giving rise to numerous theoretical paradoxes. Many of
these were first noticed, not by linguists, but by philosophers working in the gray
zone where philosophy and linguistics share a border. Others came to the aten-
non of lingusts trying to overstep the narrow boundaries of syntax and (later
also) semantics.*

To name but a few of rthese phenomena: there was the rroubled relanonship
of language with logic, as originally evidenced in the realm of syntax, but sub-
sequently also in that of semantics; I will come back to these problems in section
2.3. Then there were the closely related linguistic problems that arose from the
prestigious, but forever hidden, tenet that a hinguistic description had to be
syntax-based or at least syntax-onented to be valid. It turned out thar extrasyn-
tactic, indeed extralinguistic factors played a major role in what was called the
“rules of the language'. Furthermore, there were difficulties of how w interpret
and trear certain assumptions {called “presuppositions’) thar somehow guided our
understanding of language, yet could not be easily formulated in any of the avail-
able frameworks (see further section 2.5}, And finally, the whole gamur of prob-
lems having to do with users and contexts turned out 1o be a decisive factor in
determining the meaning of what is being uttered ar any given time, at any given
place {see further the next section and section 2.6).

The “pragmatic turn’ in linguistics can thus be described as a shift from the
paradigm of theoretical grammar (in particular, syntax) to the paradigm of the
language user. The latter notion is of particular importance for defining prag-
matics, since it brings a number of observations to the same practical denomi-
nator, as we will see in the following.

1.1.2 The importance of being a user

Most definitions of pragmatics pay lip service to Charles Morris's famous defin-
ition of pragmatics as “the study of the relation of signs to interpreters™ (1938:6).
In a modern, communication-oriented terminology, we prefer to ralk about ‘mes-
sages’ and “language users’; in contrast to traditional linguistics, which first and
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foremost concentrates on the elements and structures (such as sounds and sen-
tences) that the language users produce, pragmarics focuses on the language-using
humans. Put differently, pragmatics is interested in the process of producing lan-
guage and in s producers, not just in the end-product, language.

If pragmanics, as suggested in the previous section, indeed 15 a new paradigm
{or program} of research, it 1s obliged to come up with a new dehmition of the
object of thar research. What would such a new definition imply with regard 1o
the research object in question, language, in its “old’ vs. its “new’ interpretation:
language as 2 human product vs. language in its human use? One could, of
course, simply divide the study of language into rwo, pretty much independent,
parts: one, a descriprion of its structure (as dealt with by the traditional methods
of grammars), the other, a description of its use (to be taken care of by
pragmatics).

The proper domain of pragmartics would then be what Chomsky has called
performance, that is to say, the way the individual goes about using language.
This concrete hinguwistic practice would be distinguished from an abstract com-
petence, understood as the user’s knowledge of the language and its rules. This
viewpoint is neatly captured by Katz, who says: “Grammars are theories about
the structure of sentence types . .. Pragmatic theories, in contrast, . . . explicare
the reasoning of speakers and hearers™ (1977:19).

However, some major questions remain: how to delimit pragmatics vis-i-vis
syntax and semantics (let alone phonology)? Whar is the role of pragmarics in
the so-called “hyphenated areas’ of research (psycho-, neuro-, socio-, ethno-, . ..
etc. linguistics)? How about newer research areas such as mathemarical and com-
putational linguistics, discourse linguistics, not to forget the vast held covered by
the term ‘applied linguistics’? Whatever the outcome of our quest for a defini-
von and delimitation, the language user is in the center of attention in pragmat-
ws. Thus, we can talk about the “user’s point of view’ as a common orienting
feature for pragmatic research.

Still, for a number of reasons, this does not give us a satisfactory definition.
For one thing, there are the various pragmaticians’ varying interpretations of the
term ‘use of language’, as well as of whar is implied by the role of the language
user. For instance, one can either consider ‘language use’ to be whartever happens
when users are ‘doing things with words’; or, following a more restrictive pro-
cedure, one can demand that pragmancs refer explicitly to a user, whenever lan-
guage is discussed.’ | will discuss the latter viewpoine first.

Levinson demands that “explicit reference [be] made to the speaker, or to put
it in more general terms, to the user of the language™ (1983:2-3). Accordingly,
having discussed and rejected a number of definitions, Levinson's own sugges-
tion is to consider pragmatics as being . . . “the study of those relations between
language and context that are grammaticalized, or encoded in the structure of a
language™ (p. 9; emphasis in onginal).

This definition accepts only those uses of language as pragmatically relevant
that have a distinct grammatical expression, i.e., that operate with phonological,
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morphological and syntactic elements under the direction of grammarical rules;
this is what Levinson means by ‘grammaticalized’. He does not tell us, however,
how we may connect user and grammar, or how language and contexr relare,
with or without grammar's helping hand (the problem of ‘contextualization’; see
section 3.1).

The other point of view takes language use to be whatever happens when users
are ‘doing things’ in and with language; pragmatics comprises everything that
characterizes people as users of language. Some (like Levinson) have called this
a “very broad usage of the term [pragmatics]™; in fact, it is but a natural exten-
sion of the notion of pragmatics as a theory of use. Also, it “still [is] the one gen-
erally used on the Continent™, as Levinson further comments, somewhat
regretfully, it might seem {1983:2). Ir rests on the assumption that the language
users, being members of society, depend on the rules and norms that are valid ar
any time, in any place, in the community they belong to.*

The next section will expand on this societal characrer of pragmarics in order

to arnive at a defimtion and clear up some of the ‘boundary problems’ that we
have encountered.

1.2 Pragmatics: definition and delimitation
1.2.1 A definition

As we have seen in the previous section, restricting pragmatics to purely linguis-
tic matters is not an acceptable point of view for those who want to include the
whole of human language use (even though such a restnction may strengthen the
definition as such; Levinson 1983:11). So-called ‘extralinguistic” factors can only
be excluded from a pragmatic evaluatnion on the penalty of neglecring the user.
A truly pragmatic consideration has to deal with the users in their social contexe;
it cannot limit itself to the grammatically encoded aspects of contexts, as the
‘grammaticalization requirement’ seems to imply.

Communication in society happens chiefly by means of language. However,
the users of language, as social beings, communicate and use language on sociery's
premises; society controls their access to the haguistic and communicative means.
Pragmarics, as the study of the way humans use their language in communica-
tion, bases itself on a study of those premises and determines how they affect,
and effectualize, human language use. Hence:

Pragmatics studies the wse of language in human commuunication as deter-
mined by the conditions of sociery.”

Having propounded this definition, our nexr task will be to look into what
characterizes pragmarics in relation to its closest neighbors. “To define’ means:
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to impose an end or a boundary (cf. the Latin word finis ‘end’; plural fines ‘fron-
tier'). ‘Defining pragmatics’ thus implies determining its frontiers with other,
adjoming helds of research within (and possibly also outside) linguistics.

Unfortunarely, the definitions that have been offered (including the one sug-
gested above) do not delimit pragmatics either clearly and neatly, or to every-
body’s satisfaction. Many authors confine themselves to a strictly linguistically
oriented definition (like the one I criticized in the preceding section); alternatively,
they resort 1o a defimition that, while incorporating as much societal context as
possible, necessarily remains vague as regards the relation between pragmatics
and the other areas of linguistics (even leaving aside the problem of these areas’
autonomy vis-d-vis linguistics proper).

Bur why do we need clear, sharply demarcated boundaries ar all, when prag-
matics is in constant development, so that boundary markers, once placed,
will have to be moved all the rime? Maybe a ‘pragmatic’ definition of pragmatics
could be found that avoids both the Scylla and Charybdis of the above
alternative?

In the literature, such an idea seems to have been received with some enthu-
siasm. The most prominent representative of this *pragmatic eclecticism’ is Geof-
frey Leech, who advocates complementarity as his solution ro the dilemma. This
i5s what he says about the relation between pragmatics and s nearest hngusstic
neighbor, semantics: “The view that semantics and pragmatics are distiner,
though complementary and inverrelated helds of study, 15 easy o appreciare
subjectively, but is more difficult to justify in an objective way. It is best sup-
ported negatively, by pointing ourt the failures or weaknesses of alternarive views”
(1983:6).

Leech distinguishes between three possible ways of structuring this relation-
ship: semanticism (pragmarics inside semantics), pragmaticism (semantics inside
pragmatics) and complementarism (semantfics and pragmatics complement each
other, but are otherwise independent areas of research).

As an instance of semanticism, one can mention the way people such as Searle
origmally were dealing with the problem of speech acts. For instance, when |
utter a promise, do | then ‘make’ a promise because of the semantics of the verb
‘to promise’, or because of its ‘active’, pragmatic character? Clearly, the former
solution forces the problem onto the Procrustean bed of what could be called
‘pragmantics’, a true pragma-semantic chimera.®

In contrast to this, consider the way Auson dealt with this problem. For him,
the only real issue at stake was the effect that our words have when uttered, and
the ‘things” we can *do” with them. In Leech’s terminology, this means that the
pragmaric aspect of language is the only really interesting one: clearly a case of
pragmaticism.’

Finally, it seems plausible to assume thar the main reason why Austin's work
stayed unknown territory for so many linguists for such a long time was pre-
cisely the same anxiety that innovative views traditionally inspire in those that
are concerned about territorial rights and privileges, and hence worry about
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boundaries. Professionally established syntacticians or semanticists want to con-
nnue doing their work in their own, accustomed ways; the moment some people
start telling them how to do linguistics, their territorial integrity is in danger. So,
in order not to rock the boat, most tradinonally oniented linguists prefer to assign
pragmatics to a quiet corner, preferably a hittle bit outside of linguistics proper;
here, pragmaricists can do their own thing, in a complementary relationship with
the rest, but stll clearly distinguished from it. This is how complementarism
solves the delimitation problem.

This last alternative seems still to be the preferred solunion to the boundary
problem. Levinson, discussing the relationship berween semantics and pragmar-
ics, remarks: “From what we now know about the nature of meaning, a hybnid
or modular account seems inescapable; there remains the hope that with two
components, a semantics and a pragmatics working in tandem, each can be built
on relatively homogeneous and systematic lines™ [1983:15).

An alvernative solution 1o the problem of delimiting pragmarics will be dis-
cussed in the next sections.

1.2.2 Component, perspective or function?
1.2.2.1 Component vs. perspective

The guestion raised in the preceding section was basically how to divide the
linguistic pie, and where, once cut up, the individual pieces should go. The dis-
cussion was entirely framed in what one could call the ‘component view” of lin-
guistics. This view, popular ever since Chomsky's early works (1957, 1965) and
maintained faithfully by his followers despite their internal differences, assumes
that the grammar of a language consists of several ‘components’ {a phonologi-
cal one, a syntactic one, and a semantic one, to name the most important). The
components correspond to different human abilities, and can be differentiated,
for instance, in the case of brain damage (e.g., syntactic or so-called Broca's
aphasia is very different from Wernicke’s aphasia, which mainly affects the
semantics of language).

The component view is essentially based on a “modular’ conception of the
human mind. In this conception (which remains quite popular among roday’s
cognitive scientists and computer-onented psychologists), the human faculties are
thought of as independent but cooperating units. In contrast, a ‘perspective’ view
of human language activity, as the name indicates, “perspectivizes’, focuses on,
that activity in its various aspects, Cf. “Linguistic pragmatics . . . can be said o
characterize a new way of looking ar things linguistic [i.e., a ‘perspective’|, rather
than marking off clear borderlines to other disciplines” (Haberland and Mey
1977:5).

Thus, a pragmatic perspective will focus on the societal factors that make a
certain language use more or less acceprable, in contrast to other, perhaps
abstractly equivalent, but pragmarically radically different (because mostly unac-
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ceptable} uses. Theoretically speaking, a Black inner-city dialecr of English may
be just as good as any other English dialect {Labov 1966}, but in a pragmaric
perspective, such a statement makes little sense: one simply cannot do the same
things with Black as with Standard English in most societal surroundings. Here,
the ‘inner city’ {or the ‘urban’ environment, as it 1s now somewhar euphemisti-
cally called) is the exception that confirms the rule: in order to pursue any sort
of career in ‘mainstream’ society, knowledge, and use, of the standard language
15 de riguenr.

In the spirit of our *new way of looking at things linguistic™, Verschueren has
recently characterized pragmatics as “a general cognitive, social, and cultural
perspective om lingwistic phemomena in relation to their usage in forms of
bebaviowr™ (Verschueren 1999:7; walics in original). According to Verschueren,
“pragmatics does not constitute an additional component of a theory of language,
but it offers a different perspective™ (ibid.:2), a perspective, moreover, which con-
stitutes “a radical departure from the established component view which tries to
assign to pragmatics its own set of linguistic features in contradistinction with
phonology, morphology, syntax and semantics™ (Verschueren 1987:36).

But what difference does such a ‘radical departure’ make? In the component
view of linguistics, each *‘module’ works within a properly delimited domain, with
well-defined objects and properly established, specific methods. Thus, phonetics
and phonology busy themselves with speech sounds and phonemes, and leave
syntactic objects such as sentences to the syntacticians. Similarly, the syntacric
component does not interfere in the workings of semantics except in a sideways
fashion. Neither does the semantic component meddle in pragmaric affairs,
except when some philosopher forces it to (the case of “pragmantics’, referred to
earlier).

In contrast, a perspectivist view emphasizes the pragmanc aspects of all parts
of linguistics, including psycholinguistics, sociolinguistics, and other “hyphenated’
areas. On this view, the variables of sociology (such as income, housing, degree
of education etc.) and psychology (such as IQ, character traits, sexual orienta-
non etc.) would then be integrated i a pragmarnics of the *languaging’ human as
a social being. Thus, the pragmartic perspective could serve as an ‘umbrella’ for
the vanous components and areas of linguistics; in accordance with a suggestion
made by Ostman (1988b:28), one could have the ‘component” and the ‘perspec-
rve” views existing side by side, so as 1o expand, rather than narrow, our epis-
remological horizon.

Thus, we could have a pragmatic component, understood as the set of what-
ever pragmatic funcrions can be assigned to language, along with a pragmaric
perspective, L.e., the way these functions operate. We could either ask how users
‘mean what they say’, that is, how they communicare, using language, or how
they ‘say what they mean’, employing the linguistic devices at their disposal ro
express themselves,

All this is nicely summarized by Ostman as follows: “[if] the unit of analysis
in semantics simply [is] meamng: the meamngs of words, phrases, larger con-
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structions, prosody, and so on, . . . then by the same wken, the “umit’ of analysis
for pragmatics could be said to be the functioning of language™ (1988b:28;
emphasis in original).

1.2.2.2 Function

The use of the term *functioning’ in the above guotation does by no means rep-
resent a recent development in linguistic thinking. As early as the mid-thirties,
the German psychologist Karl Bahler elaborared his famous functional rriangle
of Ausdruck, Appell and Darstellung {roughly, ‘expression’ or *manifestation’,
(speech) ‘appeal’ and ‘representation’) as charactenistic of language (1934:29);*
and in the sixries, Roman Jakobson elaborated on the Bahlerian model by adding
three more functions: code, channel and poetic quality (1960:350ff).

Underlying these models of human language is a common sense of the impor-
tance of the user in the commumcative process. Messages are not just ‘signals’,
relayed through impersonal channels; the human expression functions as an
appeal w other users and as a means of social rogetherness.

One advantage of looking at linguistic phenomena this way is that it allows
us to consolidate the different agendas of the ‘componentialists’ and the *per-
spectivists’, Whereas the former mainly are interested in technical matrers such
as presuppositions, imphcatures, deixis and so on (see further chapters 3 and 7),
a typical perspectivist wants to deal with concepts such as “negotiability, adapt-
ability and variability, motivations, effects, etc.” (Ostman 1988b:29). Both view-
points can be brought together by considering the communicative function of
language against the background of the available linguistic technigues, while con-
versely placing these techmiques in a funcrional-communicartive perspective.

Linguistic functions of use are best studied in situations where people interact
normally, using language face to face, as in everyday conversation. There are basi-
cally two ways of studying this fundamental linguistic interaction: one, we can
observe whart's going on and rry to describe, as exactly as possible, the pamci-
pants” choices of expressing themselves to their own and others® satisfaction, as
well as their oprions to join in at any given peint of the conversation. This
approach is taken in conversational analysis (see further chaprer 6).”

Another approach goes ‘behind” the conversanion, as it were, establishing the
minimal conditions for successful interaction both on the linguistic level and
{maybe even more importantly} on the hidden levels of societal equality or
inequality, of prejudice and class feeling, education and culture. Such an approach
represents the linguistic dimension of social interaction; it is essentially a prag-
matic one. Without this background mformation, successful conversation, “the
sustained production of chains of mutually-dependent acts, constructed by rwo
or more agents each monitoring and bwilding on the actions of the other”
{Levinson 1983:44), is both impossible in itself and impossible to understand.

In order to berter realize what is involved here, let’s do a thought experiment.
Suppose we had to instruct two extraterrestrial beings in conversational tech-
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niques, what would we have to teach them? This problem is astonishingly similar
to that of figuring our what it would take to teach a computer to understand
human language, or even speak "as’ & human (Schank 1984:91-2). For one, we
would have to teach our Elizas or *ETs’ the language itself: grammar, dictionary,
pronunciation etc. But besides, we would have to specify, for each situation, what
kind of language functions best.

Following Goffman, the constraints that operate in these cases can be sepa-
rated into constraints belonging to the system (the grammar) and constraints of
a ritual nature (the function), “where the first label|s] the ingredients essential to
sustaining any kind of systematic interweaving of actions by more than one party,
and the second those ingredients that, while not essential to the maintaining of
the interaction, are nevertheless typical of it — they are, if one likes, the social
dimensions of interaction” (1976:266-7). The latter constraints belong properly
m the realm of ‘metapragmancs’, as we will see in chaprer 7.

1.3 What use is pragmatics?
1.3.1 Theory and practice

The use of pragmatics can be characterized in different ways, depending on how
we view linguistics and how we place pragmarics within ir.

An abstract characterization will place emphasis on pragmatics either as a
‘component” of linguistics (like phonology, syntax and semantics) or as a “per-
spective’ pervading the components and giving them a pragmatic “accent’.

A practical characterization of the tasks and functions of pragmatics takes its
point of departure in the traditional problems that linguistic research has grap-
pled with over the years, and for which pragmatics provides a novel solution.
Among these are the numerous practical problems that we meet in the exercise
of our linguistic functions. Many of these problem areas have been opened up
to pragmatics from the ‘ourside”: problems of conversation and turn-control
(ethnomethodology; see chapter 6); problems of argumentation (philosophy; see
section 2.3); problems of language use in educational sertings (applied linguis-
tics; see chapter 11); problems of interaction berween humans and computers
{(computer software and design; see Gorayska and Mey 1996; Mey 2000b); and
m general, all sorts of communication problems in anthropology, ethnography,
psychiatry and psychology, the public language inside and outside of social insti-
rutions, rhetoric, the media sciences, educational sciences, and so on and so forth.
Other clusters of problems are more in the traditional vein: ambiguity of utter-
ances, ‘lazy” reference of pronouns, ‘voice’ in narrative and other texts and so
on. The next section will give some examples; other problems will be discussed
throughout the book.

A further question, of course, is what we need pragmatics for, and what its
goals are; this also will be the subject of the following sections.
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1.3.2 Uses and aims
1.3.2.1 Why do we need pragmatics?

What does pragmatics have ro offer that cannor be found in good old-fashioned
linguistics? What do pragmatic methods give us in the way of greater under-
standing of how the human mind works, how humans communicate, how they
manipulate one another, and in general, how they use language?

The general answer is: pragmarics is needed if we want a fuller, deeper and
generally more reasonable account of human language behavior.

A more practical answer would be: outside of pragmatics, no understanding;
sometimes, a pragmatic account is the only one thar makes sense, as in the fol-

lowing example, borrowed from David Lodge's Paradise News:

‘T just met the old Inshman and his son, coming out of the toilet,”
‘I wouldn't have thought there was room for the two of them.
‘No silly, | mean [ was coming our of the toiler. They were wairing.” (1992:65)

How do we know what the first speaker meant? Linguists usually say thar the
first sentence is ambiguous, and they excel at producing such sentences as:

Flying planes can be dangerous

or:
The missionaries are ready to eat

in order to show what is meant by *ambiguous’: a word, phrase, or sentence thar
can mean either one or the other of two [or even several) things.

For a pragmatician, this 15, of course, glonous nonsense. In real life, that is,
among real language users, there is no such thing as ambiguity - excepring
certain, rather special occasions, on which one tries to deceive one’s partner, or
‘keep a door open’. A famous example is the answer that the ancient oracle in
Delphi gave the king of Epirus, Pyrrhus, when he asked what would happen if
he attacked the Romans. The answer was that the king would destroy a great
empire; whereupon he set out to win the barttle, but lose the war, thus ultimarely
fulfilling the prophecy and destroying his own empire.'”

In the dialogue from Paradise News cited above, the first speaker knows
what she means; the misunderstanding is on the part of the hearer, bur there is
strictly speaking no ambiguity. The misunderstanding is furthermore cleared up
in the next round; but notice that this can only happen in real dialogue: if we
don't have a user to tell us what she or he means, we may speculare until the
end of our days on the hidden meaning of utterances that are never brought
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to bear on a concrete situation, with real language users involved." Ambiguity
only exists ourside of the acrual speaking sitvation; abstract sentences can be
ambiguous, real speakers are not (unless they want to - as, e.g., in telling a joke,
where the ambiguiry is intended; see Kittay 1987:80; Nerlich and Clarke 2000
In press).

Ovren, it is said that we must invoke the context to determine what an ambigu-
ous sentence means. This may be OK, if by ‘context’ we understand all the factors
that play a role in producing and understanding utterances. But ‘context’ is a
notoriously hard concept to deal with (1 shall have more to say on this later; see
section 3.1); in particular, it is ofren restricred to a kind of *prehistory’ of a par-
ticular urterance, the sum and result of what has been said and done up to now.

The concept of context that is invoked here is a purely static one; it bears a
certain likeness to the thinking of classical physics, where the conditions pre-
ceding a particular stare of affairs in the physical world are thought of as com-
pletely determining the next development. However, language is not a controlled
experiment in the physics classroom or in the laboratory. Whoever says: “Give
me all the informanon, and I'll predict what 1s going to happen, what this or that
utrerance is supposed to mean’ is at best a would-be pragmatician. In such a con-
ceptoal framework, no matter how hard we ‘mulk’ the context, we will never

arrive at a pragmatic understanding.
Consider the following dialogue:

(Thwo linguists, call them Jacob and Mark, are coming out of a lecture ball at
a university whick is neither's home territory, but where Jacob bhas been before;
so be thinks be knows the campus, more or less)

Jacos: “Do vou know the way back to the diming hall? We can go in my
car.”

(Mark gets into the car; after the first twrn, be starts giving directions, which
greatly amazes Jacob, and irritates him a little; be was under the impression
that he needed to guide the other, not the other way round. After several more
turns = whick Jacob is taking at greater and greater speeds, so the other doesn’t
get a chance to mierfere — Mark says:)

Mark: “Oh, | thought you didn’t know the way to the campus.”

(T wbich Jacob replies:)

Jacos: ‘1 thought you didn't know!"
(swherenpon they both start laughing).

In a case hke this, the classical concept of ‘context’ as ‘that which has
been the case up to and including the present moment’ makes no sense. There is
no way in which the original urterance ‘Do you know the way back to the
dining hall?" can be interpreted correctly, Clearly, Mark takes Jacob’s utterance
not as a ‘real’ question, but as a *pre-request” for informarion {see section 6.3.2).
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Jacob, on the other hand, assumed that Mark was not familiar with the campus,
and so wanted to give him a ride. This is why he was surprised at Mark giving
him directions: that activity only makes sense if you know where you're
ROINg.

The moment the situation 15 resolved, we can look back and understand
what has happened: but the correct “illocutionary force’ (see section 5.1.3) of the
first utterance could not have been ‘predicted” on the basis of the context,
understood as: what had happened before. Such a concept of context is est-
ablished independently of the ongoing interaction between the interlocutors,
and for this reason is complerely useless. The dynamic development of the con-
versation, that which gives us the clue to an understanding, cannot be predicted,
as it depends entirely on the individuals and their individual choices ar every
mOoment.

We are all familiar with these phenomena from our daily lives. Take the
case of family Aghts and other arguments. As our mother wsed to say, *One word
takes the other, and you never know where you're ending up.’ Afterwards, one
looks back and is unable to undersrand how all this happened, and how things
came to be said “which are not easily forgotten™ (Robert L. Stevenson, Kid-
napped), with sometimes rerrible consequences for one’s relationships with other
persons,

A dynamic context is an environment thar is in steady development, prompred
by the continuous interaction of the people engaged in language use. Context is
the quintessential pragmartic concept; it is by definition proactive, just as people
are. By contrast, a pure hnguistic description is retroactive and stanic: it takes a
snapshot of what is the case ar any particular moment, and tries 1o freeze that
picture. Pure descniptions have no dynamics; they can never capture the richness
of the developments that take place berween people vsing language; the syn-
chronic snapshot of the *here and now’, the classical kic er munc, is a philosophical
abstraction.

This brings me to a final point. If pragmaric linguistics defines itself as opposed
to descriptive linguistics, what are its declared aims?

1.3.2.2 The aims of pragmatics

In linguistics, it has long been an article of faith that the science of language has
to be practiced for its own sake. Linguists have talked about the *immanence’ of
linguistic theory, by which they mean that linguistics is accountable only to irself
as to us methods and objectives. Historically, this has been understandable in a
relatvely young science such as linguistics: it needed to become independent of
the surrounding sciences, and to carve out its own domain, so to speak. But for
a developed science, the desire for immanence is not a sign of marturiry; on the
contrary. The immanent approach to the study of language has tended to isolate
its different aspects, and in many cases the practitioners of linguistics have not
been able to talk to cach other except in very general terms. When it comes 1o
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doing things for a purpose, such as describing languages, often thought of as the
prime practical endeavor of linguists, the consensus remains largely theoretical.
Here is an example.

In the course of the past decades, it has become increasingly clear that the
descriprive endeavor of linguistics 15 in grear danger of being irrevocably
thwarted. All description 16 strictly a terminal process, thar is, a process with a
built-in ferminus ad quem: when everything has been described thar there is to
describe, descripnion has to come to an end.

In the heydays of description, this never used to be a real concern: there were
always enough languages to describe. The times when every Ph.D. candidate in
linguistics could travel to the ‘held" and pick himself or herself a language to
work on are not so long past, after all.

However, with the ever-increasing westernization and mdustrialization of the
Third and Fourth Worlds, many languages of those worlds have begun to dis-
appear at an ever-more rapid speed. According to fact-based projections, we are
looking at a loss of languages in the order of several thousand in the next fifry
years or so. Linguists speak of ‘endangered languages’, and vote on resolutions
about what to do to ‘save’ those languages.

For the describer, it is clearly a loss to have ones potential object of
description vanish from under one's eyes. And as long as the purpose of descrip-
tive linguistics is to go ‘out there’ and collect as many as possible of the vanish-
ing species of langoages, it is clearly a catastrophe when those species start
disappearing on a grand scale. The linguistic remedy for this evil is to save the
languages by accelerating and perfecting the descriptive process, through better
targeted and more generous funding, through the training of native linguists,
through providing teachers and other personnel that can help in ‘alphabetizing’
those mostly unwritten and unrecorded languages, so that we at least may have
some documentation to show our successors in the trade, and can parry the
reproach of having squandered away the linguistic patrimony of generations to
come, by saying: ‘Here's what we've done - it may not be perfect, but we did
our best.’

However, the best in this case isn't good enough. Description, as the
ultimate aim of linguistic science, digs its own grave; but when all is said and
done, describing the language that has disappeared has not done a thing for the
people that went with it. The question: why do languages disappear, and what
can we do about the causes of this linguistic decay? is seldom raised. In other
words, saving languages is thought of as a process of putning away, cataloguing,
describing; not as a process that saves the languages by saving their users, pro-
viding the latter with living conditions thar allow them to continue using their
languages. A pragmatic look ar the problems of endangered languages tells us
not just to go out there and describe, but to fight what has been called “linguis-
tic genocide’, or *linguicide’, for short (Skutnabb-Kangas and Phillipson 1994).
The next chapter will go into more detail as to what such a *pragmaric look” is
all about,
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Review and discussion

1. One of the rasks of pragmartics is ro explain how the same content is expressed
differently in different {cultural, religious, professional erc.} contexts. Often, such
contexts will be linguistically different, as is the case from language community
to language community. The following 15 an example of this.

In the US, whenever an interstate highway starts climbing a hill, you will find
thar a new, ‘slow’ lane is added to the right of the {usually) two already existing
ones. This lane is destined for trucks and other slower vehicles, to prevent them
from clogging up the trafhc in the faster lanes. On a sign posted well in advance
of the widened pavement, you will read the following vext:

SLOWER TRAFFIC KEEP RIGHT
However, in Canada the same situation may be ‘worded” differently:

KEEP RIGHT EXCEFT TO PASS

In terms of our discussion above, we may say that the semantic content of the
two expressions is partly the same ("Keep right’), partly different (a reference to
‘slower traffic’ as compared with “to pass’) — yet the signs seem to fumction in
more or less the same way.

Questions:
Using Ostman’s definition at the end of section 1.2.2.1, would you say the expres-
sions are pragmatically different?

Is there another difference that could be called ‘pragmaric’, raking the ‘user
aspect” into consideration? Would there be a possible difference in effecr?

2. (Due o Alvaro G. Meseguer) Dunng a strike among the crew personnel of
the Spanish airline Iberia in 1990, the following bilingual document was pre-

sented to the travelers. Read the text, paying special attention to the first sen-
tence in each version.

Eztmado cliente:

Debido a la huelga de nuestros Tripulantes de Cabina de Pasajeros, Vd.
recibird a bordo un servicio distinto al habirual.

IBERIA estd haciendo todo lo posible para reducir su incidencia en nue-
stros chentes . . .

Muchas gracias. Recibe un cordial saludo.

Dear Customer,
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The industrial action being taken by our cabin crew means that the on-board
services vou receive will not be those which we normally offer our passengers.
IBERIA s domng everything possible to minimize the inconvemence to our
clients. . ..
Thank you very much. Sincerely yours,
(sign.) Pilar Villanueva

Explanatory commentary and guestions;

The above notice, by its bilingual nature, aims ar an audience in which there are
speakers of Englhsh as well as of Spanish. A priori, one would assume that the
contents of the message to both classes of readers would be identical (no seman-
tic difference).

Do you think this is the case? (For those not familiar with Spamsh, it should be
pointed out that the word buelga means ‘strike’.)

Why do you think the Spanish text uses the word ‘strike’, whereas its English
counterpart has “industrial action'?

Is there a difference of content {a semantic difference} berween the two
messages?

Is there any reason for the English text to avoid using the word *strike’ in this
context?

In terms of a “fuller, deeper and generally more reasonable account of human lan-
guage behavior” (cf. section 1.3.2.1), which of the two versions is, in your
opinion, the best qualified, pragmarically speaking?

3. The following cases all have 1o do with ambiguity (cf. section 1.3.2.1).
{a) Consider the following excerpt:

“Whar are we going to do about Baba', she asked.

“Whar do you mean?'

‘She can’t remember anything.’

‘Did she ask you whether she was taking medicine?”

-+'MNo.’

‘No she's not or no she didn't ask?’

*She didn't ask.”

*She was supposed to,” | said.

“Well, she didn't." (Don Delillo, White Noise. New York: Viking/Penguin,
1986. p. 61)

In the above excerpt, the arrow [—) indicates an ambiguous urterance: ‘No.'
In the next reply, the interlocutor tries to find out what the *No’ is supposed o
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negate: the main clause ‘Did she ask you’ or the dependent clause *whether she
was taking medicine’,

From a strictly grammatical (syntactic) viewpoint, the "MNo’ should not be
taken to refer to a clause within a clause: ‘No’ negates the main verb in the re-
ceding sentence ‘Did" {*No, she didn't"). The fact, however, thar the interlocutor
is prompted to ask for an explanation shows that pragmancally, a negarion can
have another “scope’ than strictly syntactical.

{b) Consider now the following examples, all containing a negation ("No')
along with a noun. Usually, this kind of construction is not difficult to handle;
it is often used in connection with some prohibition, injuncrion, erc. (*No
Smoking’, ‘No Pets' etc.). However, the three examples below exhibit some
apparent irregularities. Try to identify what they negate, and how this can be
explained from a pragmatic point of view. (Hint: when in doubt try ro construct
a suitable context in which the *‘No's make sense.)

(1) *No Parking Violators Will Be Towed Away® (sign in 5an Juan, Pwerto
Rico; example due to Bruce Fraser)

(2) *No Shoes, No Shirt, No Service’ (sign on door of the Bevo Shop on ‘The
Drag', the university portion of Guadalupe Streer in Austin, Tex.)

(3) *‘No Checks, No Exceptions’ (hand-letrered notice on the cashier’s counter
in the cafeteria of the University of Chicago 5%th Street campus)

(¢} In the dialogue in {a) above, you will ind nine occurrences of the pronoun
*she’. Reading the dialogue, you should have little difficulty in establishing the
identity of the vanous persons referred to.

Duestions:
Is there an occurrence thar causes you some trouble? Which? How do you explain

it {away)?

How does this example compare to the one quoted in 1.3.2.1 about the old Irish-
man and his son? (Hint: syntactic vs. pragmatic ambiguity. )

What is ‘she was supposed to’ (last turn but one) referring to? How do you know?

Do you think the last reply 15 ambiguous? Why (notj?



CHAPTER TWO
Some Issues in Pragmatics

2.1 The pragmatic waste-basket

Pragmancs is often called the ‘waste-basker” of linguistics”. Despite its neganve
connotations {a waste-basket is usually for things that we don’t want any longer),
this way of speaking acquired a certain status, especially in the early years of
pragmatics. How did this come about, and how can it be reconciled with the
view on pragmatics that | have been pleading for in the preceding chaprer
(1.2.3.1}: as indispensable to any sound linguistic trearment of people’s ways with
words?

The notion of waste-basket goes back to the lsraeli logician-philosopher and
linguist Yehoshua Bar-Hillel (1915=735), who called semantics the “wasre-basket
of syntax” {1971). To see what he meant by this, we have to consider the ambi-
tions of linguistics as a science in the late Afties and early sixties, with its empha-
sis on formal reasoning and abstract symbolism. Linguistics was ideally conceived
of as an “algebra’ of language; the expression was first used (following Leibniz's
earlier notion of a “‘conceptual calculus’) by Hjelmslev in 1943, but has been bor-
rowed by many.

Usually, when we try to apply formal {e.g., mathemarical) methods to our daily
hife, we realize that life is more than a mathemarical abstraction. The phenom-
ena of real life cannor be exhaustively accounted for by the idealizations thar are
typical of mathematical methods and which, strictly speaking, do nor exist. For
example, in mathematics even such a simple thing as a line is not a line in reality,
but only a well-defined concepr, 1o which the line I draw on the ground or on
paper is but a poor approximation.

In the mud-hfries, when Noam Chomsky developed his famous theory of
‘generative-transformarional grammar’, he was aware that much of what he said
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the grammar could do was valid enly for a limited sabset of the language, with all
the fninges cut off. In his earliest artemprs, Chomsky made syntax into the main
component of the grammar, completely divorced from the semantics, the meaning
of the language, and postulated that sentences could be described perfectly well
on the syntactic level without ever having to *mean’ anvthing - just like algebraic
formulas, which, taken by themselves, don’t mean anything until we assign values
ra the vaniables, but still can be quite easily tested for correctmess.
Consider Chomsky's notorious example (1957):

Colorless green ideas sleep funiously.

From a syntactic point of view, Chomsky points out, this sentence is perfectly
correct; however, it s stnctly ‘meanming-less’, since the meanmg of, eg., “green’,
a color, is canceled out by “colorless’, and so on. Since syntax has nothing o do
with meaning, such considerations are strictly meaning-less, too, and should be
left to the people dealing with meaning, the semanticists, In this way, semantics
came to be called the ‘waste-basket’ of synrax.

In the philosophy of the fifties, people didn't think too much about their trash;
it was not until several decades later thar waste disposal got to be a major worry
in the world ar large. And as the world changed, so did human science. Many
philosophers and linguists began to speculate about what went into the seman-
tic waste-basket and why. Chomsky himself came up with a suggesnion for trash-
disposal some years later: he explained the fact thar certamn sentences didn't make
sense, even thoogh they were perfectly good constructions, by saying that when
combining words into sentences, you had ro rake certain precautions. Words
should be picked according to their *selection teatores’, traits that would guar-
antee their possible coexistence with other words. And since the selection process
was entirely governed by the syntax, it could be formally explained by its
{quasi- pmathematical rules.

As long as semantics remained an abstract science whose main concern was
the conditions under which a sentence could be true or false, it was unable to
explain certain phenomena that transcended (or sometimes even vonded) those
condinons. For instance, how to explain that certain parts of a sentence remain
true, regardless of whether the entire sentence is true or false? For example, if |
say:

Fats regretted that he had to pay alimony 1o Bessie,

| presuppose thar Fars indeed paid what he owed Bessie; but when [ negare thar
same sentence:

Fats did not regret that he had ro pay alimony 1o Bessie,

I presuppose likewise that Fats was not misbehaving, but acrually paid his dues.”
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Considerations such as these led pragmaticians to the conviction that there
were more things happening berween people than were dreamt of by the philoso-
phers, The semantics basket being hiled to the brim, another waste-basket had
to be created to catch the overflow. As time went by, the linguists dropped more
and more of their unresolved questions into this new, pragmatc basker, which
became a not-too-udy collection of rather heterogeneous problems, many of
which kept bothering the linguists, in particular rhose defending a pragmatic
approach.

In contrast to the linguistic philosophers, for pragmaticians the truth value of
a sentence, taken in its abstract form, is of little interest. People rarely urter some-
thing in order to be proven true or false. We want to know why people say some-
thing; whether what they say is true or false is only interesting in special
surroundings, such as the philosophical debate or the courtroom. The truth, or
full meaning, of an utterance may not even be accessible to the users at the nme
of speaking or heaning, as long as they do not know what motivates the other’s
use of language, as shown by the story of the rwo befuddled linguists in section
1.3.2.1. Ascertaining the truth of an urterance is not enough; pragmatics rests on
the cooperation between langoage users {as we will see in section 4.2.2, where |
discuss the *Cooperanve Principle’).

Far from being a recepracle for discardables, the pragmaric waste-baskert is
more like a can of worms: the problems that the basket contains tend o spill
over into all the domains of linguistic thinking. Instead of making linguistics neat
and clean, m the best logical or marhemancal style, the waste-basketr imposes irs
unruly order on our explanations. The following sections will go into some detail
as to how this happens,

2.2 Linguists without borders

The Brinish pragmatician Geoffrey Leech has compared the development of
modern pragmancs to a process of colomizanon, by which some brave setrlers
tried to expand their horizons by venturmg into hitherto uncharted (or so they
thought) ternitory: *|this| colonization was only the last stage of a wave-by-wave
expansion of hinguistics from a narrow discipline dealing with the physical data
of speech, to a broad discipline taking in form, meamng and context™ {1983:2).

The notion of ‘colontzation” as invoked here by Leech comprises two elements:
first, there must have been some conflicts back home thar forced the settlers into
exile (just as the Founding Fathers left their native England because of its oppres-
sive religious policies); furthermore, there are the natives, the people who were
there onginally, and to whom, in the historical parallel, not much respect was
paid.

But were there conflicts on the home front, and if yes, what were they like?
One possible candidate is the opposition between a theoretical and a pracrical
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approach to the study of language, berween the *theoretical” and the *applied” lin-
guists, as we have seen earlier However, not everybody agrees as to the nature
or the realiry of this conflict. The eminent British linguist Sir John Lyons goes to
grear lengths to argue thar there was no ‘real’ conflict between the ‘abstract” and
the “practical’: “|there is] no conflict between the peculiarly abstract approach to
the stedy of language which is characteristic of modern, “structural” linguistics|, |
and more ‘practical approaches’™ (1968:50-1).

Lyons does indicate the exstence of certain ‘practical’ and ‘realistic’
tendencies which, however, are nor opposed o real linguistics, excepr in
the minds of people who {for wharever reason) insist on creating such an oppo-
sition: “However abstract, or formal, modern lingwstnc theory might be, i
has been developed to account for the way people actually use language™
{1968:50-1}.

Whatever the case may have been for Lyons in 1968, in hindsight one wonders:
if there wasn't any conflict, why did a number of people apparently (and as it
turned out later, not without reason) think there was?

Another, more ‘internal’ conflict had its origin in the ‘syntacticism’ of the
Chomskyan school of hnguistics, whereby all of linguistic science {inclusive
phonology and semantics) was supposed to At mto the syntactic framework.
Linguists such as John Robert (*Hdj") Ross and George Lakoff were the first to
protest against this syntactic straitjacket; an alternarive framework, ‘generative
semantics’, was proposed by Lakoff in the late sixties {see the next secnon). But
it was only after the publication of John R. Searle’s landmark work Speech Acts
(1969} that Chomsky's rebellions students found the courage to make the first,
timid inroads into whart later became known as pragmatic territory. Bur, ro their
great surprise, these Lord Marchers of the Language Realm found the invaded
region already populated, and even partly culuvated, by various tnbes of
philosophers:

[wlhen hnguistic pioneers such as Ross and Lakoff staked a claim n prag-
matics in the late 1960s, they encountered there an indigenous breed of
philosophers of language who had been quietly culovating the verritory for
some time. In face, the more lasting imfluences on modern pragmatics have
been those of philosophers; notably, in recent vears, Austin (1962), Searle
{1969), and Grice {1975). (Leech 1983:2)

What these philosophers cultivated had essentially been semantic virgin land;
and the visions that struck the early colonizers there must have been quite refresh-
ing after the old country’s emphasis on stnict structure and syntax. Especially
mteresting in this connection is the facr thar it was not the linguists who were
the hirst to discover and explore the terra mmcogmnita of pragmatics, bur the pbiloso-
phers, whose reflections on language had a significant and lasting impact on the
development of modern linguistics, especially pragmatics. But what had these
philosophers been doing?
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2.3 Philosophers, ordinary people and ordinary language

Traditionally, philosophers busying themselves with problems of language have
concentrated on the relationships between logically defined expressions and sen-
tences in natural languages. This tradition goes back all the way to the ancient
philosophers such as Plaro, St Aougustine and the medieval nominalists; among
modern philosophers, we have names such as Russell, Wittgenstein, Carnap,
Ryle, Quine, Strawson and many others.

As to ordinary people discussing problems of language, one of the most invet-
erate and hard-to-change ideas that go the rounds 15 the nonon that language 15
a matter of logic, to mean: a correct use of language presupposes the use of logic;
any other use of language is either metaphysical {read: non-accountable), emo-
tional or simply bad. Our everyday language is a bastardized and illegitimate
variant of the pure language of logic, as it materializes in mathematics, formal
logic (and maybe even abstract music). If logic is the *handmaid of philosophy”,
then language certainly is the handmaid of logic.

For many philosophers and lay people ahke, logic 1s thus prior to language.
In contrast to this view, the school usually referred to as “ordinary language phi-
losophy" puts strong emphasis on the way people use thewr language. Its most
famous protagonist, John L. Austin, the ‘father of speech act theory” (on which
more in chapter 5), was also the author of How To Do Things With Words
(1962), a work which had an enormous influence on the development of prag-
MATICS.

The titke of Austin's book contains an implicit {indirectj quesnion, the
answer to which is that people communicate by means of language, not neces-
sanly defined as the ensemble of correct sentences or logically valid propositions.
And one of the most effective incitements for the development of modern prag-
marics has precisely been a growing irritation among many of the vounger, “non-
ahgned® linguists with rhe lack of interest on the part of established linguists and
logicians in what really goes on in language, in what people actually “do with
words'.

Many of the early discussions on the foundanon of pragmarics have been on
the ]m.-m'h'tlit]r and dl::i:irahihl}' of 11:rting pragmatic conditons EOVerm the correct
use of logical proposinions, when disguised as ‘ordinary language’ urterances.
Unfortunately, logic and language do not travel too well together, and the amount
of ground they cover between them s rather small. Let us consider a well-known
case.

According to a familar rule of logic, when conjoining two propositions {let
us call them p and g, and symbaolize their comuncrion by the formula p & g), it
is not important in which order the two constituents of the formula appear: p &
g is logically equivalent to g 8 p.

MNow consider the following example, due o Levinson {1983:35). Somchody
utters the senfence:
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Geruing married and having a child s berter than having a child and gerting
married.

Supposing we can identify our everydayv language conmjunction and with the
logical conjuncrion *&", we would be looking at a logical proposition of the form
p (‘getting married’) & g (*having a child'), expressed in everyday language by
means of a sentence like the above. Such an utterance should then, by the laws
of logic, be equivalent to the proposition g (*having a child’) & p (*getting
married’). Hence, the above urterance would be logically equivalent to the one
below:

Having a child and getting married is better than getting married and having
a child.

But although these two sentences have the same “truth conditions’ (which is the
same as saying that they are logically equivalent), the two sentences clearly do not
have the same meaning, in everyday life as in everyday language vse; far from it
Which of the rwo is true as actually umered, can be mferred from the general obser-
vation that people usually let the order of their words follow the order of ther
actions in accordance with a general ‘principle of orderliness’ (Grice 1981:186; see
further chapter 4. However, as Bruce Fraser has remarked (in personal commu-
nication), this ‘icomicity’, as it is often called, is not the rule, as seen from the fol-
lowing example, in which and does not necessarily imply an ordering:"’

| both crashed my car and got drunk.

A further, even more profound difhculty lies in the fact that there is no a prior
guarantee that any logical symbols {such as and or its logical “sister’ or} can be
faithfully represented by the words of a natural language (such as and, or in
English). Conversely, each word of the language does not uniquely correspond
to one particular logical entity; the conjunction biet is very different from and in
daily use, yer it normally does not have a separate logical symbol. In the case of
the following two sentences:

Mary is a mice girl and she takes swimming lessons

Mary 15 a mice girl but she is poor ar tennis,

many logicians would argue that both and and bur have to be rendered by the
same Jogical conjunction and, symbolized by *&'; the difference is that bef carries
a ‘conventional implicature’ of ‘adversativity’ (Grice 1978:117; see further
sechion 3.2.4).

Logic is in essence an abstraction from language and should never be made
into its dominant perspective; this holds in matters of both syntax and seman-
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ocs. The semanticists’ efforts 1o save “the entire body of logical machinery built
up over two millennia of thought about linguistic and philosophical problems™
{Levinson 1983:145) by inil‘.':‘tit‘lg SOMTHE spcc:ia[ rules CONCErnng, e.g., implica-
tures may well founder on the rocks of ordinary language use; in the words of a
well-known philosopher and logician, “ordinary language has no exact logic”
(Strawson 1950:344; cf. Levinson 1983:175). The following section will deal
with some problems in syntax that anise from the use of the logic-mspired rewrire
rules that were devised by Chomsky and his school (cf. also our earlier discus-
sion of “selecthion features').

2.4 Of cats and ducks

In 1968, George Lakoff published an article, entitled ‘Presupposition and rela-
tive well-formedness’ (reprinted as G. Lakoff 1971b), which perhaps documents
the earliest outbreak of the anti-Chomsky rebellion.™ It is in this article that
Lakoff for the first time, publicly and in writing, rejects the formal-logic crite-
rion of syntactic ‘well-formedness’, imposed by Chomsky as the ultimate stan-
dard by which to judge a linguistic production.

In the Chomskyan hnguistic tradition, well-formedness plays the role of the
decision-maker in questions of lingmstc *belonging’: a language consists of a set
of well-formed sentences, and it is these that *belong’ in the language; no others
do. This definition = explicitly invoked or assumed implicitly - has been the pillar
of the Chomskyan system for forty years; it is also the definition thar, from the
carliest times, has come most often under atrack from the quarters of the ‘Ordi-
nary Working Linguists® {also called “OWLs"), and the one that makes least sense
if we for a moment consider what it 1s that people really say, and how they judge
well-formedness in relation to their own language’s ‘correctness’.

This larrer notion has a lot to do with what speakers know abour themselves,
about their conversational partners (the ‘interlocutors’), about the topic of the
conversation; especially important is how the participants feel about the progress
they're making in conversation as opposed to ‘not getting anywhere™." More-
over, what we perceive as correct often colhdes with correctness as prescribed by
some grammarians. As an example, take the constructio ad sensum, by which a
singular noun denoting a collective body takes a plural verb form, since we per-
ceive the plurality of the ‘sense’ as more important than the grammatical rule
that prescribes the singular in connection with a singular noun (as in “The board
of directors have decided not to pay dividends this year’, and similar construc-
tions). The following is another case in point.

The grammar of Enghsh rells us to use the relative pronoun who when we
are dealing with a noun which is human {(and paturally animare), whereas
we use wihich for a non-human (possibly also non-animate) referent. Thus, we
have:



26 Basic Notions

The man whao kissed my daughter ran away (human subject)

The car whick hit John's bicycle disappeared around the corner {non-animare,
non-human subject)

The bird whick shat on my nose flew away {non-human, animate subject).

Such are the rules. But are they always maintained? Or are there cases where
strict rule observanon is less “correct’ than breaking the rule? Consider one of
Lakoft's addinonal examples:

My cat, who believes that I'm a fool, enjoys tormenting me.

This sentence is not all, or always bad, depending on the cat, the speaker, and
their relationship. Given a special, intimate connection between human and pet
{“if | happen to have such a cunning feline®™, G. Lakoft 1971b:330}, it may even
be the case that whick, for a car of a certain guality and lineage, is totally inap-
propriate, even unthinkable.

The same 15 the case in the following extract, describing a program {called
*CREANIMATE’) that will allow children to create animals of their choice, using
the computer:

In a typical interaction, a student may indicate that he wants to create a
bird thar swims. The system may respond by discussing some existing aquaric
birds such as ducks and penguins. It could display video sequences
demonstraring how these birds use the ability to swim to help them survive
in the wild. The tutor would try to get the student to rehine his design by
asking whether the bird will use bis wings to swim, the way a penguin
does, or fts feer, the way a duck does. (Schank and Edelson 1990:9; my
emphasis)

Strictly speaking, the above s not only ungrammatical: reference (‘anaphora’)
1s made to a non-human being {a penguin) by the human pronoun ks, but, more-
over, inconsistent. Both penguins and ducks are non-human, ver only the latrer
are referred to by its. So why is a duck ‘it’, a penguin ‘he’?

The question is not just about human-likeness {penguins ‘dressed up’ in black
ties, like noble corporate gentlemen at a social occasion). The different concep-
tualizanons relate to the wotal context in which we see pengumns, ducks and
humans; here, visually and conceptually, the arms are somehow characteristic of
human swimming. While ‘hand-swimming' is typically human, ‘dogge-style
swimming' (with all four feet} 1s more animal-like. Penguins swim with their
*hands’, practicing ‘human-swim®; ducks swim with their feet, hke dogs: they
‘animal-swim"."

We are dealing here with an instance of a more gencral case, in which
“extralinguistic factors very often enter in judgments of well-formedness™, as
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Lakoff remarks {G. Lakoff 1971b:330). It is precisely those ‘extralinguistic
factors’ that open the door for apparently ungrammatical behavior."”

The next section will examine the case of these extralinguistic factors more
closely.

2.5 Linguistics and reality: presupposition

Many linguists used to believe that meaning is something that should be
dealt with outside of linguistics. The very term “extralinguistic’ carried with it
the connotation of ‘unscientific’, and suggested that the linguist relying on
outside information somehow was chearting on method. Leonard Bloombeld, the
father of American structuralist linguistics and author of the classic work
Language, expressed the opinion (in his chaprer 9, *Meaning’) that since linguistic
meaning only could be studied through speakers’ utterances in situations,
we shouldn't be worried abour ‘real’, independent meaning {1950:143ff).
Charles Hockett, author of a widely used textbook in the strict Bloomheldian
tradition (A Cowrse in Modern Linguistics; 1959) doesn’t even offer a chapter
on semantics. The same aversion to dealing with matrers of meaning can be
found in authors as different as Lows Hjelmslev and Noam Chomsky. Still, the
problem of ‘real’ meaning is here to stay; to a pragmatician, the very idea of
‘exrralinguistic’ meaning, as if belonging to another, forbidden ‘real” world, is

suspect.
Suppose | utter the following:

John managed to sell his shares before the marker crashed,
o which a bystander remarks:
Mo, he didn'.

The reply (whose full, non-ellipted form would be ‘No, John didn't manage o
sell his shares before the market crashed’) contradicts the first urterance and
denies its truth: both utrerances cannot be true ar the same time (they have dif-
ferent truth conditions). Even so, in both cases, we understand that John seri-
ously tried to sell his shares. This remains true, even though the utterances have
opposite meanings: according to the hrst speaker, John was successful and sold
his shares, whereas the second maintained thar he was not and had to take a
financial beating.

A possible explanation would be that both utterances contain an underlying
element (a *proposition” of the form *John tried to sell his shares’) which remains
constant, whether or not it is true that John actually sold those shares. Such an
element 1s often called a presupposition. In our case, the presupposition that *John
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tried to sell” survives his failore 1o do so, the negation contamed in ‘He didn't".
{More on presuppositions in section 7.2.3.2.)

According to some Linguists, the ‘survival” property of a presupposition is built
into the very semantics of a parnicular lexical item, a word. For instance,
Karrrunen (1971) believed that a verb such as to manage conventionally implies
“trying seriously” (on implicature, see section 3.2). For others, presuppositions are
inextricably tied to a particular lexical ivem, as when the checker in an Ameri-
can supermarket tells you to *Hurry back [to the store].” Here, the use of the
word ‘back” logically presupposes that you've been to the srore before: other-
wise, you couldn’t come “back”.

However, most cases are not such clear-cut instances of semantic or logical
presupposition.'® Most of the rime, neither a purely logical account, based solely
on the truth or falsiy of sentences in isolation, nor an exclusively semantic
account, based on the value of individual lexical items, will be satisfactory; we
must appeal to a pragmatic explanation, based on the particular context of a par-
ticular urrerer. Consider the following pair:

John regrets thar he failed the exam

John doesn’t regrer that he failed the exam.

Both senrences rest on rthe presupposition that John has failed his exam - and
that there in fact has been an exam."
But compare now a composed sentence such as:

John doesn't regrer having failed, because in fact he passed. (Levinson
1983:201)

The second half of the above sentence (*because in facr be passed”) presupposes
{in fact, logically reduces to) “John passed’; in contrast, the hirst part presupposes
thart he failed. Hence, we have a logical contradiction: the conjunction of the rwo
sentences involves conflicting truth values.

The reason thar the above sentence does not strike us as illogical is thar we
can easily conjure up a situwation where a person would say exactly that. Imagine,
€., that the utterer has rapped somebody mto believing that John had failed
the exam, whereupon this latter person might say something to the effect that
s'he is sure that John regrets his having failed. Then, the former speaker might
swoop down on the unsuspecting vichim and utter the above sentence in a -
umphant tone of voice.

A further point 15 that in real interacnon {as Talbot has pointed out;
1987:183), the presupposition implied in cthe “regretting’ is the ome speaker’s only:
since the other speaker knows thar John has failed, he or she doesn't have 1o
‘undo’ (or ‘cancel’) the presupposition. Thar is, presupposing i1s more than just a
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matter of implying and inferring abstract conditions on speaking: what [ can
imply or infer, given a presupposition, depends on an active choice made in the
face-to-face confrontation with my interlocutor - that is, in the last instance, on
the Cooperative Principle (see section 4.2.2) and s active management. Put in
another way, for a presupposition to be realized in conversarion, we have o
execute some kind of pragmatic act (more on this in chapter 8).

We conclude thar, since presuppositions like the ones discussed here rest
entirely on the user context, they are pragmatic, rather than semannic: their “only
plausible use |is] in interaction™ (Talbot, ibid.}*" Moreover, since all (linguistic or
other) interaction is impossible withour the presence of “interactants’, that is, of
persons who engage in interaction, the ultimate ‘real-world’ presupposition is the
pragmaric ‘actant’, the langunage user. Thus, the stage is set for examining the
role that this user plays in scenarios such as the ones we've been looking at so
far.

2.6 A world of users

The renewed interest in the users of language, as compared to an earlier focus
on language as an abstract system, is among the main factors that have made
pragmatics possible. But registering the fact thar pragmatics now is a fully
accepted part of linguistics shouldn't prevent us from asking questions such as:
how can we explain this interest, and where did it come from?

Levinson {1983:356f) notes several ‘convergent reasons’. First of all, there are
the historical reasons: mainly, the earlier-mentioned discontent with Chomsky’s
aseptic and abstract model of a grammar. Along with this external factor, there
are the internal linguistic problems, stemming from the grammar's inability to
deal with language as it is being used. Since users and their language are at the
core of all things pragmaric (cf. the Haberland and Mey gquotation in section
1.2.2.1}, the *world of users’ is the very condition for doing any pragmatics: a
truly existential condition.

Consider once more the example given above:

Gerting married and having a child is berter than having a child and getring
married.

Our understanding of urrerances like these depends crucially on the worlds in
whach their speakers live, both in general with regard to the conditions of their
{married) lives, and in particular as to matters and manners of child-begetting
and -rearing. These ‘worlds of users’ cannot be predicted trom the language
viewed as a logical system, but can only be discovered by looking at the way lan-
guage is used in those worlds. Suppose | discovered (1o continue a thought exper-
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iment suggested by Gazdar 1979:115) a copy of the papal encyclical Humanae
Vitae on the utterer’s night-table - that would no doubt have a big impact on
my efforts 1o make sense of the above statement, which then could be artributed
either to the utterer’s wish o identify with an adage of age-old wisdom, or 1o his
or her total ignorance of the facts of life: it all depends on the user’s world, the
speaker’s linguistic, social, coltural and general life context. An utterance such as
the one cited above does not make any sense until we place it n its human
context.

This context is not just ‘more of the same’, a widening of the sentential per-
spective to encompass more words and phrases. As Bilmes has perspicuously
remarked, the context is the total social semming in which the speech event takes
place: “the meaning of an utterance is determined in large part by how it responds
and how it is responded to, by its place in an interactional sequence™ (1986:127),
that is, a context of use.

Historically, the importance of this point of view has been most forcefully
advocated in non-traditional linguistic work, such as that by Boas, Malinowski,
Firth and others, not to forger the anthropologically and sociologically inspired
language studies by people like Goffman, Fishman, Halliday, Hymes {just to name
a few).

But also more traditional linguists have recognized the need to incorporate the
context into their explanations. Pragmarics specifies this context as one in which
the users are of paramount interest, inasmuch as they represent the driving force
behind the linguistic enterprise, both in its theoretical {grammar-oriented) and its
practical {usage-bound) aspect.

In this user context, one operates with notions such as the ‘register’ (is an
utterance formal or relaxed; does it connote social prestige; and so on); the modal
aspects of the utterance (having to do with language users’ attitudes); questions
of rhetornic (e.g., ‘how 1o get one’s point across’); and so on. These and similar
issues have been almost totally neglected by linguistics (as they had been, until
recently, by mainstream philosophy ever since the demise of the Sophists).

Now, if we confront this world of users and usage with the universe of rules,
so characteristic tor raditional linguistics, we cannot but marvel at the chasm
separating the two domains. Even stranger is the fact that the practitioners of
rradinional linguwistics did not seem to worry too much abour a sitwation which
nevertheless affects not only the syntax {as the case of "who' vs. “which" has
shown), but also the semantic rules, discussed above in connection with
presuppositions. A further area of common linguistic neglect used to be that of
speech acts (to be discussed in chapter 5}, and its expansion into pragmatic acts
ichapter 8).

All these phenomena (along with many others, sometimes called ‘extralin-
guistic’} can be brought together under the umbrella of context, basically the lin-
guistic version of the *human condition’. In the chaprer that follows, we will
examine this contextual condition with the aid of the various linguistic and prag-
matic notions and devices that we have at our disposal.
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Review and discussion

1. ln section 2.3, | criticized the idea thar language has to obey the laws of logic.
If you agree, then what to make of the following cases?
{a} Here is an anecdote, told about the famous inventor Thomas Alva Edison:

After Edison had tnied, for the longest ume, to construct a dry cell batvery thar
would generate as much current as the unwieldy wer cell ones, somebody
asked him if he wasn't discouraged by the facr that he had had no resulis. To
which Edison is said to have replied:

“MNo results? | now know of 963 things that don’t work!™

In normal language use, *result’ means: ‘a resole thar sarisfies my expectations’,
and hence, a negauive result 1s ‘no result’. Logically, one could argue that any
result, even a negative one, is some result; which was what Edison pretended to
maintain in the face of his critic.

uestion:

What does Edison’s remark show about the relationship of language and logic?
(b} Similarly, doubts occur to Alice, when she is rold by the White Queen to

try and believe that she, the queen, is:

“just one hundred and one, five months and one day.”

*I ca'n't beheve thar!™ said Alice.

“Ca'n"t you?" the Queen said in a pitying rone. “Try again...”

Alice laughed. “There’s no use trying,” she said: “one ca’n’t believe impos-
sible things.”

*1 daresay you haven't had much practice,” said the Queen. “When 1 was
your age, | always did it for half-an-hour a day. Why, sometimes I've believed
as many as six impossible things before breakfast.” {Lewis Carroll, Through
the Looking-Glass, in: More Amnotated Alice, Martin Gardner, ed., New York:
Random House, 1990, p. 237)

The question raised here by the White Queen is one of the oldest problems
m philosophy, and one for which there is no true linguistic solurion. Daing
an impossible thing is, on strict logical terms, impossible. As the late Thomas
Ballmer once ironically remarked (pers. comm.): “Impossible worlds? No way!”
What he meant was that there is no way thar we could rule our something
as impossible, and at the same time believe it, or do it (a proposition that
goes under the name of ‘Moore's Paradox™). In the Scholastic debates of the six-
teenth century, the question of whether God knows things that could have
happened, but were never realized because something else happened that made
them impossible, attracted great attention among philosophers, the Dominicans
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maintaining that God, since he knows everything, also must know this kind of
‘non-happening’ or “futurable’; whereas the Jesuits athrmed that God, being the
ultimate in rational thought, wouldn't waste his rime rhinking abour non-things
{or non-sense).

Cluestion:
How could the White QQueen assert that she had beheved “. . . six impossible
things before breakfast™, and how would you counter such a posrulate?

{c) Finally, what to say abour the tollowing, uttered by a mother cooking
spaghetti for her family, who are impatiently waiting for their dinner:

They are done whether they are or not? (Rundquist 1992:443)

‘Logically’ speaking, this makes no sense: spaghetti are done when they are done,
and not done when they are not. ln this sense, the utterance carries no ‘infor-
mation™: it 15 an ‘empty utterance’, semantically speaking. 5o what is the point
of the mother saying this? What sense does it make, and how is this possible?

2. On October 4, 1992, an El Al cargo plane lost control and plammered into
an apartment complex in the southwestern part of the city of Amsterdam, The
Netherlands. More than 75 apartments were razed, and an unknown number of
people killed; the official estimates ran as high as 250, but were later downscaled,
as bewer bodies were found than expected. The day after the crash, the mayor
of Amsterdam, Ed van Thijn, was on Dutch radio, where he was asked how many

people he estimated had been killed in the accident. The mayor replied:
“We expect 250 persons to be killed™.

Now, if you were a teacher of English, your first reaction would be that the
mayor, not being a native speaker of Enghsh, in reality meant to say thar he
expected 250 people to have perished in the crash - an estimate which later on,
and fortunately, turned out to have been too high. However, suppose the mayor
had been one of these stubborn Dutchmen who always think they are night, he
might have countered with the following reasoning:

“Since “to be killed', pracucally as well as logically, means the same as ‘to be
dead’, when | say the sentence ‘l expect 250 persons to be killed’, what I'm
saying is logically equivalent to ‘I expect 250 persons to be dead”, and there-
fore there is absolutely no reason to correct me.”

Chuestion:

Would you agree with Mayor van Thijn? If not, how would you argue agains
such a view, using syntactic, semantic or pragmatic arguments {or maybe all three
kinds)?
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3. In manv philosophical schools, the basic logical unit is the “proposition’ (also
called ‘judgement’, in deference to Aristotle and the School). The classic example
is “Socrates is mortal’, a type of proposinion that conjoins a subject and a predi-
care by means of a copula (is in English). While the logicians may insist that no
proposition is complete without this copula, natural languages take a different
view, Compare the following original Spanish email conversation, in which the
sender asks the receiver ‘How are you?', and immediately continues, without
waiting for the other’s reply, with ‘I'm OK":

|[Alma to Robin:) ;Hola Robin que tal? Yo bien, aunque con el sindrome
de la computadora.

{(*Hi Robin, how are you? I'm OK, except for my computer syndrome.™)
(Alma Bolon to Robin Cheesman, 9 May, 1991; pers. comm.)

On closer exammation, neither of the Spanish expressions jgque tal? and yo
bien strictly corresponds to its translation, containing some form of the copula
‘to be’. Some would, of course, argue that what Alma 15 saying is logically the
same as Yo estoy bien, or even that she should really have urtered that phrase
(licerally: 1 am well’; from the Spanish verb “to be®: estar); however, thar is not
what she does. Similarly, in the second half of Alma's *reply’ to Robin's unut-
tered answer, we have to intrapolate a form of *to be’ m the literal translanion
‘even though [I am| with the syndrame of the computer’. Again, although this
may be a logical necessity, the language with sovereignty disdains such user-
unfriendly pretensions.

Chuestions:

How does this phenomenon relate to the ‘duck-penguin’ case in section 2.42
Does it strengthen or weaken the demand for a logical structuring of language’,
as it was advocated by philosophers like Russell and Carnap?

How would a pragmaticist argue about such apparent *anomalies’ (of which the
world of languages is full, by the way)?

4. Euphbemism

The emphasis on logic, syntax and truth-functional conditions which is charac-
teristic of much of modern linguistic thinking hampers our understanding of the
use of human language when it is perceived as non-permitted, being either *illog-
ical’, “incorrect’ or even content-less or “false’. Yet, many of the ways in which
people use their language rest precisely on such “illicit® operations; one of them
is called ‘euphemism’, an act of language by which | assert something else than
{sometimes even the opposite of) what I really want ro say. According 1o classi-
cal rhetoric, ‘euphemistic’ language allows us 1o talk abour negative-laden sub-
jects in terms that deliberately try to pre-empt any negative reaction on the part
of our interlocutors. This is why euphemism i1s rampant in areas that are (in large
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parts of Western society) subject to cultural taboos, such as sex, death, sickness,
money, religion, politics, bodily functions etc.

Ouestion:
Can you give one example of a euphemism in each of the areas referred to above?

Next, consider the following:

In the movie The Panama Deception, the excerpt below of a National Public
Television transmission was shown afrer a screening of actual movie and video
clips of the US military going into a poor section of Panama City and methodi-
cally destroving street afrer street by throwing hand grenades and incendiary
bombs into each house, as they went along. In the excerpt, US Army Speaker
Peter Williams was interviewed about the role of the US military in the invasion
of Panama, and said the following (‘a thing like that’ refers to previous accusa-
vons by journalists of willful killing of civilians and destruction of their prop-
erty by the Amencan invasion forces):

No, the military folks wouldn't do a thing like that . . . [ cannor recall having
seen any evidence of military folks being engaged in operations hke burning
down houses. (The Panama Deception, Barbara Trent, dir., David Kasper, ed.,
Empowerment Project, 1992)

Ouestions:
]d:ntiﬁ' the :uphcmisms in the above passage.

What does the expression ‘military folks” suggest to you? {Hint: during Hurri-
cane Georges in September of 1998, a speaker on KUT (the University of Texas
Broadcastung System) admonished the hisreners to sohdarity with “the coastal
folks™ in Flonida and Louisiana).

As we will see later, there is a fourfold condition on human communication,
expressed in the short formula *want, can, do, must’: *Given that | want to com-
municare, what | do communicate depends on what | can communicate, given
my circumstances, and on what | must communicate, given my partner's expec-
tations”™; section 4.2.1). Using this formula, show how the condition operates in
speaker Williams’s communicative efforts. In particular, ask yourself the follow-
INE questions:

Does Williams communicate successfully?
If not, why not?

Then, turning the tables, ask yourself how the movie-makers use the formula
given above, (Hint: consider how they exploit the contrast between the speaker’s
words and the actual footage of the invasion. )
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If *credibility’ is the name of the game in the (especially visual) media, how would
vou say Williams comes through as a credible communicator, as compared to the
movie-makers? (Hint: one could define ‘credibility” as *being able, actively or pas-
sively, to make people believe not only what you must communicare, but whar
you can communicate’.)
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CHAPTER THREE

Context, Implicature
and Reference

3.1 Context

From what has been said in the previous chapter, it has become clear that prag-
matics is definitely more than just a linguistic waste-basket, an extension of
linguistics on its own terms. Rather, linguistics will have to be extended on
‘extralinguistic’ terms by breaking away from the strict, local paradigm of
grammar; this is where the notion of comtext comes in. The present chapter will
elaborate on this.

3.1.1 The dynamic context

In section 1.3.2.1, [ noted the importance of the context in figuring our ambi-
guities in spoken or written language. Context is a dynamic, not a static concept:
it is to be understood as the continually changing surroundings, in the widest
sense, that enable the participants in the communication process to interact, and
in which the linguistic expressions of their interaction become intelligible.

I also mentioned the difference between a ‘grammartical’ and a “user-oriented”
view of language: on the former view, the linguistic elemenrs are described in iso-
lation, as syntactic structures or parts of a grammatical paradigm, such as case,
tense eic., whereas on the larer, one asks how these linguistic elements are used
in the context of interaction.

A view of pragmatics that limits the context to what is grammarically
expressed, to the exclusion of any wider, ‘extralinguistic’ contexts, has, of course,
a big advantage: it eliminates a number of potentially irrelevant factors from the
scope of our investigation. For instance (to take a well-known example from
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Chomsky 1957), the presence of food in the mouth while speaking may be part
of some context, yet it is not a linguistic factor, and maybe not even a pragmaric
one.

Consider also the ways in which we refer 1o persons or things: using proper
names, pronouns, articles and so on. A person named ‘John is referred to as
‘lohn’ only in his own, known context; a person named ‘the policeman’ is an
officer we know (or are supposed to know). Saying ‘John is the policeman’ makes
sense only in a context where there is a person John whom [ know by name and
who happens to be the policeman (or is assigned that role in a play).

Being user-oriented, contexts can be expected o differ from user ro user, from
user group to user group, and hence also from language 1o language. Take the
case of household appliances, where the same instructions appear side by side in
different languages, depending on the user groups one wants to target. The dif-
ferences are often remarkable, both in the choice of wording and in the length
of the message. Consider the following text in English and Spanish, found on a
towel dispenser in a restaurant in Cadillac, Michigan:

9” DEJAR QUE
MAXIMUM CUELGE UN
LOOP MAXIMO DE

9 PULGADAS

{The Spamish rext translates literally as: *Allow [it, viz. the towel] to hang a
maximum of 9 inches’).

Our first reaction, upon noticing this different way of expressing the same
thing, could be that Spanish is more verbose, or more elegant, than English.
Alrernatively, one could assume thar Spanish-speaking people know little about
modern restaurant gadgetry, and therefore have to be instructed more explicitly.
This explanation, even though it smacks of racial or ethnic superiority, never-
theless contains a grain of truth, and leads us on to the different comtexts that
surround this message and determine its encoding: a North American context,
using English, vs. other environments, where mainly Spanish is spoken.

Without necessarily subscribing to racial prejudice, one may safely assume
that more Spanish speakers than speakers of English will be unfamiliar with
such gadgets as towel dispensers in restaurants. Among the personnel who
maintain washroom facilivies, there may likewise be a number of people who
have not been exposed to the blessings of American civilization long enough to
appreciate towel dispensers, seat protectors and other salubrious devices found
in American toilets. For such people, explicit instructions for installing and
maintaining a towel dispenser may be necessary and helpful. Even for English-
speaking users, this type of mnstruction on packages or wrappings for tools can
be notoriously hard to follow; for one who is not familiar with the hardware,
the laconic language of the English mstructions (‘nine inch maximum loop')
may create a problem. Only when we see the gadget, read the explicit instruc-
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tions and place the words in their proper context does the text begin 1o make
sense.

Context 15 more than just reference. Context 15 action., Context i1s about under-
standing whart things are for; it is also whar gives our urterances their true prag-
matic meaning and allows them ro be counted as true pragmaric acts, as we will
see later (chapter 8). As a case in point, consider the following utterance:

It's a long time since we visited your mother.

This sentence, when uttered at the coffee table after dinner in a married couple's
living room, has a totally different pragmatic meaning than the same sentence,
uttered by a husband to his wife while they are standing in front of the hip-
popotamus enclosure at the local zoo,* It is this latter context which allows an
innocent remark (a seemingly neutral speech act of asserting) to be transmogri-
fied into a pragmatic act of *‘mother-in-law bashing’.

Context s vitally important not only in assigning the proper values to refer-
ence and imphcature (about which more in the following sections), but also in
dealing with other pragmatic issues, both those to be discussed later (such as the
pragmatic act) and those mentioned in the previous chapter (such as presuppo-
sition). Other context-related fearures were also briefly touched upon there,
among them the phenomenon of ‘register’.

By register, one understands the inguistic resources that speakers have at their
disposal to mark their ammitude towards their interlocutors. Thus, we have the
formal vs. the informal register, often expressed by different forms of address,
as in the so-called “T/V system’ (Brown and Gilman 1961} of languages like
French, where the familiar tu alternares with the formal vous. Other languages
may use different verbs: for the informal ‘to be', Japanese has -da, which alter-
nates with the more formal -desu, and the highly formal gozaimasu. Such alver-
nations may contrast in pretty similar, yet subdy different conrexts; thus, the
engineers operating the city loop in Tokyo, the formerly state-owned Yamanote
Line, routinely announced the upcoming station using -desu (pronounced |das],
with something like the Midwestern American sound in *West'), whereas their
colleagues on the private railways were under orders to use only the highly polire
gozammasu

Another example occurred on German relevision’s Program 2 (ZDF) on March
26 of 1991, The famous East German poet and singer Wolf Biermann, whose
escape to the West and subsequent ‘denaturalization’ (he was deprived of his
East German citizenship as a punitive measure) creared quite a stir in the mid-
eighties, was on a panel with his former friend and impresario Sasha Andersen,
who stll lived in the East, even after the Berlin Wall had come down.

In the course of the conversation, the discussion touched upon such delicate
matters as Andersen’s relationship with the Stasi, the German secret police. Bier-
mann maintained thar he had information showing that his friend had been an
informer for the pohce, which Andersen denied. The larrer also reminded Bier-
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mann of how he (Biermann) only had been able 1o work im the East thanks 1o
Sasha Andersen’s intercession and support, among other things, as a publisher
and printer of Biermann's songs.

[n a pragmatic perspective, the most interesting feature of this conversation
was that at a given point, the rwo fnends started addressing each other by the
formal Sie for ‘you', whereas they before had used the familiar du (as they
probably had been doing all their lives). This sudden and rotal change of regis-
ter was due to the fact that the comtext had changed: from a relaxed one, in
which the two friends indulged in camaraderie and good-natured banter, to a
matter of {licerally} life and death. Much to the discomtort of whoever happened
to watch the scene, accusations and invectives were hurled across the table; one
could hiterally observe how beyond a certain, *critical” point the familiar form du
no longer could be tolerated, in the same way as water cannot exist as a ligod
above a certain, critical temperatore, This crincal point, however, was only
implied in the context, never exactly specified; sull, both interlocutors sponta-
neously obeyved its unwritten law. In the changed context, certain forms of speak-
ing were simply “‘canceled” and the ‘nicer” speech acts were made pragmatically
impossible.

It is characteristic of a pragmatic view of contextual problems to acknowl-
edge, and to want to explain, this tension berween the interactants’ spontaneous
and allowed ways of expressing themselves. Pragmatics does this by appealing
to the use of language (among other things, in speech acting and in choice of reg-
ister) as not only prescribed grammatically, ‘grammaricalized’, but mainly afford-
able pragmatically, *pragmaricalized’, so to speak. The next section will give some
particulars.

3.1.2 Context and convention

No matter how natural our language facilities or how convention-bound their
use, as language users, we always operare in contexts. Therefore, the context
looms large, and has to be taken into account whenever we formulate our
thoughts about language.

There is a built-in contradiction berween the conventionalized and more or
less rigad forms that the language puts at our disposal, and the spontanecus, indi-
vidual expression of our thoughts that we all strive to realize. This is true not
only of the more technical rules of the grammar {especially those governing the
inflection of words and rhe strucrure of sentences), bur also of whar 15 usually
discussed under the general heading of ‘meaning represented in proposmtions’. As
the Danish linguist Johan Nicolai Madvig expressed it one and a half centuries
ago, “Humans want to speak, not just name isolated representations. Language
begins with the sentence™ (1843:31). In other words, humans are made for
‘speaking’ (that is, communicating in spoken sentences or utterances), rather than
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for carrying on abstract discourses about the meaning of things, in “isolared
representanons” .

Meaming can be natural, as expressed in the old Scholastic sayving Urina est
signeern sanitatis ("Urine s 3 sign of healrh’); that is, from a person's urine it is
possible to conclude about the person's health; and rhis conclusion s immediate,
natural and, in most cases, non-controversial.

In contrast to such a narural sign, language is conventional: thar is, there is
no immediate, natural connection between a word and what it expresses.’ If we
had to rely exclusively on “natural signs’, our communication would be rendered
extremely restricted and difficulr, it not impossible and indeed paradoxical, as
we will see.

The general paradox of language s thar it is natural only mnasmuch the desire
to communicate, and the need to express themselves, are natural for all humans.
But we cannot ‘read off’ this *speaker meaning” of an utterance in the same way,
and as directly, as a physician is able to interpret the ‘natural meaning’ of the
color and other significant properties of a person’s urine.

In contrast, linguistic meaning (also called *sentence meaning’) i1s purely con-
ventional (or ‘non-natural’), inasmuch as it operates only within the rules of the
grammar and the context of a given society. Acquiring the linguistic and social
communicative conventions is a task that language users acquire gradually, and
many of them only imperfectly. The specific paradox of pragmarics is, then, that
language users must employ socially conventional, linguistic means o express
their individual intentions. The invisible workings of their minds cannot be imme-
diarely expressed, in a natural way, but must be coded in non-natural, conven-
tional and contextual, carriers.

The paradox of conventionality vs. spontaneity is undone by the fact thar the
mediating carriers (the ‘media’, one might say, in the proper sense of the word)
are comventionalized through human use. In fact, we get so used to the medium
of language that i becomes our second nature, Speech becomes so natural 1o us
that in order to characterize our language in contrast to ‘artificial’ (logical or
computer) language, we use the adjective ‘natural’ - despire the fact that, strictly
speaking, all languages have been developed among users and for users, as social
artifacts. There strictly are no such things as *narural’ languages.

This leads us to an important conclusion as regards pragmarics. Since language
15 developed in a social context, its use is governed by society rather than by the
individual speakers. Language users do not decide, on the spur of the moment,
which medium 1o choose in order to get their ideas or feelings across; they use
the artificial signs that natural language provides them with, given the affordances
of their actual, historical context. The context determines both what one can say
and what one cannot say: only the pragmatics of the situanon can give meaning
o one's words.

Thus, one and the same utterance can obtain completely different, even dia-
metrically opposed effects, depending on convention and context. Well-known
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phenomena such as irony, sarcasm, metaphor, hyperbole and so on show us the
richness and diversity of the life behind the linguistic scene, as compared to whar
transpires on stage through the official roles and costumes. For instance, if | say
‘Great!” 1o the airline agent who just has told me rthat = due to double booking
- I cannot get a seat on my plane, and will have to spend the mght in the airport,
I am using this *sentence meaning’ in a quite novel way 1o express my “speaker
meaning”: what I'm really saying is something like “This is the worst thing that
could happen to me right now.”

However, this is not tantamount to a linguistic variant of “anything goes'. Even
if linguistic forms, by themselves, do nor limit, or exhaust, the uses a speaker
may make of them, they are snll among the most important elements of human
communication, and have to be respected as such. But how do we go abour
recognizing what Levinson has called the “full communicative intention™ of a
speaker (1983:18)? Levinson answers his own question as follows: “By raking
into account, not only the meaning of [an unerance| U, bur also the precise mech-
anisms [such as irony etc.] which may cause a divergence between the meaning
of U and whar is communmnicated by the urterance of U in a particular context™
{1983:18; my emphasis).

The following conversation offers some striking examples of the context’s
importance in understanding utterances:

(A and B are on the telephone, talking over arrangements for the next couple
of days).

A: 50 can you please come over here again right now.

B: Well, | have to go to Edinburgh today sir.

A: Hmm. How about this Thursday? (Levinson 1983:48-9)

It does not take us long to realize how many presuppositions, implicatures, ref-
erences and other facrual and contextual conditions have to be drawn upon in
this exchange i order for it to make sense. All of this cannot be accounted for
by semantics or syntax, let alone by reference to ‘bare facts’. For instance, the
nme of the conversation {*roday’) is understood as being different from ‘this
Thursday’ {rime reference: see section 3.3.2), but nor only that: *this Thursday”
only makes sense if urtered on a day berween ‘last Thursday® and the Tuesday
preceding ‘this Thursday’ - otherwise the speaker would probably have said
‘tomorrow’ or “the day after tomorrow’ (conversational implicature: see the next
section). Further, the place from which A is speaking is obviously not Edinburgh,
but neither is it a place that 15 100 far removed from either Edinburgh or
the speaker’s locarion (presupposition: see section 2.5). In addition, A {being
addressed as ‘sir’) seems to be in a position that allows him to give orders o B
{presupposition and implicature). And so on. All these facts are dealt with not
as "bare facts’, on their face value, bur as elements forming part of a context that
they pragmatically determine and presuppose, and which ‘reflect our ability to
compute out of orterances in sequence the contextual assumptions they imply:
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.. .the spatial, temporal and social relanonships berween participants, and
their requisite beliefs and intentions in undertaking certain verbal exchanges’
(Levinson 1983:49),

Pragmarically speaking, the decisive importance of context is that it allows us
to use our linguistic resources to the utmost, without having to spell out all the
tedious details every time we use a particular construction. However, the obser-
vation that language operates in force of contextually implied conditions and
assumptions is by no means restricted to the above case. In the following sections,
we will look into cases where the very existence of such implicit relationships has
given rise to an important, independently motivated concept in philosophy and
lingwistics: that of implication, and its pragmatic variant, smplicature.

3.2 Implicature
3.2.1 What is an implicature?

The word “implicarure’ 1s derived from the verb “to imply’, as is s cognate
‘implicarion’. Originally, ‘to imply’ means ‘to fold something into something
else’ (from the Latin verb plicare ‘to fold’); hence, thar which is implied is “folded
in', and has to be ‘unfolded’ in order to be understood.®® A conversational
implicature is, therefore, something which is implied in conversation, that is,
something which is left implicit 1n actual language use. The reason thar prag-
matics is interested in this phenomenon is that we seem to be dealing here with
a regularity that cannot be captured in a simple syntactic or semantic ‘rule’, but
has to be accounted for in other ways. As Bilmes has expressed it, *In everyday
talk, we often convey propositions that are not explicit in our utterances but
are merely implied by them. Sometimes we are able to draw such inferences only
by referring whar has been explicitly said ro some conversational principle. In
certain of these cases, we are dealing with "conversational implicature’™ {Bilmes
1986:27).

To obtamn a satisfactory account of implicature, we appeal not just to
some general ‘conversational principles’, but to specific, pragmatic ones. The
following is a first approach; on pragmatic principles, see further the nexx

chapter.

3.2.2 Implications and implicatures
The term ‘implication’, as distinguished from ‘implicature’, defines a logical rela-

nonship between two propositions. Let these propositions be symbolized as p
and g; then the logical implication is the relation “if p, then g°, or:

P+ q.
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lf-then relationships are well known also in daily life, and can be expressed
in everyday language. Suppose | have a hedge that needs cutting, and a son who
might do the job, given the necessary inducements. Let the ‘proposition™

you cut my hedge
be symbolized by p, and:

I'll take you out to dinner
by g. Then the logical expression g — g will stand for:
If you cur my hedge, I'll take you out ro dinner.

Suppose | say this ro my son, he will have a nightful grudge against me if he
cuts the hedge, vet | refuse to make good on what he considers to be a promuse.
And his grudge is not only righriul; it is also logical: p — g, or: p implies g, as
one could also say. So far, so good.

But what if my son does not cut the hedge? Then, it will be OK for me not
to take him out for dinner, and he will have no claim on me. However, logically
speaking, | could sull take him our to his favorite hamburger joint: from the non-
truth of the first proposinon (p), | cannot conclude to the non-truth of the second
ig). Logically, non-p does not imply non-g.”

As we see from the above example, a logical implication does not have
to correspond to what in everyday life we understand by ‘implies’. In the
above case, we would say that my son’s not curting the hedge “implied” his not
getung a dinner, just like his cutting “implied” his being raken out. However,
logic and everyday life do not always look at things the same way. This s why
we need another term: in addinon to the logical mplications, we wall
speak of comversational implicatures. They will be discussed in the next
SECtion.

3.2.3 Conversational implicature

In a first approximation (a more precise definition will be given below}, one could
say that ‘conversanional implicature’ concerns the way we understand an utter-
ance in conversation in accordance with what we expect to hear. Thus, if we ask
a question, a response which on the face of it doesn't make “sense’ can very well
be an adequate answer. For instance, if a person asks me:

What tume is it?

it makes pertectly good sense tor me w answer:



Context, Implicature and Reference 47

The bus just went by,

in a particular context of conversation. This context should include the fact that
there is only one bus a day, thart it passes by our house at 7:45 a.m. each morning,
and furthermore, that my interlocutor is aware of this and rakes my answer in
the spirit in which it was given, viz., as a hopefully relevant answer. Notice also
that if we limit pragmatic explanation to the strictly grammatical (cf. Levinson
1983:98), we would have to exclude such relevant answers, since there are no
grammatical items in this interchange that carry the required information about
the users and their contexts.

To know what people mean, you have to interpret what they say. Buot inter-
pretation is a tricky affair; misunderstandings are always possible, and sometimes
seem to be the rule rather than the exceprion. As Leech remarks, *[i|nterpret-
ing an utterance s ultimately a marter of guesswork, or (to use a more dignhed
term) hypothesis formation™ (1983:30-1). We can show this, using Leech’s own
example.

Suppose one of my aunts has a birthday, but | don't remember the exact date.
I can ask another member of the family, e.g., by saying:

When's Aunt Rose's birthday?
and the person I'm asking may answer:
It's sometime in April.

“Somenme in Apnil® means, stnictly speaking, thar it could be any day in April,
berween, and including, the 1st and the 30rh. However, in real life, such an
answer means a whole lot more: on hearing that it's ‘somenme in April’, we
understand that it probably is not on the first or the last day, or even on one of
the first or last days of the month. People born on April 1 usually are remem-
bered for thar particular lack of luck, and in general, when it comes to remem-
bering birthdays, we seem to be able to do better than just an unspecified
‘sometime” in a month; we would say, for instance, ‘sometime in early April’, ‘in
the middle of April” or *at the end of Apnl’.

All these possibilities logically imply ‘*sometime in April’. But {although
logically, it’s OK to say ‘sometime in April’, even though the acrual birthday is
on the 1st, around the middle, or perhaps on the 30th of the month), if our
conversational partner knows the date, and does mot offer this informarion,
the answer “sometime in April' will stike us as somewhat bizarre. We may
even suspect the speaker of bad faith or of withholding essential information:
if he or she knew the exact date, why did he or she choose such a vague
exXpression?

Supposing that our partner is not liable to allegations of ill will, conversational
{as opposed ro logical) implication tells us thar the only thing the speaker remem-
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bered in answering our question abour auntie’s birthday was the month in which
it occurred. But how does this conversanonal implication, or ‘imphcature’, come
abour?

We have already seen that strict semantic or logical critena wall not help;
neither will just guessing, unless gualified in relation to the partcular circum-
stances of the guestion, the persons involved in the situanion, their background
and so on. The more we know abour this context, the more qualified our guess-
work is going to be. The reason that people normally do qualify as guessers has
a lot ro do with the fact that their interlocutors are “guessable’, and that their
common context, including their language, predisposes them for certain guesses.
But there is more.

As Thomas purts it, “in conversational interaction, people work on the assump-
tion that a certain set of rules is in operarion, unless they receive indications to
the contrary™ (1996:62). Normally, what we expect when asking a question is
that people cooperate by giving us an answer; and whatever comes our way, fol-
lowing a quesnion, will normally be taken for an answer. Such cooperative mech-
anisms have very little ro do with logic and semantics, but are grounded in the
frragmatics of conversation, in particular the *Cooperative Principle’; this will be
discussed in more detail in section 4.2.2. For now, let's focus on another prop-
erty that separates conversational from logical implication: the fact that the
former can be undone {or ‘canceled’). The following example i1s adapred from
Leech (1983:85).

If | want to express the fact thar one of my children has had her hand in the
raisin box, by uttering:

Alexandra ate some of the raisins,

then my allegation has a well-defined conversational scope: Alexandra ate some,
but not all of the raisins. Now, if in the course of the {presumably somewhat
heated) interchange that follows, 1 inadvertently were to say to my daughter
something like:

But why did vou have to eat all those raisins?

she will nighrfully accuse me of conniving or manipulating, and she may point
out that logically and conversationally, ‘some’ and “all" are not the same.

While it is true thar, on a strictly logical interpretation, "some’ does not
always have to exclude “all’ {there 1s a sense in which “all’ can be said to be a
very special case of ‘some’),” this does not help us to interprer the ‘raisin
case’ in accordance with the intention of the speaker and the understanding of
the hearer: that some, but not all of the raisins were eaten {presumably by Alex).
The solution to this dilemma s, again, that there is a conversanonal ymplicature
at work here, telling us that if a speaker says “some’, she or he does not mean
‘all’, because in thar case, she or he would have said so. Saying *some’ conver-
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sationally implies that I do not mean ‘all’, because if |1 did mean “all’, | would
have said ‘all’.””

This view squares well with the observation that conversational implicatures,
once established and accepted, have nothing of the “eternal’, durable quality of
logical implications. Conversational implicatures can always be ‘untied’, can-
celed, in the course of further conversation: being “imphcared’ by a particular
conversational context, another conversational context can ‘ex-phicate’ them
again,™

In the case at hand, 1 can abrogate the implicature by adding more context,
as when, having urrered:

Alex ate some of the rasins,
1 add, as an afrerthoughi:
= i1 fact she ate all of them.

Here, the added context undoes, ‘cancels’, the first utterance’s implicature: ‘some’
turns out to be “all’, after all.

The context is the ‘universe” of everyday language use, the sum total of what
people do with each other in conversation. Hence, in a case like the above, it is
the current conversational context and its conversational implicatures that decide
whether the contradiction between the quantifiers *all’ and *some’ is a logical or
a pragmatic one. Consequently, for my reaction to be adequate, | will have to
adapr it ro the particular context of utterance. Whar is contextually formed as a
logical implicature will not tolerate a pragmatic answer, and conversely, a prag-
matic implicature will make no sense in a purely logical or formal-grammatical
environment. The ultimare reason for this, as we will see later, is thar in the final
analysis, both logical and conversational implicatures, in order to play a role in
human interaction as pragmatic acts, must conform to their pragmatic contexts
of use.

Mot all implicatures, however, are either logical or conversational; there
is another, so-called ‘conventional’, kind, which will be the topic of the next
section.

3.2.4 Conventional implicature

The use of conversational implicatures to plug the holes left by our not-too-
careful use of truth condinons and logical terms may for some logicians and
philosophers invoke the proverbial pragmatic waste-basket. Fortunately for
them, there are other implicatures around that are not subject to the fickle finger
of conversational fate, and do not depend on a particular context of language
use: the “‘conventional’ implicatures.
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Certain expressions in language implicate by themselves, or ‘conventionally’,
a certain state of the world, regardless of their use. Such implhcanons cannot be
attributed to our use of language in conversation, on the contrary: they become
manifest through (sometimes despite) such use. For instance, the word “last’
always denotes {(by conventional implicature) “the ultimate item in a sequence’,
as in ‘the last page of a book or manuseript’; in contrast, in conversation it might
imply: ‘that which came before the time of speaking’, as when a speaker refers
to ‘last winter',

Consider also the case of ‘speaking with an accent” - be it a provincial or rural
rwang or burr, or a more exoric, foreign intonation. An accent is like the *narural
sign’ of the Scholastic philosophers: if my urine is a “sign of health’, it is because
it shows something abour my health, whether | want it to or not (as we have
seen in section 3.1.2). Similarly, my dialect tells people where 1 am from, inde-
pendently of my will.™

However, accents may also indicate social inferiority (which is true, in general,
of ‘oppressed” language forms and languages: see section 11.3.2; cf. also Mey
1985:25-6). This “inferiority’ has nothing to do with the language as such; one
generation'’s dialect may become the speech of the ruling classes in the next, as
history has demonstrated over and over again. Rather, the problem {as with al
deviant language) is in what dialects imply: namely, that speakers with an accem
do not belong in the socially ‘received” world of language use.™ Speaking a non-
standard variety of the language usually connotes a socially lower standing, a
lack of culture and education, and in general a lot of negative features. Such
implicatures are standardized by convention, and cannot be changed even if we
invoke another context; hence they are called ‘convenrional’.

One may wonder whether conventional imphcatures have anything to do
with pragmatics; some authors seem to be of the opinion that they do not, since
they are, so to speak, ‘automatic’ and therefore non-cancelable: once a Galilean,
always a Galilean (pace Professor Higgins's Eliza, the exception confirming the
rule). Cf. ‘Conventional imphcatures are non-truth-conditional inferences that are
not derived from superordinate pragmatic principles like the [Gricean] maxims,
but are simply artached by convention ro parncular lexical items’ (Levinson
1983:127). This “attachment’ may take the form of unavoidable, almost logical
conclusions, such as when Leech remarks thar on hearing a sentence like:

Sally is the secretary,
we automatically conclude that:
Sally is a secretary (1983:90)."
On this view, a conventional implicature is automatic and non-cancelable.

Such a view is open to criticism, however. First of all, one should resist the vemp-
tation to believe that anything in pragmartics can be explained by ‘laws’. No
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matrer how conventional the implicature, the very conventions which govern its
use are historically developed, culture-specific and class-related: conventional
priplicatures may clash with conventional uses.

As an example, rake the well-known case of the ‘polite” vs. “impolire’ forms
of address, as they are realized in French in the form of the contrasting pair vous
and tu. Using an example originally due to Edward Keenan (1971:52; Levinson
1983:177}, if | urter:

Tu es Napoléon,

the conventional implicature is that the addressee is either familiar with me or
located below me on the social scale. In contrast, saying:

Vous ctes Napoléon

would be appropriate in case | was addressing the first consul himself, or anybody
else with that name who commanded my respect.

However, such conventional implicatures are well defined in their proper con-
texts of langouage use only; when these contexts change, the ‘conventionality’ of
the implicatures will change as well. As a result, one may be confronted [both
historically and locally) with a ‘gliding scale’ of in principle non-cancelable,
or conventional, implicatures and implicatures thar are cancelable or *non-
uptakeable’ {as in conversation). For instance, two or three generations ago,
French children would mark their respect for their parents by addressing them
with rthe pronoun rows; roday, such a use is virtually non-existent in French
society. Or, to take another example, it is quite all right to use the ‘non-polite’
form (tu) when asking for a drink m a Québec bar, whereas no one would ever
do so in France: the conventional implicature of “familiarity’ is in this case can-
celled our by the language use of the Québecois pub culture. Nesther is it possi-
ble in such a context to ‘exploit’ the imphcature to obtain a special effecr (e.g.,
of being impolite in a surrounding where politeness is required, or vice versa).™

Second, even srraightforward conventional implicatures are not always
exploited in a uniform fashion. The most frequently quored instance of such a
‘graded’ exploitation is the English word bsut. On a strictly truth conditional view
(as we have seen in section 2.3), the value of but, when conjoining two phrases
or sentences, is the same as that of and (thar 15, sentences conjoined with but are
true in exactly the same cases as the identical sentences conjoined with amd).
When the conventional implicature is exploited, it normally creates a contrast:
whart follows buet 15 perceived as being opposed to whar precedes, whereas in the
case of and, no such implicatures are generated.

However, there is no strict, universally valid rule that would impose but rather
than and in any particular context; in many cases, the two are almost inter-
changeable, as in the Bible, where Hebrew wa *and” often functions like a “bur’,
and vice versa; cf. Genesis 14:21-2: “And the king of Sodom said vo Abram
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...", “But Abram said ro the king of Sodom . .."; 15:2-3: “But Abram said . .
"y “And Abram said . . .", and so on.

While the Hebrew particle wea fulhlls both funcrions {*and’ and *but’), other
languages, such as Larin, may conjoin phrases and sentences without any formal
conjunction at all, as in the “asyndeton’ or “conjunctionless conjunct” {a well-
known example is Caesar's Vemi, sadi, vict, 'l came, [ saw, | vanguished’}. In other
cases, we use pauses or (in writing) a semicolon or colon, rather than “and’ or
‘but’, leaving the choice of interpretation to our listeners or readers.”

I conclude, with Bilmes, that as far as implicatures go, “the rules are not
analogous o scientfic laws. The laws of physics are never wiolated, ...
|c]onversanional rules are usually obeyed, and when they are broken, the
breach is ‘observable’, ‘noticeable” (Sacks)™ (Bilmes 1986:50; sce further
chapter 6).

3.3 Reference and anaphora
3.3.1 On referring

Let's suppose I'm in a foreign country, siting in my hotel room at might. There
15 a4 knock on the door | don't open the door, but ask: “Whao's there?” The
stranger answers: “[t's me.” Now, what do [ do?

Basically, there are two possibiliries. Either | recognize the visitor's voice, and
then | can decide whether or not to open the door. Or | don't, and then I'm in
a quandary. What can | do with a voice that refers to a *me’, when [ don't know
who rthar *me’ is? Since a “‘me” always refers to an *I', and every ‘I is a ‘speaking
me’, the utterance “It's me’ 1s always and necessarily true, and hence rotally unin-
formarive, when it comes to establishing a speaker’s identity. In more technical
terms, there is no known referent for *‘me’ exclusively by virtue of the linguistic
expression me; the reference of a word such as “‘me” changes with the person
uttering it.

The philosophical problem of ‘referring’ has serious consequences not only for
theoretical linguistics, but also for our use of the language; reference 1s not least
a pragmatic problem. We use language to refer to persons and things, directly or
directly. In the case of direct reference, we have names available that will lead
us to persons and things: we know who °john’ is, we understand the meaning of
‘tax return’, and so on. But when reference s made indirectly, as in the case of
the person talking through my hotel door, we need to have recourse to other
strategies, hnguistic as well as non-nguistic, in order to establish the correct
reference.

For instance, when the other person says “It's me™, [ can retort *Me WHO?",
or *Who's talking?™, or simply repeat my first utterance (*Who's there?™ ), maybe
mn an irritated tone, or with increased volume. Depending on the answer 1 get, |
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then decide what to do. If the other person says: “It’s a friend™, I probably will
want to know more, as the reference of the indefinite article {(*a™) is, by dehni-
tion, undetermined. If the person says: “It’s Natasha's mother”, and Natasha
happens to be the name of one of my important contacts, | probably will open
the door, especially if I have the additional information available that comes from
recognizing Natasha’s mother by her voice.

In extreme cases, | will need substantially more reference-establishing docu-
mentation, as when the voice outside starts the conversanion by pronouncing:
“Police. Open the door!™ In such a case, 1 will at least try to have my interlocu-
tor show me a piece of identfication, such as a plastic card or a rag, n order for
me to be quite sure of the correct reference.

As the German psychologist-philosopher of language, Karl Biihler, expressed
it more than sixty years ago,

Everybody can say [, and whoever says it, points to another object than every-
body else; one needs as many proper names as there are speakers, in order to
map {in the same way as in the case of the nouns) the intersubjective ambi-
guity of this one word into the unambiguous reference of linguistic symbols.
(1934:103; my translation}

According to Bihler (and in the spirit of the times), *unambiguous reference’
s what is demanded of language by the logicians. In the same spirit, some of the
farter mn all sincerity proposed that we should abolish words with ‘unclear refer-
ence’ as *I" or *you’, because there is no way of checking whether they correspond
to something ‘out there’: their reference is always shifting.™

3.3.2 Reference, indexicals and deictics

Proper nouns (from Latin nomen proprium, ‘a name that belongs [to somebody
or something|’) are the prime examples of linguistic expressions with “proper”
reference: names name persons, institutions and in general, objects whose refer-
ence is clear. It is possible to make reference to a certain person or object without
using such a “proper’ expression; the classic examples include Sir Walrer Scott,
referred to either by the expression ‘Sir Walter {Scott)’, or by any of his attri-
butes, such as ‘the author of Wau.eﬂ'q" {Rudolf Carnap's example; 1956:39ff).
Similarly, one can refer to Napoleon as either ‘the victor of Jena® or ‘the loser of
Waterloo® (Edmund Husserl’s example).

In contrast to proper nouns, ‘regular nouns’ {as one might call them), despire
their etymological affinity with the word for ‘name’ {momen in Latin), have a
certain indefiniteness in their naming: the word cow names any female repre-
sentative of the genus bovinum, and doesn't tell us anything about what a par-
ricular cow is called, what it might look like, where it might be in the pen, how
many gallons of milk it yields per year, and s0 on and so forth. To refer to a par-
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ticular cow, we need something indicating what to look for, and where: an in-
dexical expression, in short.

Indexical expressions are a particular kind of referential expression which, in
addirion to the semantics of their *naming’, their sense, include a reference 1o the
particular context in which thar sense is pur to work. Suppose somebody urters:

| am six feet tall. {Levinson 1983:58)

The meaning of ‘six feet tall’ is given by what the individual words mean, and
any competent user of English will understand them, in the context of the utter-
ance, as indicating a certain height (in this case, of the person untering the words),
The problem is in the ‘l am": how do we understand that the asserted heighr is
indeed that of this particular speaker? That can only be decided by looking ar
the contextual ‘coordinates’ of the utterance; only after establishing them can we
decide whether or not the utterance makes sense. In order to fix those coordi-
nates, we resort to “indexicals’, as they are called; they include pronouns (espe-
cially personal pronouns), local and temporal adverbs, verb tenses, and so on.
(Other functions of indexicals will be discussed in section 7.2.4.)

Indexical expressions are pragmatically determined, that is, they depend for
their reference on the persons who use them. The chief linguistic means of
expressing an indexical relationship are called deictic elements;”” we can think of
such expressions as ‘pointers’, telling us where to look for the particular item
that is referred to. But if we do not know who is pointing, using an indexical
expression, our system of coordinates will be hanging in mid-air. Since all “index-
ing’ or ‘ponting” 18 done by human beings, and therefore all pointing expressions
have ro be related to the urtering person, pointing in a particular place and ar a
particular ume involves the traditional philosophic and linguistic categories of
person, place and rime.

Karl Bithler, whom | have mentioned earlier, has gathered these notions in the
term ‘index feld” (German Zeigfeld), centered on an “origin’, Le., the point of
intersection of the main coordinates of the *here-now-I" system (1934:149). This
origin 1s the base line of the system; it gives any speaker umterance irs proper prag-
matc meaning in a referential contexr of person, place and time: who is the ‘T
that is speaking, where does he or she speak from, and when, at what point of
time?

A word of caution is appropriate here: it seems natural to assume that speaker
and ‘I are identical (the *I" as *speaking me’}. Such an ego-centered organization
of deixis, however, is not always and necessarily the case, even though it may be,
at least in our culture, the ‘default” alternative. But one can imagine other pos-
sibilities, as the case of the so-called “honorifics’ shows.™

In many Far Eastern languages {such as classical Chinese, Japanese, Korean,
Javanese etc.), the base line for determining the honorific use of a particular
expression s not necessarily and always located in the speaker's ‘ongin’. Speak-
ers may downgrade themselves by using less honorific expressions about their
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possessions, relationships, capacities etc., taking their own ongin as the point
from which these possessions erc. are looked ar and linguistically evaloated, using
‘negative honorifics’. But when they speak about other persons’ attnbutes and
possessions, the onigin shifts: now, it is placed in the intersecrion of the other
person’s coordinates. For instance, n Japanese | may refer to my daughter as
mrusume, litecally ‘[my| girl’; another person’s daughter is called o-joo-san, liter-
ally “[your] honorable Miss daughter”; similarly, we have several sets of pronouns
for person index, all measured against the varying scales of social prestige and
{positive) ‘face’, as it is often called (see further sections 4.2.2.2 and 10.2.3).

Such a change in perspective 1s somenmes referred to as a shift in ‘point of
view’, an important notion also in other pragmanc contexts such as narranve
theory, where the gquestion of whose *voice® is being heard in narration is one of
the major problem areas (this will be discussed at length in chapter 9). Here, let
me recount an anecdote to make my point clear:

A melamed |Hebrew teacher), discovering that he had left his comfortable slip-
pers back in the house, sent a student after them with a note for his wife.
The note read: “Send me your slippers with this boy.™ When the student
asked why he had written “your™ slippers, the melamed answered: “Yold!
|Eool!] If | wrote ‘my” slippers, she would read ‘my” slippers and would send
her slippers. What could | do with her slippers? S0 | wrote ‘vour® slippers,
she'll read “your’ shppers and send me mine.” {Rosten 1968:4; quoted Levin-
son 1983:68)

This story illustrates the imporrance of anucipating the way other people con-
strue the world, and of being able to adopt their point of view, in additon o
our own. Normally, when there is any doubt as to whose poinr of view 1s cur-
rently being taken, we will add something to clanfy the situation: for instance,
when | utter: “To the left!”, | can either specify it as “To your left!”, or leave the
point of view implicit in the context, as happens at army training camp, when
the sergeant gives orders to his recruits and shouts “EEEYZZZ LEFT!” - which
of course is understood as “to their left’, not his. Similarly, the Yiddish story’s
melamed would have been in trouble had he followed *normal procedure’: he
had to use the equivalent of a mulitary dnll routine in order to get what he wanted
from his wife - a true eve-opener on ‘point of view’, one might say.”

All indexical expressions refer to certain world conditions, either subjective or
objective in nature. Consider the case of “time’. If | say: ‘] saw him last week’,
my ‘point of nme’, viz. ‘last week', depends on the point of nme I'm at now: thar
is, the time of my uttering ‘l saw him last week.” Now, last week is, of course,
the week rhat came betore the current week, the week that is my poing of nime.
| cannot use “last week" for any old week that has come before some other week;
it has to be the week that is ‘last” from my current point of view. For a week that

precedes {anjother week(s), mn general, we use “the preceding week” or “the week
before’.
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The same happens with ‘next’, as in ‘nexr week'. If we simply want to express
the idea of *following’, we say ‘the following week’; however, if this following
week does indeed follow the present week from the point of view where 1 am
situated, then, and only then, can (and must) [ use ‘next week’.

Some languages codify these ‘points of view’ regarding nime by giving them
specific, lexicalized expressions. For instance, French has lexical pairs for days
that follow, and precede, the current day, as well as for days thar are not defined
with respect to the current *point of time’: while demain means ‘tomorrow’, for
‘the day after’, the French use le lendemain, Similarly, bier is *yesterday’ in French,
but “the day before’ is elegantly rendered by la veille (which is the same word,
onginally, as English *wigil’}.

Problems may arise when we try to connect such ‘points of view' across the
hemispheres. If | write to Allan, my colleague in Brisbane, Queensland, thar 1
would like to teach at his university during the summer quarter, chances are that
he will not know when to arrange my stay. Am [ writing from my point of view
(my ‘summer’}, or am | adopting Allan’s “l-ongin’ for the nme coordinates, n
Bithler's terminology? And what does my friend Denise from Campinas, Brazil,
mean, who (while on a sabbatical in Europe) is telling me a story that is sup-
posed to have happened to her “last summer"?

In such cases, the context can be made more explicit by adding some further
deictic coordinates. 1 could say, eg., ‘the summer guarter in Australia’, o
eliminate all ambiguity. Alternatively, I could put myself in the others’ perspec-
tive by adopting their time line (*your surnmer’); a similar practice was common
for letter-writers in ancient Rome, who deferred to their correspondents by using
a past tense when dating their letters: Scribebam Romae Idibus Martiis, literally:
‘I was writing [this] in Rome, March 15." (On *point of view’ in a literary con-
nection, see further chapter 9 and Mey 1999.)

Similarly, speakers can use their ‘own’ past vense for present happenings, if
such a happening is seen as the result of a past process, from their point of view.
In Japan, on Anding the house-key that you had been looking for frantically for
the past half hour, you would exclaim: Ab - arimaghita!, literally: *Oh - [there
it] was”; not: “There it is", as one does in Enghsh. Likewise, when something good
has happened, especially in cases where a bad thing had been expected, one says
yokatta (literally: ‘Jit] was good'), rather than (as in English) ‘Thart's splendid.’
Danish has similar usages: Dér var det {literally: “There st was'); Det var godt
(literally ‘That was good’, in the sense of ‘Good for you' or “Good for
him/erfmefus'), much like the Japanese arimashita, yokatta.

3.3.3 From deixis to anaphora

As the cases discussed at the end of the previous secrion illustrate, we need to
refer to the context, not only in order to establish the proper reference for deictic
terms such as ‘next’ or “last’, but also in the case of other deicric expressions
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whose referents cannor be identified outside of their proper (spoken or written)
context. When | use the pronoun this, as in:

I need a box this big,

| make reference to a certain desired size of box; in the spoken context, 1 will
moreover move my hands and arms to indicate exactly how big the box should
be, which normally presupposes thar my partner can see me [but see section
7.2.3.1).

But what about:

I mer this girl the other day;

do I really wish to “index’ this particular person, or am [ using ‘this’ simply to
refer to a certain young female who needs no further introduction? In this par-
ticular case, her identity might of litte interest; alvernatively, it could be already
sufficiently established in other ways — the case of so-called ‘reminder deixis
{Gundel et al. 1993:302). CFf. the well-known refrain ‘Gimme that old time reli-
gion’, or the following extract from a ‘shadow’ traffic report: “the Tri-State very
slow, there is that overturned car at Touhy™ (radie station WBEZ, Chicago,
Movember 13, 1992).

The demonstrative pronouns of Latin show similar indexical traits. Not
only do they serve to indicate the dimensions and distances of speaker space
but in additton, they may indicate speaker evaluations. Heres how Nathan
the prophet spoke to King David, after he had told him the fable about the
rich, greedy landowner who virtually had stolen his poor neighbor’s only pos-
session, the ewe lamb that was “unto him like a daughter™, ate from his plate
and “lay in his bosom™: Tu es ille vir, “Thou art thar [very] man' (2 Samuel
12:3=7). Here, we have a very strong deictic reference, both of pointing and
truly “in-d|elicring’: “You are precisely the man | was talking about: you stole
your neighbor’s wife.” (David had in fact ‘stolen” Bathsheba, Uriab the Hittite's
wife, having placed him in a combat zone where there was not much hope of
survival, and marrying her upon the general’s death in action.) Compare this
strong deixis with the use of ‘this’, “that’, in the earlier examples of *reminder
deixis’, or of ile in the title of A. A. Milnes well-known children's book: Wirnie
{ile Pue (“Winme the Pooh®, in its Latin translanon), and one notices the differ-
ence: here, we have almost no deictic indexicality, bur must depend on (imphicit)
contextual elements.

As we see from the above example, a deictic element often indicares other
things than the original spatial or temporal relationships. The Latin pronoun e
belongs 1o a deictic triad consisting of: bic {close to the speaker), iste {close o
the addressee), and ille (away at some distance from speaker and addressee); at
the same time, ille and éste connote positive or negative evaluations, respectively.
Thus, ile connotates ‘famous’, *superior”, “important’ (as in the above example);
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iste ‘contemptible’, ‘miserable’ etc., as when Cicero accuses M. Antonius of being
the cause of all the Republic's misfortunes, just as the beaunful Helena was of
Troy's: iste buic rei publicae . . . causa pestis atque exitii, ‘this creature . . . who
has broughr plague and ruin on our Republic’ {In M. Antormium 11:22; Cicero
1856:90).

Over time, such deictics may lose their specific referential powers altogether,
as in the case of ille, which survives in the Romance languages as the definite
article (cf. French le). What s left of deixis in such expressions is the pure func-
tion of referring to earlier mentions of the noun that the definite article in ques-
tion identifies. It is precisely this referring function {in a sentence or discourse
context) that is called anaphora.

Typical anaphoric referrers are the promouns, whose very name suggests that
they refer to, *stand in' for, something else, the ‘referent’. In a sentence or dis-
course context, such pronominal referents are identihed by their anaphoric rela-
tions. In the following, simple example (avec bommage & Teddy Roosevelt):

The man was walking softly; he carried a big stick,

the marks ‘the man' as a known referent (he has been spoken of earlier, or s
identified in other ways); be refers anaphorically to ‘the man’. It is a matter of
debate how much ‘earlier’ such a referent is allowed to occur while sull
clavming a valid anaphoric relationship with its deictic "stand-in". And when it
comes to the direction of referring, in addition to anaphora, where the referent
comes before the pronoun, we have “cataphora’, where the referent occurs “later’
in the ext.

Another point to observe here is that anaphora does not always obey the strict
referential rules of grammar, as in the case of the so-called “lazy pronouns’ (Partee
1972} and other elements with ambiguous ‘local reference’ that everybody
accepts and understands correctly because, in a given context, they are unam-
biguous. The classic example {(due to Laun Karttunen 1969) is:

He's been to Italy many times but he still doesn't speak the language.

Cf. Partee's example:

The man who gave his paycheck ro his wife was wiser than the man who gave
if to his mistress. (1972:434)

In cases like these, we understand the anaphora to cover references that strictly
do not have a referent in the text, or have the “wrong® referent: the language
does not refer to any language that has been mentioned previously; however, we
understand it immediarely as ‘the language of Italy’, since Italy has been men-
tioned. Similarly, in the other example, despite the fact thar # grammarically
refers to the paycheck the man did not give to his mistress, but to his wife, prag-
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matically we understand it 1o refer to the paycheck the man gave his mistress,
not his wife.

What interests us most m this connection is not the rechmcalities of anaphoric
reference as such, but its pragmatic aspects. A pragmatic approach vo anaphora
tries to take into account not only what the anaphorical pronoun is referring to,
the ‘antecedent’ (i.e., that which precedes the pronoun and to which the pronoun
refers), which can be a noun or noun phrase, a piece of (con)text, but also the
whole situation. Over and beyond thar, the question is whar *hidden dimensions’
there are in anaphorical reference, in particular, what kind of values are implicit
in the way we use anaphoric expressions.™

A case in point is the reference that holds berween gender-marked articles and
pronouns and their corresponding nouns. Under the influence of the feminist
movement, the controversy about the ‘generic masculine’ has been reactualized
in the past decades; the guestion is whether it is acceptable to refer to female
persons and to ‘mixed’ sets of humans by the masculine, used “generically’. In
English, there are some quick-and-easy solurions to this problem {using the
‘generic plural’ they, or *combined pronouns’ such as sfhe, or the more awkward
be or she); however, not all languages have these options.

For instance, in Spanish {as in other Romance languages), every noun has its
specific grammatical gender. As a consequence, most professional appellations
come in gendered varieties, one for the male, one for the female practitioner;
moreover, referential expressions must agree in gender with the anaphorized ones.
In a situation where there are both male and female teachers present, referring
to them by saving los profesores (*the male teachers’) is making a choice. Theo-
retically, 1 could also have said las profesoras (*the female reachers’); or 1 could
have chosen to spell out the gender distinctions (Josflas profesores/as), or used
the heavier techmique of repetition (los profesores y las profesoras). Even so, |
still encounter the generic reference problem in the corresponding anaphornic pro-
nouns: do | say ellos or ellas, masculine, feminine, or maybe both?

Consider also the following Spanish examples:

la catedrdtico “the female (university) professor”

urnt modelo morena ‘a (female) bronette model’.

Here, we have a real-world reference to women (manifested by the femimine
article la, respectively the female adjectival ending -a); as such, it conflicts with
the masculine gender of the head nouns catedrdtico and modelo. Rather than
ch.:l,ral:tﬂ:i;r.ing this violation of the Erlmmnlical rules as *an insufferable syntac-
tic clash™, as is done by the Spanish academician Julio Casares (1947:303) 4
propos these suggested ‘feminized tites' (type la catedrdtico; of. Nissen 1990:14),
the pragmatically oriented linguists turn their attention to the real-world reasons
for such a “clash’. The true concern of pragmatics is not to what extent the rules
of grammar have been observed, but whether the rules serve to veil, or reveal,
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the conditions that govern their use, and whether they conceal, as in the case at
hand, the existence of a linguistically underprivileged segment of the population,
the ‘invisible professional women’, who grammar-wise have to borrow their titles
from their male colleagues.

Such concerns are not just a matter of grammar; they identify a pragmatic
problem. What is at stake s not simply correctmess in observing the grammar
rules, bur the ways these rules reflect the patterns of domination thar are at
work in our society. Whereas the grammarian only tells us to avoid symtactic
clashes, pragmatics informs us abour the clashes of interest between social
groups, and specifically about how these clashes are expressed (or not, as the case
may be) in the language, including the syntax. (See further chapter 11 and Mey
1985.)

Review and discussion

1. The following text was found on the back wall of an airline toilet {in an Amer-
ican Airlines Boeing 757) on 5 Apnl 1995:

PLEASE USE THE TRASH CONTAINER
FOR ANYTHING OTHER THAN
TOILET PAPER

Taken by itself, this instruction could mean thar it would be OK to deposit all
sorts of rubbish in the trash container; in the narrow context of the airline toilet,
this could even be read as iviting people to use the trash as a roilet. In order to
understand this notice properly, one has to be familiar with airline mores (and
preferably with the background for a request such as this: namely, to avoid block-
ing the toilet and causing an environmental and physical hazard).

Now consider the following notice found on the back wall of the men's toilers
in the Universidade Federal de Brasilia, Brasilia D.F, on March 25, 2000:

SEA EDUCADO
JOGUE O PAPEL NO LIXO

(*Be Educated
Throw the Paper in the Waste Basker')

Quiestions:
Based on yvour general ‘education’ in matvers of roilets and proper sanitary behav-
wr, would you say this notice is ambiguous?

Would a person from Mars be able to understand it without further
explanation?
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How to account for these diametrically opposite ‘proper behaviors’ in American
airplanes and Brazilian university toilers?

How is understanding of these contradictory messages dependent on the context?

How do they both make sense, even if objectively contradicrory, when we pur
them in their proper context?

What do the words ‘anyvthing other’ in the above American instructions mean?
Whar s the ‘paper’ referred 1o in the Brazilian notice?
How do we know this?

2. Study the following sign, appeanng at selected private parking sites through-
out the Greater Chicago, [lL., area:

ALL UNAUTHORIZED VEHICLES
WILL BE TOWED BY LINCOLN
TOWING SERVICE TO 4884 N. CLARK
FEE 3$80.00 CASH, VISA &

MASTER CHARGE ACCEFPTED
PHONE 561-4433

Signs such as these are quite common in modern cities, where parking is ar a
premium and people always try to sneak into spaces that do not belong to them,
in order 1o avoid paying the costly parking fees. Towing wrongly parked cars
thus has become quite a prohtable business. In New Haven, Conn., a privare
wrecker service made it a point to stay close to vehicles parked illegally in areas
signed ‘Absolutely No Parking 4-8 p.m.”, in order to be able to pounce on them
as soon as the clock struck four, even in the presence of the dismayed owners
who mighe already have their keys in the lock.

On the background of this contextual knowledge, try to answer the follow-
ng guestions,

About the message as such;

Is rhis an official message, and is there anything strange in its wording, if you
consider the message as threatening or implying a punishment for violating the
official parking regulations issued by the Police Department?

Who is addressed by whom? Who do you think is the sender of the message: the
owner of the parking space, the owner of the phone number or the police?

About the hidden message-within-the-message:
While the sign tells you explicitly something about what might (have) happen{ed)
to your car, there is also a strong implicit message. To find out what that is, try
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to concentrate on what the sign says about methods of paying the fine.
How mmportant is this aspect compared to the ‘law-breaking’ aspect that is
also {or even primarily) involved in parking illegally? Try also to think of
other ways of dealing with this kind of wiolation (in other cites, other
countries).

How would you “compute oot of [the] utterances [ie., of this sign| the
contextual assumptions they imply™ {Levinson, as quoted at the end of section
3.1.2)?

Judging from the text of the message, would you say that illegal parking s a
criminal act in Chicago? Also compared to other expenences, elsewhere?

3. In many cases, the immediate context does not by wself furnish all the clues
to understanding an wrrerance pragmatically. Especially in the case of jokes, we
rely heavily on the ‘non-said’, that s, the common understanding that we have
of certain things in a coltural environment such as our own. For this reason, it's
almost impossible to understand a joke thar originares as little as a couple of
hundred miles away from one’s own location (thus, the inhabitants of the capital
of Norway, Oslo, allegedly cannor understand jokes from the city of Trondheim,
250 miles to the north).

With this in mind, consider now the following interchanges:
{a) From a movie script:

A. “Your name 1sn't really Misty Beethoven, is n?'
B. “You're right - it's Teresa Beethoven'.

The above interchange is a funny one, because we do not expect people in our
day and age to go around and be called ‘Becthoven' or ‘Mozart® {or, for that
matter, ‘Quisling’ or ‘Hitler') - nomerous jokes have been built around this
common knowledge of our recent political and cultural history. So, if we ask a
girl whether her name really is *Misty Beethoven’, we want to make sure that she
15 no direct descendant of the grear composer, but instead, has taken that name
as a stage name, for instance. Her answer throws us, because we don’t feel ‘Misty’
to be as “loaded” as ‘Beethoven® - we probably assume it’s a nickname, or short
for something else. It is this context, with its built-in presuppositions {on which
see more in chaprer 7) that makes the unexpected reply humorouos, because 1t in
reality doesn’t remove the ‘strangeness’ of the name: “Teresa Beethoven’ is every
bit as bizarre as *Misty Beethoven’, even in the context of the movie from which
this interchange s culled.

Armed with this knowledge, consider the next two examples, and try to estab-
lish a contextual condition for their being funny, or unexpected.



Context, implicature and Reference 63

{b)

A. "Whar's your name?"

B. *‘Betry Skymitch.”

A. ‘Spell i, please.”

B. 'B-E-T-T-Y. (Bruce Fraser}

Given that “it” in the above interchange is ambiguous, we are led down a so-
called ‘garden path’ (see further section 4.2.2.3), expecting to receive a spelling
of the unfamiliar name *Skvmitch’ - only to be thrown off abruptly in the last

reply.

Cluestion:
How would you describe this effect, using the model give in (a)?
{c) Here's a joke that was told duning World War II in the occupied countries of

Europe:

A German peasant comes to the Office of Vital Stanstics (ak.a. the birth
registry) in his hometown, and inguires about the possibility of having a
name change.

The official on duty asks him what his current name is, and when he hears
thar it is ‘Adolf Scheisse’, he immediately understands the farmer’s predica-
ment and starts pulling out forms for ham o Al in.

Being a bit cunious, the ofhcial cannot refrain from asking rthe peasant what
he would like be called instead.

The answer, ‘Johann Scheisse’, is as baffling as it is unexpected. {For those
not familiar with German, the word Scheiffe means “shit’.}

Cuestions:
Whart's funny about this story?

And how much context (world or personal} is needed to make this joke

understandable?

How come that a joke probably becomes less funny once you have to make all
the hidden presuppositions clear; for example, that Hitler’s first name was Adolf
{in case you didn't know) and so on?

Given that all jokes are built up towards a punch hine, could you give a defini-
nion of the punch line in pragmatic terms?

What should such a definition minimally inclode?

4. Cultural contexts can be very different from country to country, even though
on the surface the members of those cultures do and say the same things. The
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Japanese imbibe as much Coca Cola and beer as do people in a Western country
such as Denmark; and they profess the same interest in firness and golf as their
American counterparts. Yet, the way they go about these things is always shghtly
different and sometimes quite unexpected. With this in mind, read the following
advertisement, and characterize it in terms of a pragmatic understanding of its
context, thinking especially of the senders and potential receivers of this message
{its ‘users’, in pragmatic terms).

The text below appears in a shop window on Aoyama-dori in Tokyo, close to
the Aovama Gakuin University underpass. The shop in question deals n
high-class sporting goods, and is proud of having been in the business for at
least thirty years, witness its name, ‘Sweat Studio 1978". Their flagship sales arti-
cles are “Authentic Color Sweat Shirts by IFCO Corporation’, as a note in the
window informs us. This note is flanked by a calligraphed text on a 12-by-18-

inch laminated plague, on prominent display among the goods, which reads as
follows:

Here, healthy people who drain refreshing sweat gather

Here, people who know the pleasure of creation gather

Here, people who find the pleasure of designing one’s life plentifully gather.
People with sound body and mind who will endeavor, will all win eternal glory
and utmost satisfaction.

50, let’s live the limited life urmost!

January 1974

Ouestions:
What do you think is the pragmatic function of this rext?

As an advertisement, do you thmk it 1s effective?

What is minimally needed for a person to be an effective sender, respectively a
happy receiver of this message?

5. Conversational implicatures are often discovered as a result of a ‘clash’ in
meaning: berween what is expected, normal, and what is actually received.
For example, when I ask: “What time is it?", | don't expect an answer like: “You
just stepped on my toe’; however, if that #s the answer, 1 will try to make sense of
it {maybe in some surrealistic, Beckett-like scene, where the protagonists practice
bizarre rituals such as stepping on each other’s toes at certain times of the day).

The cases below all rely on an implied understanding of the total context
in which they are produced; the immediately surrounding environment (the
‘co-text’, as it 15 often called) not being sufhcient.
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{a)

A: Let’s go to the movies.
B: I'll bring the Kleenex. {Bruce Fraser)

In this example, the context will for some be immediately recognizable as the
showing of a particular cult film (The Rocky Horror Picture Show); but even if
that environment is not available, the implicature may be read off as: *going 1w
a rear-jerker of a show', or something other in that vein.

For the following examples, try and assign siralar implicatures to the ottered
or written words:

(b)

A: [in store] Good morning. Do you have anything to treat complete loss of
voice?

B: Good morning sir. What can | do for you today? {Bruce Fraser)
This one should be self-explanatory!
{c)

A: Did you get to look at those dresses?
B: No, | didn't come that way. (Amy B. Tsui)

The implicature is thar ‘that way" has something ro do with ‘those dresses’ - but
whar? {See section 3.3.3.)

id)

“Road Legally Closed. Proceed At Your Own Risk™ {Former Connecticut road
sIgn )

Since one cannot normally ‘proceed’ on a ‘closed road’, we must look for other
explanations.

(e}

“Frida 1% a real Friskies cat. She can’t wait to come home and have a bowl.™
{Advertisement for Friskies car food)

Even if 1 don't specify the content of the *bowl’ that Frida is looking forward to,
there is a clear implicarure here.
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(f)

“A Meal To Remember™ (road sign for the *Golden Rooster’ restaurant on US
Route 3A i Scituare, Mass. )

‘Remember’ = but for whar? (A rather rricky way of advertising, one could
say.)
(g

“We don’t make compromises, we make Saabs™ (radio spot on station WBFT,
Chicago, August 26, 1992)

Here, the implied meaning must be something that unites the ‘making compro-
mises’ with car-making — bur exactly how?

6. Consider the following father—daughter interchange (Rundquist 1992:433):

A child swalks into the kitchen and takes some popeorn|
FaTHER: | thought you were practicing your violin.
CHiLp: | need to ger the [violin| stand.

Faruer: Is it under the popcorn?

Uuestions:

What conversational implicatures are generated in this interchange? {Hint: What
is the Father really telling his daughter? In this interchange, the father, while trying
to be humorous, clearly has another agenda: he thinks his daughter should prac-
tice, not snéak out into the kitchen after popcomn. His very first reply is taken by
the child as an expression of that fatherly feeling; her answer is a defense. Clearly,
the father's remark ‘Is it under the popcorn?’ makes no true sense: everybody
knows that viohn stands are not normally hiding onder popecorn. So there must
be a conversational implicature at work. Try to work out this implicature; see
also section 3.2.3.)

Are any conventional implicatures present? {Hint: what is the connectuon berween
‘practicing’ and ‘|violin| stand’? CF. section 3.1.4.)



CHAPTER FOUR
Pragmatic Principles

4.1 Principles and rules

The concept of ‘principle’ is a familiar one in linguistics (as in other branches
of science). One encounters the term in many standard titles of linguistics, old
and new, and of widely varying content: from Hermann Paul's older work
Prinzipien der Sprachgeschichte (1874; English translation 1891), through Louis
Hjelmslev's theoretical exposition Principes de grammaire générale (1929) to con-
temporary dissertations in the Chomskyan tradition, such as Eric Reuland's Prin-
ciples of Subordination and Construal (1979).

Scientists often use the word ‘principle’ as having to do with (elementary)
understanding, as in Euclid’s famous treatise Principles of Geometry (410 Bo).
Principles can be not only “elements of understanding’ bur even *prereguisites
to understanding’, going all the way from elementary knowledge to high-level,
theoretical and metatheoretical speculation. A relared use of the term is found
in another important work by Hjelmslev, Prolegomena to a Theory of Language
(1943), in which he lays down three methodological principles for linguistics:
simplicity, non-contradiction and exbaustivity {1953:15). These principles are
simply conditions for a sound description of a language, and should not be con-
fused with the rules of description themselves, as often happens in modern uses
of the word. Thus, Reuland takes ‘principle’ as being equivalent to ‘proposal for
descriprion’ (1979:2); in the parlance of Chomskyan grammatical writing, “prin-
cipled” usually is a mere synonym for ‘reasoned’, or simply “justified’ (Chomsky
1965:27)."

Another term thart is frequently encountered in modern, grammatical writing
is that of rule. Even before Chomsky arrived on the scene, people knew thar they
had to look in the grammar to find the rules of the language; but it is only in the
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wake of the *Chomskyan revolution” that grammars are thought of as simply con-
sisting of rules, The rules gre the grammar, not to say: the language.

However, since the Chomskyan rules were purely syntactic, the need arose to
have another term for phenomena of a semantic or pragmatic nature; a term,
moreover, that would create a contrast to the transformational model of language
description (Mey 1991a). We can bring our the need for such a contrasting ter-
minology by asking ourselves what a Chomskyan ‘rule’ possibly could do outside
of the domain of syntax. Is there any sense at all in talking about rules in seman-
tics, or even pragmatics? What would a semantic or pragmatic rule have to look
like, and what use would it be?

To answer these questions, consider the chief property of a grammarical rule:
its ability to predict. The rules of the grammar contain all the information needed
to establish (*generare’) the entire set of correct (‘well-formed’) sentences of a lan-
guage, and only these; as far as syntax is concerned, language is rule-generated.

But how could this set of well-formed sentences {Chomsky's ‘language’) ever
be predicted by rules in cases where semantics (or @ fortiori pragmatics) is
involved? In semantics, the concept of well-formedness is controversial, to say
the least. What a person is saying, and what this person means by what he or
she says, are clearly an exclusive concern, not to say privilege, of that person;
hence semantic ‘rules’ only make sense outside of actual language use (such as
in a dictionary, or in constructed examples). On the other hand, it remains true
that as a rule, the person who moves too far away from the normal meaning of
the words will have difficulties in being understood; but this semantic *rule’ is
one of usage, not of prediction,

As | said, the above applies a fortiori 1o pragmarics, where the point of view
of the user is paramount. There, if anywhere, the user ‘rules the waves' (and, as
the case may be, waives the rules). Thus, it seems reasonable, as Leech has sug-
gested (1983:5), that we restrict the use of rules primarily to syntax; in prag-
matics, we prefer to work with principles. The next sections will examine some

of these.

4.2 Some principles discussed
4.2.1 The Communicative Principle

There 1s more to the question of rules vs. principles than a mere squabble about
terminology. All-important is the fact that people engage in communicative activ-
ity whenever they use language; whether or not they observe a particular syn-
tactic rule is not too important. People talk with the intention to communicare
something to somebody; this is the foundation of all hnguistic behavior. 1 call
this the Commmunicative Principle; even though this principle is not mentioned in
the pragmaric literature (at least not under this name - a variant, the ‘Principle
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of Relevance®, will be discussed later in this chapter), it is nevertheless the hidden
condition for all human pragmatic activity, and the silently agreed-on premise of
our nvestigation into such activity, As the US psychiatrist Watzlawick and his
co-workers expressed it more than a generation ago, in a book that unforrunarely
never attracted the attention it deserved among linguists, it is impossible nor o
communicate: “no matter how one may try, one cannot mol Communicate”
(1967:49].

The above, of course, is not to say thar users actually always communicate
what they set out to do, or what they think they do. However, this problem has
nothing to do with the question of whether or not the users observe any rules of
grammar. As Leech puts it, speakers often “mean more than they say™ (1983:9);
compare the cases of conversanonal implicature, discussed in section 3.1.3. Ar
other times, speakers un- or subconsciously express thoughts or feelings that they
consciously would have liked to suppress — something which must be explained
in the wider framework of the psychological (and sometimes even pathological)
aspects of language use.™

As an example, consider the ‘scalar implicatures’ discussed by Gardar
(1979:56-8). Suppose | utter the following:

Many of the delegates opposed the motion.

On a normal reading, such a senrence would convey the impression that although
many delegates vored for the motion, there were a number of them that were
against, and voted accordingly. The sentence would thus not be raken to mean
that all of the delegares voted against the motion, even though, strictly speaking
(‘many” doesn’t say how many), such a reading would be consistent with the
normal reading = especially if | complete my utterance (as in the ‘raisin’ example
of section 3.2.3) by adding something like:

In fact, all of them did.

The question 15 why anybody would say “many’, if in actual fact there were no
others? If 1 could have used the stronger expression (“all’), why dedn't 1?

There seems to be a general understanding that people, when they give out
information, prefer to do so with a certain parsimoniousness (the ‘maxim of
quantity’, discussed below). But what we're confronted with here is, rather, an
instance of the Communicative Principle: when communicating, speakers try
to be understood correctly, and avoid giving false impressions. No matrer how
logically correcr and true {according to some abstract semantic ‘rule’) my speech
15, if it confuses or misleads my hearer, then my utterance will not have its proper
effect: 1 will not have communicated what [ had in mind.

In Gazdar's rerminology, we can talk about a “strength’ scale of expressions,
ranging from stronger to weaker; an example is the following scale (adapred from
Levinson 1983:134);
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all, most, many, some, few, none,

where the strongest *scalar’ expression occurs to the left, with strength decreas-
ing as one moves right. Normally, by vsing a weaker expression, we exclude the
stronger ones; the use of ‘many’ implies that “all’ cannot be used. The use of a
vague expression such as ‘some’ or ‘many’ tells our interlocutors that {all other
things being equal} we reant to be vague; and we want them to (correctly) assume
that we would have used a more rigorous expression (such as ‘all’, ‘none’) if, and
only if, there was indeed a need for it. In accordance with the Communicative
Principle, we avoid giving our interlocutors either an over- or an underdose of
information. (The Communicative Principle, as we will see in section 4.2.1, relies
on another principle, that of cooperation, and in particular on the maxim of
‘guantity’, by which we are supposed 1o always provide the suirable amount of
information.)"

Consider now the following. Since, in accordance with what was said above,
the occurrence of *many’ implies that ‘all® is out of the question, instead of the
original:

Many of the delegates opposed the motion,
I could have utrered:

MNot all delegates opposed the motion.

This sentence is both more ‘rigorous’ and easier to verify than the original
one; besides, as we have seen, it is implied in it (by conversational, and
perhaps even scalar implicature}, so why don't 1 just say this and avoid all
misunderstandings #*

Again, the answer to this question is given by the Commumcative Principle.
Given that | want to communicate, what | do communicate depends on what |
can communicate, given my circumstances, and on what [ must communicate,
given my partner’s expectations, Communication is not a matter of logic or truth,
but of cooperation. In the case ar hand, it is more cooperative to use the vaguer
expression “‘many’, even though in theory, | could have chosen the more strin-
gent ‘not all’. To see this, consider the following example (adapred from Leech
1983:9).

The scene is a political meeting; a motion 18 proposed and carried by a show
of hands. Under normal circumstances, it is more important that the motion is
carried than to know whether all of the delegates acrually voted in its favor; the
question of unammity is irrelevant to the motion’s fate. In fact, as long nobody
asks for a vote count or a written ballot, and the secretary of the meeting has
enough evidence for a majority vote, it is safer to record in the minutes of the
meeting that ‘a majority of the delegates’ voted for the motion than ro qualify
the vote as “unanimous’; even though there may have been a unanimous vote,
such a vote is impossible to establish by a show of hands.
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Alternatively, imagine that [ am the party whip, and thar it is my responsibil-
ity to ensure thart all the party members toe the party line and vore 1o oppose the
motion. Suppose further that I'm less than successful in keeping my voters in line;
then I might want to de-emphasize this fact, e.g., by stating, in my report to party
headguarters, tha

when the question was asked, many of our people voted against.

In a situation like this, the party’s execurive secretary, criticizing me for my
tailure to enforce party discipline, might say something like:

but you didn't do your job properly: afrer all, not all of our people voted
Against, so

Although from the point of view of strict logic, the second sentence (*not all of our
people voted against’) is more rigorous than the first (*many of our people vored
against’}, it does not contain more information. lts effect in the context, however,
15 strikingly different, as it depends on what the user wants to communicate, in
accordance with the Communicative Principle. From my pomnt of view, it is impor-
tant to emphasize that *‘many’ people voted against, so that [ can pride myself on
a job well done. From the secretary’s point of view, 1 did a lousy job; hence i is
important 1o stress that “not all’ voted as required by the party line. This differ-
ence is essentially pragmatic, since what these utterances emphasize is the user’s
point of view, as given and limited by the circumstances of context and speech.
To conclude this imagmed mrerchange, I may choose to counter the secretary’s

remark by saying:
Well, but even so, many of them did oppose the motion,

again emphasizing the positive aspects of my behavior, seen from my point of
ViEW,

What this example shows is how the Communicative Principle, unlike a gram-
marical rule, operates in a concrete context, rather than in the abstract space of
hnguistic speculanion. The next sections will go mto more detail as ro how this
principle is interpreted in the pragmaric literature by various authors in different
ways.

4.2.2 The Cooperative Principle

In the preceding section, | introduced the Communicative Principle, by which it
15 understood that people, when communicating, have something to tell each
other. Communication, furthermore, requires people to cooperate; the “bare facts’
of conversation come alive only in a mutually accepted, pragmatically determined
CORNTEXT.
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Cooperation has itself been elevared to the status of an independent principle
in the works of the late British/Amencan philosopher H. Paul Grice (1975, 1989),
whose Cooperative Principle (abbreviared: CP) consists of four pragmatic sub-

principles, or ‘maxims’, to wit:

The maxim of guantity:
1 Make your contribution as informative as required;
2 Do not make your contribution more informative than required.

The maxim of guality:
1 Do not say what you believe to be false;
2 Do not say that for which you lack adequate evidence.

The maxim of relation:
Make your contribution relevant.

The maxim of manmner:

Be perspicuous, and specifically:
1  avoiud obscurity

2 avoid ambiguity

3 be brief

4  be orderly.

These tour maxims can be seen as instances of one superordinate (as Grice
calls it} Cooperative Principle:

Make your contribution such as is required, at the stage at which it occurs,

by the accepted purpose of the talk exchange in which you are engaged. (Grice
1975:47)

To begin with, let's ask how the CP works, not in the abstract world of prin-
ciples, but in actual language use. When do we use the maxims, respecrively when
do we fail to use them, and why are they necessary in the hrst place?

The answer to the last question is: because otherwise communicarion would
be very difficult, and perhaps break down altogether. The first two questions may
be illustrared anecdotally by the following story, showing the usefulness and

necessity of some of the maxims in everyday conversation.

4.2.2.1 Dostoyevski and the rubber ball

When my daughter Sara was about six years old, we stayed for a couple of days
at some friends’ house, These people were lovers of books, and their whole living
room was filled with them: there were bookshelves all around and all the way
up to the ceiling.
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While Sara was playing, somehow her little bouncing ball managed to get itself
lost behind a row of books on one of the lower shelves; but since she hadn't seen
it disappear, she didn't know where to look for it. Meanwhile, the owner of the
books, who was reading his newspaper in an armchair nearby, had observed the
ball's wayward course. 50, when Sara asked him if he had seen her ball, he

replied:
Why don't you look behind Volume & of Dostoyevski’s Collected Works?

Why is such an answer a non-cooperanve one?

First of all, because it violates the maxim of manner by offering information
m a way which is not ‘perspicuous’. For a six-year-old, the name "Dostoyevski’
doesn't have any meaning; ar thar, this particular collecrion of Dostoyevski's writ-
ings happened to be in Russian, so she couldn't even have obtained the neces-
sary information by going to the shelves and tryving to read the author’s name
and the utles off the backs of the books.

Furthermore, the answer sinned against the maxim of guantity by contaning,
at the same time, oo much and roo little information:

* oo much information for one who doesn't know anything about Dostoyevski,
and for whom a book srill is just 2 marerial object of a parricolar shape and
color, but not much more. An answer such as “behind one of those fat brown
books in the middle of the bortom shelf” would have been more informarive,
although it gives less informanon, ‘says less’.

* oo little information, because what is proffered is not enough to assist the
lirtle girl in retrieving her lost toy.

On both counts, the adult interlocutor failed to observe the principal
demand set up by Grice in the CP: namely, to cooperate with your conversational
parmer. In this case, that would have meant to be forthcoming with one's
knowledge, rather than squirreling away and niggardly handing out small
nuggets of information in a manner that may have impressed some of his adult
audience, bur certainly alienated the young person considerably {and her
parents as well; in fact, when the owner of the Dostoyevski collection had to
get up from his chair and get the ball for Sara, we all thought: *Serves him

right’).

4.2.2.2 Cooperation and ‘face’

When people discuss the CP, two views often clash. One is that of cooperative
behavior as a kind of abstract, philosophical rationality; the nouon of coopera-
nion reduces to what is minimally necessary to explain people’s actual use of lan-
guage (if A says such-and-such, then B is supposed to react in a specific way;
more technically: A's saying such-and-such implies conversationally that certain
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things will be assumed to be the case by B, who will then act in accordance with
that assumption).

The second view raises problems of moral philosophy and pracnical ethics
{*without cooperation, commuonication wouldn't be possible, hence we had berter
cooperate’).*” Applied ro politics, it questions whether the Communicative Prin-
ciple 1s robust enough to make people with conflicting interests, and who some-
times in fact are battling with one another (such as Palesnmians and Israelis, [rags
and Amencans, Serbs and Albanians and so on), adopt cooperation as rhe basis
for their communicative behavior.™

As to the guestion of rationality, let me guote what Levinson has to say on
the subject:

Are they [the maxims of conversational behavior] conventional rules thar we
learn as we learn, say, table manners? Grice suggests that the maxims are in
fact not arbitrary conventions, but rather describe rational means for con-
ducting co-operative exchanges. If this s so, we would expect them to govern
aspects of non-linguistic behaviour too, and indeed they seem to do so. [A
number of illustrative cases from daily life follow here, such as: When asked
to pass the brake fluid, you don’t pass the oil, and so on.]

In each of these cases the [non-cooperative| behaviour falls short of some
natural notion of full co-operation, becaose it violares one or another of the
non-verbal analogues of the maxims of conversation. This suggests that the
maxims do indeed derive from gemeral considerations of rationality applying
to all kinds of co-operative exchanges, and if so they ought in addinon 1o have
universal application, at least to the extent that other, culture-specific, con-
straints on interaction allow, Broadly, this too seems 1o be so. {1983:103; my
emphasis)

In the next section, | will draw arnention to certain problems that are posed by
Levinson’s notion of “full co-operation’, and show that this notion is a uropian
one, inasmuch as our pragmatic world does not operate on fictions such as a
‘general . . . ranonality’, especially where culture-specific considerations enter the
picture. Here, | want to say a few words about a concept thar has artracred con-
siderable attenrion in recent years, especially among people studying cooperation
phenomena from a practical point of view (such as the “ethnomethodologisis’;
see section 6.3.1.1), namely, the notion of face.

‘*Face’, as an explanatory concept in human interaction, was originally intro-
duced by Goffman (1967). It is believed to derive from common Far Eastern
notions of deference and politeness (Scollon and Scollon 1995:34), as expressed
in the famibar locution *to lose face’. In its usual interpretation (established by
Brown and Levinson 1978), “face’ has two aspects: a positive one, by which
a person’s status as an autonomous, independent, free agent is affirmed; and a
negative one, which stresses a person's immunity from outside interference and
undue external pressure. Analogously, we could define positive freedom as the
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freedom to express oneself, to vote, 1o travel, 1o choose one’s own company;
negative freedom would mean being free from oppression, from threats to one's
safety, from political persecution, police harassment, importuning sales people,
and so forth.”

Acring cooperatively, people try to build up their interlocutors’ *positive faces',
while trying to avoid posing threats to their "negative faces’. This is especially
mmportant in hnguistic interaction, since every engagement in CONversanon opens
up the possibility of “‘losing face': | may either be *drawn our’, and say something
1 didn't really mean to say, or didn't have the intention of sharing with my inter-
locutor (as often happens in ‘open-microphone’ interviews), or | may be subjected
to bullying treatment by someone who doesn’t like me, who thinks my presence
15 unwelcome, or who wants to exploit me for her or his own profits.

When face is being threatened in interaction, both faces, the positive and the
negative one, come under amack. A request to help someone may, for instance,
constitute a threat to my positive face ("What kind of crazy person is this who
thinks I'm here to help her?” - actually a vanant on the old theme of *Am [ my
brother's (sister’s) keeper?’; Genesis 4:9), as well as to my negative face ('l don't
want to be bothered’). My interlocuror can {especially if she knows me) think of
how to mimmize these face-threats, either by building vp my posiuve face
{*You're actually the only person in the world who could help me') or by cater-
ing to my negative face (*l know this is an imposition, but could you please help
me').

In the first case, my partner tries to make me feel appreciated, loved, indis-
pensable; in the second, she shows me due respect by staning thar she realizes she
is intruding on my privacy, and that she is sorry for thar,

There is, however, a third possibility, depending on how well | know the
person, and how much social distance there is berween me and my interlocutor.
This strategy 1s called “to go bald on record” (as having requested help, infor-
mation or wharever, as in the example above). The circumstances may force me
to use a “bald’ imperative, as when | discover there is a bomb in the car, and |
vell at my passengers: ‘“Ger out of here, quick!” In a family situation, bald impera-
tives are frequent (*Pass the salt’); also, when the request is to the addressee’s
benefit, we are more likely to go bald on record (as Kunst-Gnamus has remarked;
1991): ‘Have a good morning’, *Help yourself to some more bourbon® and so
.

Expressions that rake the edge off face-threars are often called "muniganon
devices' (see, c.g., Fraser 1980); here, one also could include the rechmigues
that we will study later on, when we talk about “indirect speech acts” (section
5.4), ‘pre-sequences’ (section 6.3.2) and “pragmatic acts’ (chapter 8). In rthis
connection, one such class of cases especially deserves to be mentioned: the *for-
gettable’ requests, named thus by me for a frequent ‘opting-out’ expression:
‘Forget it.™*

If somebody asks me for a favor without really making a formal request,
for example, by ‘dropping a hint" {(*Gee, thar ice cream looks really good® -
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mmplying: “Can [ have a taste?’}, the ‘request’ is made “off record’, as Brown and
Levinson call it; hence 1, the addressee, do not have to go "on record’, either, as
acknowledging it and reacring ro it. An appropriate off-record reply {amounting
to a more or less polite refusal) would be: *Yes, aren’t they clever, those Swenson
people?’ (“Swenson’ being the name of the ice-cream makers). Since my face was
never officially threatened by this request, I don't have to deal with any implicit
“threat’ to my face: the reply is just as much ‘off record" as the request.

Alternatively, | could react by saying: *Yes, why don't you get yourself one,
too?’ Here, the implicit request is more explicitly denied, and I go on record
as having detected the real reason for the other’s remark. In this case, | may of-
ficially pretend not to have registered a request for ice-cream shanng; but the
mitigating effect of my answer is not as complete as in the first case, though a
lesser threat to my interlocutor’s face 1s posed than by the use of abrasive, face-
threatening replies such as *Ger lost’, *You're wasting your rime’, ‘Leave me
alone’ or indeed ‘Forger it!’

We see how cooperation is a complex concept, involving many layers of inter-
active behavior, including politeness and ‘tace’. By being polite, we conserve our
integrity as mterlocutors while being considerate of our partners’ faces - in one
fell sweep. Politeness is our straregy for conversanonal cooperation with least
cost and maximum benefir 1o all interlocutors; see further section 4.2.3, where
the “Politeness Principle’ is discussed.

4.2.2.3 Cooperation and “flowting”

People like Levinson, who deduce the notion of cooperation from ‘general con-
siderarions of ranonality’, tend to overlook a number of problems that actually
occur between cooperating humans. In the tollowing, | will idennfy three impor-
rant areas where such problems may arise.

First, there is cooperation itself, taken as a general, inviolable and indisputable
rule of behavior. As has been pointed out by many authors (see, ¢.g., Leech and
Thomas 1988:15 for some references), this assumption is simply too broad and
sweeping. | will not go into any detailed treatment of this question here, but refer
to what | have written on the subject elsewhere from a societal point of view
(Mey 1985).

Secomd, there are significant intercultural differences in cooperative behavior
Among the Malagasy (as studied by Elinor Ochs Keenan 1976}, conversational
cooperation seems to consist in making one’s contribution as opaque, convolured
and non-perspicuous as possible, in apparent flagrant violation of the CP In
fact, however, we're looking at ways of exercising the virtues of conversational
cooperation which are normal, and even highly valued, in this particular
COmmunity.

Some linguists (e.g., Gazdar 1979:54-5) have understood these findings as
implying that cooperartion, interprered as strict adherence ro the Gricean princi-
ples (‘Be brief’, “Be perspicuous’ etc.), is always defined relative to a particular
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culture. Others (e.g., Green 1989) have pointed out that the Malagasy’s “opaque-
ness' is not simply a withholding of information, but a culture-specific way of
dealing with sensitive issues (‘information provided strictly on a need-to-know
basis’, as they say in the military); compare that “information [which] does not
threaten the speaker’s position in the communiry Jor violates a taboo] . . . is not
withheld™ (Green 1989:96). Green concludes that Malagasy speakers abide by
the CP, even if they sometimes need to ler the maxim of quantity play second
hddle o that of qualiry.

The third ssue is rather different, even though it has a superficial similarity
to the first two. One cannot help noticing that certain forms of socal (including
language) behavior are preferred {and hence rewarded), while others are subject
to sanction; as the Bible says: “Or what man of you, if his son asks him for bread,
will give him a stone?” {Matthew 7:8). {On preference in conversation, see section
6.3.2.3.) Or, 1o take Levinson’s (1983:103) example: if a car-owner tells a passer-
by that he is out of gas, the cooperative conversationalist assumes that the
purpose of the remark is to inquire about the possibility of obtaining gasoline
somewhere near. The reply:

Oh; there’s a garage just around the corner,

is considered, in normal conversation, to mean that the car-owner will be able
to obtain gas there.

Conversely, if such expected cooperative behavior 1s not forthcoming, we do
not necessarily assume that some kind of general “exception’ to the rule of con-
versational cooperation is in effect; rather, we infer, by conversational implica-
ture, that something else is going on.

When people “blatantly fail to observe one or several maxims” (Thomas
1996:65), we speak of ‘flouting’ a maxim, either semantically or pragmancally.
The first happens when | use a word in a sense that 15 contrary to whar is com-
monly accepted, and 1 know that my interlocutor is not aware of this, Smither-
man quotes the case of Muhammad Ali, who caused a grear international
commotion by publicly pronouncing that “there are two bad men in the world.
The Russian white man and the American whire man. They are the two baddest
men in the history of the world” (Smitherman 1984:103). Here, the semantic
content of *bad’ is in blatant contradiction of its *official’ content {which is usually
the case in Amencan Black English of. “he baaad, man®, urrtered as a compli-
ment); but Mubammad Ali's international, mostly non-Black audience could not
be expected to know this.

As to the second, pragmantc kind of flouting a maxim, we must consider
the effects people want to obtain by their linguistic behavior. Recall the case
of Sara's rubber ball, discussed in section 4.2.2.1: here, the violation of the
Gricean maxims may have been motvated by a desire to impress the girl’s
parents, or mavbe even - who knows? - to introduce a six-year-old two
Dostoyevski., Whatever effect was intended, and even if we may safely assume
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that any utterance potennally has an “ndirect” address 10 whar is sometimes
called the ‘innocent by-stander’, Leech and Thomas's {1988:15-16) general
observation remains valid: *we can make a blatant show of breaking one of the
maxims . . . in order to lead the addressee to look for a covert, implied meaning”,
thus gently nudging the listener or reader to the assumption of one or more
conversational implicarures. Consider the following incident and accompanying
dialogue.

In 1969, my wife Inger and 1 were attending a conference in New Orleans,
Louisiana. On the first evening, after the talks, we decided to go to a discotheque
with friends. My wife was stopped ar the door, and the guard asked her o
produce an ID. Here's an extract of the conversation that followed:

DookrMan: | need 1o see your ID, ir's the rule.

InGer: But | left it back ar the hotel.

DoorMan: Sorry ma'am, then I can’t ler you in.

InGeER: But I'm twenty-nine and the mother of four!

Doorman: Yes, and I'm the pope’s grandfather and have six kids.

By way of response to Inger's {direct and indirect) reference to her age, the
doorman gives out a blatantly false piece of information concerning his own age
ihe could not have been a day over rwenty-five). By flouting the maxim of qualicy,
he thus intends to convey a message: viz., that he considers my wife’s explana-
tion and justificarion as untruthful. He could have told her directly: ‘1 don't
believe you', or: “That’s clearly false’, but instead, he chose to convey his message
in a more elegant, and just as effective, way. Needless to say that, even if we had
to go back o the hotel to get Inger’s driver's license, in the end, she was not alto-
gether unhappy about the incident: at the time, the drinking age in Lowsiana was
18! Thus, one could say that the flour had the pragmatic effect of a compliment,
although it most likely was not intended as such. (See further chaprer 8 on this
kind of ‘pragmatic act".)

in special cases, the pragmatic effects imended by the flouting may not be
immediately available for inspection, as they are postponed for better resules;
cases in poing are jokes and stories. Suppose that, when telling a joke, | start out
by revealing the punch line. That wont do me any good, nor will mv andience
appreciate my observation of the maxim of guantity (‘Be as informative as pos-
sible’). I'm simply being a bad joke-teller. A similar misunderstanding happens
in the case of the author who, when telling a story, puts all his or her cards on
the table. We do ger the informarion, and it is as complete as can be - but do we
like vo be treated thar way? Certainly not; as readers, we want to be fooled, ar
least up to a certain point (Mey 1994d). The author who plays it sincere cannor
expect to be taken serously: good aothors have always something up their
sleeves, and may allow themselves deliberate omissions, misleading statements,
uninformative or disinformative remarks and all sorts of narrative tricks in order

to betrer develop the plo.
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The late Argentine writer Julio Cortdzar was a past master of this gentle art
of deception; in one of his novellas, *Clone’ (1982), he leads us down a ‘garden
path’ of musical narrative, only to reveal, at the very end, that he all the time
had been playing with a double deck of cards; in other words: that he had been
deliberarely flouting most of Grice’s maxims. What happens in the novella is a
contemporary re-enactment of an historical tragedy: the double murder of the
Prince of Venosa, Gesualdo's wife and her lover at the hands of the crazed, cuck-
olded husband. Cortdzar executes this re-enactment by assigning his protagomists
the parts of the piece of music they are performing: they are clad, as ir were, in
the voices of a Gesualdo madrigal - except thart this crucial musicological infor-
mation 5 withheld from us until we have finished our first reading; whereupon
the author takes us through a second reading, “if we wish’, where we are given
all the necessary informanon.

On another occasion, in an uncanny ‘spider story’ (‘Historia con migalas';
1985}, Cortdzar plays an ingenious cat-and-mouse game with his readership,
entrapping them in a web of morphological subtlery, based on the Spanish lan-
guage’s uninformativeness as to the gender of non-compounded plural verb
forms. Only in the last two lines is it revealed that the persons we had been think-
ing of as a *normal’ couple are in reality two ‘black widows’, who devour the
men they come in rouch with. {An analysis of this narrative masterpiece 1s pro-
vided in Mey 1992b.)

In the final analysis, since *flouring the maxims’ can be many things, there is
no way of prescribing or proscribing a particular violation as useful or derrni-
mental. Here, as in all other marrers of linguistic consumprion, the producer is
judged by the willingness of his or her clientele to buy into the violated maxims:
the proof of the pudding is, as always, in the eating.

4.2.3 Politeness and other virtues

A criticism rthat is often offered of Grice's maxims is thar they can be interprered
as a moral code of behavior: *“How to be a good conversationalist’ (*good” in both
senses of the word: “expert” and ‘virtuous'). And it is easy to understand why:
obeying the rules of any game both marks you as a decent kind of person {one
who doesn’t cheat) and may even give you a chance of coming out ahead of the
others.

However, the moral aspect of the matter is not what has kept philosophers
and linguists busiest. The former’s avowed aim {adopted by many of the latrer
as well) is o construct a rational philosophy of language use, to “describe ratio-
nal means for conducting co-operative exchanges”™ (Levinson 1983:103). The
underlying assumpnion here s that of a rational language user; [ will have more
to say on this later on, in chapter 7, when discussing metapragmatic principles.
For the moment, let’s concentrate on another principle (or rather, ser of princi-
ples): politeness, as mainly advocated by Leech (1983).
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First, one has to know whart being ‘polite’ means. According o Leech, “[s]ome
illocutions {e.g., orders) are inherently impolite, and others (e.g., offers) are inher-
ently polite” (1983:83). This view assumes politeness to be an abstract quality,
resading in individual expressions, lexical items or morphemes, without regard
for the particular circumstances that govern their use. Being “inherently’ polite
implies being always polite, without regard for the contextual factors that define
what 15 polite in a given situation.

Such a view is wrong on two counts. First, the social position of the speakers
may indicate different politeness values for individual cases. The existence of a
social hierarchy {as in institutionalized contexts such as the schools, the military,
religious communities etc.) often pre-empts the wse of politeness altogether
Rather than claiming that an order in the military is polite whenever the
command structure is right, 1 prefer o say that an order is vindicated in irs own
right, if it conforms to the demands of the mulitary hierarchy; commands are
neither polite nor impolite. The same goes for official exchanges between par-
ticipants in institutionalized situations: the priest imposing a penance after
hearing one’s confession is neither polite nor impolite when he issues the order
Ter Ave {meaning: “1 order you to say three times the ‘Hail Mary” as a penance
tor your sins” ).

Second, the politeness of the order also depends on the positive or negative
effects it has on the person who is given the order. Olga Kunst-Gnamud {1991)
has shown that this ‘cost-benefit scale’ is decisive in assigning politeness values
even to ‘bald’ imperatives. Her statistics show that “the evaluation of the polite-
ness of a request expressed in the imperarive form depends on the evaluation on
the cost and benehit scale stemming from the required act™ (1991:59). In other
words, | can use a *bald’ imperative if the order is benehcial to my addressee
{*Have another sandwich'}), as opposed 1o an order which imposes a hardship on
the hearer (*Peel the potatoes’); in Kunst-Gnamu#s words, * requests to the hearer
may be expressed directly in the imperative form without being considered impo-
lire™ {1991:60j.

Another problem has to do with what is called “murigation’. The principle
of politeness tells us o minimize {or ‘mitgare’) the effects of impolite statements
or expressions (‘negative politeness’) and to maximize the politeness of polite
illocutions  {*positive politeness’); all the rime, of course, respecting the

intentions that direcr the ongoing conversanon, Leech provides some examples
(1983:80):

Parent: Someone's caten the icing off the cake.
CriLp: It wasnt ME. (with rising-falling imtonation on the emphbasized ME)

In this case, according to Leech, a parent relying on a conversational implicature
to generate an insinuation of a possible misdemeanor is considered more polite
than a parent uttering a direct accusation, such as:

You have eaten the icing off the cake.
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In the latrer case, the child would have been insulted, especially if the accusation
in fact was incorrect. By contrast, the first urrerance, although it is not as infor-
mative as possible, or maybe not even relevant at all, and thus violates the
maxims of guantity andfor relarion, still obeys the Politeness Principle, and rhus
is able to rescue the Cooperative Principle “from serious trouble”, as Leech
remarks.

Similarly, in the following example:

A: We'll all miss Bill and Agatha, won't we?
B: Well, we'll all miss BILL. {intonation pattern as in the above example),

the principle invoked by Leech i1s, again, politeness, not cooperanon. By not men-
noning Agatha, when you don't agree about her being missed, you're being more
polite than by saying outright that you don't miss her.*” Here, too, cooperation
takes a back seat to politeness: B, in not offering any comment on a part of A's
urterance, knowingly and willfully sins against the maxim of quannty, bur does
so for reasons of politeness.

MNotice that in this case, flouning the CP does not necessanly imply that B is
being ‘nicer” in dealing wath unpopular people like Agarha: politeness and being
nice are not necessanly connected. One could arguably maintain thar the way
the speaker in the above example treats Agatha in her absence is a lot less nice
than baldly mentioning her as a persona non grata would have been - if for no
other reasons, then because Agatha’s possible cooperation in the exchange is a
priori and summarily excluded: she is not even mennoned in B's reply, bur made
‘invisible’, as so often happens to women in our society.

One of the functions of politeness is to create (or manifest) a distance berween
the mterlocutors, as in the case of social-hierarchical placements that have o be
maintained through language use. Distance, in most cases, reduces the need for
expressed verbal collaboration: yet another case of cooperation yvielding to polite-
ness. [ he standardized replies in the milicary (*Sir! Yes Sir!’) offer one example
among many.

Leech’s Politeness Principle is supposed to collaborate with, and even “rescue’,
the Cooperative Principle and irs associated maxims. However, it is not ar all
clear, as we have seen, that the CP is in need of being rescued. It is even less clear
thar a principle of politeness indeed would be able w do so; at the least, such an
ability 15 not borne our by Leech’s examples.

Still, the observarions thar Leech offers on his various maxims, such as those
of “tact’, ‘generosity’, “approbation” etc. (1983:131ff), have a certain descriptive
value; the same holds for his other principles (such as thart of “irony’). While these
principles are neither theorencally nor pracrically on the same level as the CP,
one could make a point of subsuming them under the latter principle in some
form or other, once one agrees on the need for cooperation, as expressed in the
four Gricean maxims. The next sections will discuss some proposals that want
to do away with (some or all of) the maxims, yet retain the notion of coopera-
tion as the basis of conversation.
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4.3 Rethinking Grice

Grice's four maxims and the associated principle of cooperation have been under
artack almost from the very begnning. On the one hand, the crinigue has
focused on the values attached to the maxims; for instance, there 15 a greater
value atrached 1o the maxim of quality than ro the others: “violating it amounts
to a moral offense, whereas violating the others s at worst inconsiderare or
rude” (Green 1989:89). Clearly, the maxims have various weightings in people’s
minds.

A further question here is whether the maxims have the same weight, and are
psed in approximately the same manner, in different situanions. For instance, it
seems likely thar one is more polite in a business exchange than, say, in an aca-
demic or domestic fight; stll, the cooperation that Grice talks about cannot be
excluded even in the latter case on the grounds that the partners to the interac-
tion either hate each other, or do not want to cooperare in other ways. Normally,
too, | cannot verbally insult an institution, or a dead body, or an animal (in most
cases); even an insult requires a modicum of cooperation on the part of the insul-
tee, if only insofar as the other needs ro have a minimal understanding of whart
I'm trying to do with my words.

Om the other hand, one may also question the necessity of having all of the
maxims around: couldn't they be simplified somewhat? Green mentions her
doubts about the maxim of quantity, second part (‘Do not make your contribu-
tion more informative than required’), and considers the possibility of letting it
be included in the maxim's first half (*Make your contribution as informative as
required’}; alternatively, she suggests (with Grice} to let it be included under the
maxim of relation (“Be relevant”).

Similarly, in the case of the maxim of quality, one could argue that the second
half of the maxim (‘Do not say that for which you lack adequate evidence’) log-
ically implies (‘entails’) the first (‘Do not say what you believe to be false’): if 1
never say anyrthing which 1 have only inadequate grounds to believe, then | nec-
essarily never will say anything which 1 believe ro be false.

As to the maxim of relevance iself, this has been the subject of two major
efforts at rethinking Grice. The first is due to Horn (1984); the other to Sperber
and Wilson {1988). The rwo proposals are a bir alike in that they both concen-
trate on relevance; they are different in that Horn's model keeps relevance within
the general framework of Gricean theory, whereas Sperber and Wilson make the
maxim of relevance the cornerstone of their own approach to ‘communication
and cognition’, aptly described as Relevance Theory (RT).

The rwo proposals are also different as to the amount of artention they have
attracted. When Sperber and Wilson published their book, Relevance: Commue-
micarion and Cognition, over ten years ago, it generated a lot of interest; a second
edition, with a number of additions and clanifications, appeared in 1995, (For a
comparative review, se¢ Jucker 1997.) In the wake of this interest, a strong RT
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movement has arisen (by some even called a school: ‘the London School of Prag-
marics'}. In the framework of this school (so far mostly concentraved in Britain),
RT is discussed and used as a model for further theorizing (see, e.g., Blakemore
1992, as well as the numerous theoretical and descriptive articles and mono-
graphs by younger authors, listed in the vastly expanded bibliography of Sperber
and Wilson's second edition).

Hom's neo-Gricean theory, on the other hand, has remained a more isolated
effort, which has never attained a similar status; yet, Horn's article {onginally
published in 1984, reprinted 1998) still deserves close atrention for its painstak-
ing analysis and elegant formulation of some rather original thoughts on the
Gricean maxims.

I will trear the two proposals separarely below.

4.3.1 Horn's two principles

Horn focuses on a central problem in conversational cooperation: some utter-
ances, on a certain reading, have a clear and unambiguous meaning, while other
interpretations require a special effort on the part of the listener.

Thus, for example, if | say:

I cut a finger yesterday (Horn 1984:15; example slightly adapred),

the normal reading is that the cut finger 15 mine, and it takes some stretch of
imagination to read “a finger’ as one that belongs to someone else,

By contrast, some seemingly very similar ueterances require an extra effort in
order to be interpreted along the lines of the ‘normal’ reading of the utrerance
above, whereas no effort is required to obtain the alternative interpretation. Thus,
when | say:

I'm meeting a woman tonight,

the woman is not ‘mine’ {whavever that implies}; every other interpretanion is just
a joke, and is frequently exploited as such. Here is an example:

StevEN: Wilfred 15 meeting a woman for dinner ronight.

Susan: Does his wife know abour it?

Steven: Of COURSE she does. The woman he is meeting IS his wife. {Leech
1983:91)

To explain the humorous ‘force” of this joke {actvally a kind of ‘garden path’
construction of the kind we have seen in section 4.2.2.3), it won't do to make
ad bho¢ adjustments to the original, *hnger’ case, such as stipulating that the part
involved in the cutting must be a member of a set of body parts. For example,
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replacing “hnger’ with ‘nose’ in Horn's example would not give the same result
(as poanted out by Grice): 'l cut a nose yesterday' will always be understood (if
at all) as referring to somebody else’s nose. The problem lies deeper, and it is
Horn's merit to have suggested a plausible interpretation, based on the selected
conversational maxims of quantity and relation, of this curious phenomenon:
thar rwo orterances which are remarkably alike in structure can still have dia-
metrically opposed meanings.

The two principles that Horn introduces are: the Q-principle ("Q" for *quan-
tity'), telling us to *say as much as we can'; and the R-principle (*R" for ‘rela-
tion'), which says that we should ‘say no more than we must”. If 1 state that [
cut a finger yesterday, | invoke the R-principle to establish the facr that the finger
is mine (I needn’t say more; if | do say more, people will think I'm a member of
the yakuza), In the case of Wilfred meeting a woman, we invoke the Q-principle
in order to establish the fact that it is not his wife or regular girlfriend he's seeing
{if it had been either of them, my spokesperson wouldn't have said whart she or
he actually did say).

The differences become a bit clearer when we think of possible replies to both
sentences. Normally, when somebody tells me about a mishap like the finger case,
my reaction will be one of commiseration; I might utter something like:

That's too bad,

and not much more can be said on the subject {a friend who were to retort:
“Whose finger?” would ar the least deserve an inguisitive look).

However, in the case where my interlocuror uses the second omerance above
musleadingly, in order to make me believe that Wilfred is having an extramariral
affair, | probably will say something in the line of:

Really? And who is she?

the inference being that there is a lot more to tell (and that my partner wants me
to know all che gory details). Contrariwise, if | non-committally answer some-
thing like: ‘Good for him', the intended joke will fall flat on its face, and my
interlocuror will be rightfully disappointed at my lack of cooperation.

Using Horn's terminology, in the Q-case, | have provided as much informa-
tion as [ have to, or can, given the circumstances; in the R-case, | let the cir-
cumstances speak, and give out only the relevant information. In his system, the
Q-principle covers the Gncean maxim of quantity; (being the first half of the
maxim}, whereas the R-principle contains within it the second half of the quan-
tity maxim {quantity,} plus the maxims of manner and relation. As to the maxim
of quality, Horn leaves it alone, since, as he says, we need that in any case unless
we want to see “the entire conversational . . . apparatus collapse™; 1984:12).

Horn's two principles explain a variety of phenomena in the realm of polite-
ness, negation, the lexicon and so on, in an elegant and economical manner; they
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stand out as a worthwhile attempt to simplify the martter of pragmatic principles,
bringing them to some common denominators.

4.3.2 Relevance and 'conspicuity’

According to Sperber and Wilson, pragmatics needs only one principle, thar of
relevance. The assumption, or principle, underlying relevance theory is thar in
any given context, what people say is relevant. This *Principle of Relevance’ can
be seen as a further specification of the Gricean notion of cooperation; morcover,
since “the principle of relevance is much more explicit than Grice'’s co-operanive
principle and maxims™, as Sperber and Wilson say (1986:161), it also carries less
of a functional burden.

Earlier in this chapter, | defined the Communicative Principle as the need for
people to communicate; in fact, communication was said to be unavoidable. In
particular, as language users, our intention is (0 COMMUMICATE SOME MEANINE (0O
somebody; the way we are able, and enabled, 1o go about this business is what
is properly studied in pragmancs (in particular the parr thar deals with “prag-
matic acts’; see chaprer 8). Ir follows that (since what is communicated suppos-
edly is of importance to both the speaker and the hearer] communicating
something meaningful may be supposed to be relevant to the partners in com-
munication. In this sense, the Principle of Relevance is a variant of the Commu-
nicative Principle.

According to many (including Sperber and Wilson, as well as the present
writer), Grice’s Cooperative Principle, especially when taken hrerally, puts oo
much of a strain on our lingustic interaction. By contrast, the Pnnciple of
Relevance does not make the claims on successful communicanon known from
Gricean theory, such as: “common purposes or set of purposes™ (1975:435),
mutual knowledge, implied or shared presupposinons and so on. For Relevance
Theory, in accordance with the Communicative Principle, achieving successful
communication by way of the relevance of whar is being said is a sufficient aim
in conversation or other verbal interaction. RT is thus a minimalist theory of
communication; relevance is all we need.

But how to characterize a “successful communication’? This notion s taken
here in the sense that the speaker, the would-be communicartor, is recognized by
the interlocuror{s) as one who has something to say thar marters, is relevant. The
successful communicaror is one who makes lus or her intention to convey infor-
mation, to persuade, to make believe etc. ‘manifest” ro both himself or herself
and his or her parmers. As Sperber and Wilson remark, “the realization that a
trustworthy communicator intends to make you believe something is an excel-
lent reason for believing it™ {1986:163). The *mutually manifest assumprion” of
an informative intention is at the core ol Sperber and Wilson's thinking.

This assumption, moreover, is a central trait of human communicative behav-
ior, even to the point thar one cannot properly maingain {say Sperber and Wilson)
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that one ‘follows’ the Principle of Relevance: *Communicators do not ‘follow’
the principle of relevance; and they could not violate it even if they wanted ro.
The principle of relevance apphes without exceptions™ (1986:162). Sperber and
Wilson's approach is thus useful in many ways because it forces us to rethink
a number of central questions in linguistics, especially i semantics and prag-
matics. The purpose of communication, according to RT, is not to “duplicate
thoughts™, but to “enlarge mutual cognitive environments™ {Sperber and Wilson
1986:193).

In communicative modeling, in both its computerized and ‘manual’ varieties,
the main obstacle is said to be the ambiguity of narural language expressions.
Such an ambiguity is often thought of as a purely semantic affair; for example,
in programs for automaric translanon of text, we have to “disambiguate’ cthe
expressions that have an unclear meaning, and do contextual guesses in a sort
of bottom-to-top procedure. For Sperber and Wilson, by contrast, everything is
ambiguous, as long as it is taken by itself, while nothing is strictly ambigonous if
we look at it top-down, placing it in its proper, cognitive environment (cf.
1986:205).%

A pragmatic view of human language processing assesses the siruation differ-
ently. Ambiguities are not just there to be resolved at the first possible occasion.
Human communicators are prone to play on words, and often try to keep things
fluid as long as possible. Thus, in Japanese business talks, with their notorious
and to Westerners quite insufferable ambiguity, the point of leaving things unde-
cided could be 1o have the other party reveal their intentions before one is drawn
out oneself. And in a recent article, Nerlich and Clarke (2000 in press) argoe that
“we are not so much interested in *disambiguation in context” but instead in what
one might call ‘ambigoation in context’ ™ {2000 in press: 7). In such a view, the
prime purpose of communication might well be in many cases to achieve ‘con-
spicuity’ rather than ‘perspicuity’; the famous ‘garden path’ situation {see section
4.2.2.3) and acuivities such as punning and word-play rurn essentially on this
assumption (which goes directly against Grice’s maxim of manner: *Be perspicu-
ous’; see section 4.2.2 and Nerlich and Clarke 2000 in press: 6).

According to Sperber and Wilson's presumption of relevance, we are ready for
something that will make sense (“is relevant’), and we will build ocur under-
standing around that assomption. The utterance we're hearnng or reading is
*accessible’ as part of our mutually recognized, common cognitive environment
of context; as such, the utterance s relevant. By contrast, we are not equally
ready for something that would not be easily accessible, because it does not
belong in such a common, cognitive environment. Take Sperber and Wilson's
example {1986:168):

Gseorge has a big car.
Here, the most common assumption is that we are talking about an animal such

as a Morwegian Forest cat, a Maine Coon cat, or any other oversized (19-241b}
species of the genus Felis domestica; in order to arnive ar the interpretation *lion,
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tiger, puma, cougar’ etc., we muost add something to that common environment,
making it more specific {e.g., by building on the contextual information that
George delivers wild animals to zoos and circuses). This latter interpretation
would be less relevant, because under normal circumstances, it 15 less accessible.
{On *accessibility”, see Ariel 1991; Gundel et al. 1993:276ff; one criticism that
has been leveled ar this notion is thar it basically is a static one, and does nox
allow for the dynamics of text production. See Hajifova 1997; Mey 2001 in
press, |

RT is sand to be able ro account for all the phenomena that earlier had been
assigned to the other maxims for their explanation. Actually, this may seem rather
a tall order for any theory; but as if this were not enough, Sperber and Wilson
also assume their principle to operate without exception, being, mndeed,
irrefutable. In the end, either something relevant may be obvious and hence not
interesting, or the notion of relevance wself may become so all-encompassing as
to lose its explanatory force.”

Another serious problem lies in the facr that RT, despire its pronounced com-
mitment to commanication, says very little about real communicative interaction
as it happens in our society. Like most of traditional linguistics and linguistic phi-
losophy, RT does not include, let alone focus on, the social dimensions of lan-
guage, as | have argued elsewhere (Mey and Talbot 1989). Add ro this thar the
conceptual backdrop of Sperber and Wilson's theory is the familiar current ori-
entation toward the computer as a metaphor for human thinking processes,
coupled with a pervasive tendency to see human mental processes as instances of
economically ranonal behavior. Thus, much of their thinking on human cogni-
tive activities relies heavily on the metaphor of information processing by com-
puter (as admirably shown by Hinkelman in her comment on what she styles the
‘relevance compurer’; 1987:721). When they explain their theory, Sperber and
Wilson draw on language borrowed from monetary economics (‘cost-benefit
relanions’); alternanively, they mix “computerese” and ‘economese’ (Mey 19944},
as when they say (e.g., on p. 204} that increased ‘processing time’ hampers under-
standing and puts obstacles in the way of communicanon. As Talbot remarks:

people are depicted as individuals who confront unique problems in commu-
nication. In the real world, however, people are social beings who are working
within pre-existing conventions. . . .

In Sperber and Wilsons model, differences between people are depicted
solely as differences between individuals’ cognitive environments. These dif-
ferences are assumed to stem from vananons in physical environment and
cognitive ability berween people. Considerations of culture and society are
notably absent in the characterizanon of individuals’ cognitive environmens.
{1994:3528)

It is essentially under this latrer, pragmaric aspect thar RT, despite its many useful
insights, falls somewhat short of the expecrations raised by its program of
research, and fails to honor all of its promises. In the end, it remains discon-
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nected from the problems of everyday communication as these are brought to
the fore, ¢.g., in the theory of discourse (see sections 7.2.3.3 and 9.3.3} or when
discussing the concept of ‘pragmatic acts’ (chapter 8).

To conclude the present section and chaprter, let me quote a story from the ear-
liest efforts of constructing artificial intelligence (Al}, which may show how what
we glibly call *cooperation’ is by no means a foregone conclusion. To see this, it
s useful to consider what happens in computer experiments simulating human
linguistic capabilities. One such experiment is called “Tale-Spin’ (Meehan 1981);
it consists of a program that understands the elements of a story, and continu-
ously creates new stories on the basis of the original one.

Tale-5pin's characters live in an animal world, but are endowed with certain
human abilities {such as being able to speak) and have certain other human-like
propertics (as in Aesop'’s fables). Here are Joe Bear and lrving Bird acting out a
very simple scenanio: finding food:

Omne day Joe Bear was hungry. He asked his fnend Irving Bird where
some honey was. Irving told him there was a bechive in the oak tree. Joe
threatened to hit Irving if he didn’t tell him where some honey was. {Meehan
1981:217)

Clearly, joe Bear has missed the point of Irving Bird's reply. He didn't understand
the ‘imphcarure” of the answer: that whar he got, indeed, was an answer ro his
question about the availability of honey.™

Notice that the inferences we're making in hearing stories like this one are
mplied in normal conversation; they don't have 1o be told explicitly. The trouble
with Tale-Spin was that the program, not being human, should have been
instructed to make those ‘explicatores’ (which was only done by tral and error,
in subsequent versions). By contrast, a human, being a cooperarive conversa-
tionalist, knows how and when to make the right inferences about what is implied
and whar not, as we have seen in the preceding.

The next chaprers will have a look at the lingmstic means that are available
to us for this purpose.

Review and discussion

. The Communicative Principle tells us that people want to communicate, while
the Cooperative Principle tells us something about how they go abour commu-
nicating what they want to communicate. Stcking strictly to the maxim of quan-
ity (section 4.2.2), they may decide to give our exactly whar is needed, and no
more. Such ‘parsimoniousness’ (see section 4.2.1) can have undesired side-effects,
as when my interlocutors misunderstand my true intention, and conversationally
imply that [ don’t want to give out information {or tea, as the case may be).
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Compare the following interchange from Lewis Carroll’s well-known book Alice
in Wonderland, a work much loved by children, logicians and linguists alike
{among the last, Bruce Fraser, who brought the quotation to my attention):

*Take some more tea,” the March Hare said to Alice, very earnestly.

“I've had nothing yet,” Alice replied in an offended tone: “so I ca'n’t take
more. "

“You mean you ca'n't take less,” said the Harter: “it's very easy to take more
than nothing.”

(In More Annotated Alice, Martun Gardner, ed., New York: Random House,
1990, p. 89)

COuestions:
How would you evaluate the Harter's cooperativeness in this interchange?

What effect does one, in general, obtain by *sticking to the logic’ of language (cf.
also section 2.3)?

In the story, Alice gets confused (and no tea); was anything at all communicated?
How could Alice properly have answered the Harter?

2. The following sentence was found inside a North American (AMTRAK, USA)
railway carriage (example due to Bruce Fraser):

All of the doors won't close.

Clearly, the intended message is that not all of the doors will close, rather than
that none of them will {although logically, that possibility cannot be denied).

Question:
How does the principle of scalarity (section 4.2.1) apply here?

3. Consider again the father—daughter interchange in exercise 6 of chaprer 3.

Cuestions:
In terms of the Cooperative Principle, how would you characrerize the daugh-
ter's answer?

Is it “really” an answer? (Then whar was the guestion?)
Which maxim is violated by the father in the lase reply?

4. The following two cases have to do with the well-established North Amer-
wan tradition of tipping for services rendered.

(a) A sign detailing the rights and duties of employees and customers, on display
in Edward’s Shoe Shop on Sherman Ave. in Evanston, I, tells us as item #5:
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EMPLOYEES ARE ALLOWED TO ACCEPT UP TO ULS. $50.00 AS A TIP

(b} Omne miserable Sunday afternoon in downrown Toronto in January of 1993,
having first missed the VIA/AAMTRAK train back to Chicago, and in addition
just having mussed the Clark Airport Coach by a split second, | am approached
by the driver of a livery car, who offers to take me to the airport for the modest
fare of $30 (Canadian funds). Since it is cold, and I'm worried about not finding
a plane (I have an early meeting on Monday) and besides, the next bus won't
leave until an hour later, | accept. Upon arriving at the Lester Pearson Interna-
tional Airport, | tender the driver $40 (Canadian), whereupon he says,

*How much change do you want back on this, sir?™

Duestions:
Referring to section 3.2.2, which presuppositions can you identify in these rwo
sentences? {Hint: look for a common presupposition in both cases.)

And how about implicatures? (Hint: think of the possible size of the tip.)

What can we infer from the first sentence? And what from the second? (Hint: an
inference has to be ‘drawn out’ of the text; it is something we establish, based
on the available facts as contained in the text. A conversational implicature is
something which arises among interlocurors as a resulr of their conversational
activities; it is not as ‘factual’ and not as rigidly definable as an inference or, for
that marter, a presupposition. For further details, cf. Thomas 1996:58-61.)

In terms of perlocutionary effect, which of the two sentences would be the most
effective? Or would you say they are not comparable?

Thinking about tpping, list some of the expressions that come to mind in this
connection. What do rthey reflect about “tipping” as a social instituton? (Hine:
you certaimly have come across ‘No nipping, please’ notices in restaurants, shops
etc. How do people react to them?)

Can you suggest alternative (better or worse) expressions thar could be used in
the two cases above, seen from the point of view of:

the store owner

the raxi driver,

the customers,

the passengers?

5. The US linguist Suellen Rundguist {1992:447) has raised the question of
whether “conversational inference [and by extension, such matters as relevance,
politeness etc.| 15 based entirely on a cognitive foundation™, or if we should rec-
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ognize a “social component”™ as well. This view opens up the possibility of an
interpretation of implicatures as based in the language user’s social and cultural
background, and hence being not strictly transferable across cultures. In bight of
these remarks, read the following newspaper report, on a visit by Pope John Paul
Il to Chile in 1987, as an illustration of a *mishring’ imphlicature, due to differ-
ent pragmatic presuppositions of a social and cultural kind (the report is enti-
tled: “The Papal Puzzle’):

After appearing on the balcony with General Augusto Pinocher, the pope
visited the slums of Sannago, where he embraced 19-year-old Carmen Quin-
tero, still bearing the scars of the burning she received at the hands of Chilean
security forces. Her companion, 19-year-old Rodriguez Rojas, died of burns
in the torching.

“Holy Father,” said Carmen Quintero, “the military did this ro me.”

“1 know, my child,” the pontiff replied. This assuaged the persecuted, for
whom it is comfort to know that the pope is aware of their sufferings. | Wash-
ington Post, 2 July, 1987, p. A2)

Orestions:

How cooperative would you say that the pope's reply to Carmen was? (Hint:
Carmen’s implicit question, posing as a statement, was: “Why did this happen?”
Was the pope’s answer an answer 1o this guestion?)

The pope’s reply *l know' could of course mean: ‘I just discussed this with General
Pmochet while standing on the balcony’, or something like that. Do you think
that was what the Holy Father meant?

Turning the question around: what cowld John Paul 1l have answered, had he
wished to be truly cooperative?

The journalist’s final comment is remarkable in that it somehow forecloses any
discussion of the whys and hows of this strange interchange and its background.
What is the implicature that this remark about popes being aware of human suf-
fering generates, or is supposed 1o generare?

Finally, give a suggestion as to why the onginal article was called “The Papal
Puzzle'.
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Speech Acts

5.1 History and introduction

5.1.1 Why speech acts?

The impressive success of certain theoretical developments in linguistics in the
sixties {mainly within the framework of transformational grammar, following
Chomsky's classic works: the 1957 Syntactic Structures and its 1965 companion
Aspects of the Theory of Syntax) made it difficult for other workers in linguis-
tics and the related sciences vo have their voices heard. This was in particular the
case with the philosophers of language, whose interests always had been more
directed toward the semantic rather than the exclusively syntactic aspects of
language.”'

Much of the semantic work done by philosophers of language during the
sixties and early seventies rested upon the ‘truth-funcoional’ definitions of seman-
tics in the Carnapian tradition and continued by philosophers such as Dawvid
Lewis {e.g., 1969). Other semanrtically oriented philosophers eventually joined
hands with the tormal syntactics tradition; Richard Montague and his school are
the prime exponents of this development {called “intensional semantics’).

MNone of these directions of research will be dealt with here, as they are not
directly relevant to pragmatics. Rather, I'll focus on what happened in another
branch of philosophy, with origins in a British tradition of thinking about lan-
guage, often referred to as ‘Ordmary Language Philosophy’, whose principal
exponent was the Oxford philosopher John L. Austin, His posthumous work
How to Do Things with Words (1962} had an enormous impact on linguistic
philosophy, and thereby on linguistics, especially in its pragmaric variant. Austin’s
thinking {which in the course of time came to be known as *speech act theory’)
was further developed and codibied by the American philosopher John R. Searle,
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who had studied under Austin in the fifries, and subsequently became the main
proponent and defender of the former’s ideas.

A serious problem that the fledgling pragmatic tradition had to face was that
of the limitations imposed on linguistic thinking by a semantics based on truth
conditions. Philosophers working in the truth-functional cradition restrict them-
selves to ‘propositions’ representing one particular class of sentences, the so-
called declaratives, which, in order to be true or false, must contain some testable
proposition. 1f somebody tells us that:

It's cold outside,

we can go outside, if we wish, and test the truth or falsity of the ‘declaration’.
However, if [ say to somebody:

Happy Birthday,

I can only talk about the truth of my feelings, or about the truth of the facr that
I actually did pronounce those words, but not about the truth of this, or any
other wish {e.g., “Good luck’, *Congratulations’, “Well done® and so on). The
reason is that wishes are not propositions: they are ‘words with which to do
things’, to paraphrase Austin. In brief, they are speech acts.

The present chapter explores which criteria {different from the truth-
functional ones) we need for dealing with those other (and, incidentally, most
frequently occurring) human utrerances.

5.1.2 Language in use

Many linguistic theories take their premises in some rather simple-minded
assumptions about human language: thar it is nothing but a combination of
‘sound and meaning' (thus in most descriptive grammars), or that language
can be defined as a set of correct semtences (thus in most generative-
transformational thinking). The basic flaw in such thinking is that it does not
pay attention to language as an activity which produces speech acts, defined as
“the basic or minimal units of linguistic communication™ (Searle 1969:16). As
Searle puts it, “The unit of linguistic communicarion is not, as has generally been
supposed, the symbol, word or sentence, . . . but rather the production of the
symbol or word or sentence in the performance of the speech act™ (196%:16; my
italics).

Furthermore, speech acts are produced not in the solitary philosopher’s think-
tank, but in actual situations of language use, by people having something ‘in
mind’. Such a production naturally presupposes a ‘producer’ and a ‘consumer’,
human agents, whose imtentions are relevant and indispensable to the correct
understanding and description of their utterances, quite contrary to the con-
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structed, non-use-oriented examples of most grammanans and philosophers. To
guote Searle once more:

When [ take 2 nose or a mark on a piece of paper to be an instance of lin-
Euistic communication, as a message, one of the thungs | must assume s that
the noise or mark was produced by a being or beings more or less like myself
and produced with cerrain kinds of imtentions. (Searle 196%:16}

As we will see below, this intentional character of speech acts is among their
most distinctive classificatory features. At the same time, we should not forger
that intentionality 18 not just a matter of intentions ascribable to a particular
speaker. For Searle, the main issue is how to establish the conditions (of sincer-
ity, felicity erc.; see further section 5.2.1.2) that make communication possible.
In a wider perspective, however, one should ask how a speech act funcnhons in
society, or even whether it functions there at all.

Asking how a particular communicative act funcrions in a particular society
presupposes that we examine the conditions that hold for communication in that
society. The language we use, and in particular the speech acts we utter, are
entirely dependent on the context of the situation in which such acts are pro-
duced. All speech is situated speech; a speech act is never just an *act of speech’,
but should be considered in the rotal siruation of activity of which it is a pant
{cf. Levinson 1979}, and therefore, as we will see in chapter 8, it is always a prag-
matic act, rather than a mere speech act.

This implies, moreover, not only that we must take the circumstances of the
individual utterance into account {as does Searle), but that we cast our net wider,
by incorporating the general conditions which allow, and afford, a particular act
of speaking. Thus, while certain kinds of speech acts are forbidden in certain
{e.g., tabooed) situations, others are de rigwenr, sometimes even to the poinr
where they are entirely predictable. To take an example doe to Verschueren
(1999:93): in a Dutch university, whenever the official university representative,
the chief beadle, enters the locality where a doctoral defense has been in progress
for the prescribed 45 minutes, nobody is in doubt about the vtrerance which will
accompany his ritual stamping of the staff. Conversely, his uttering of the pre-
scribed Lanin formula Hora est (“Time’s up®) without the accompanying act would
be a meaningless, isolated speech act and not have any pragmaric effect.

As a further illostration, consider the act of promising as it is practiced n soci-
eties that are rather unlike our own. For anthropologists like Michelle Rosaldo
{1980, 1982}, a speech act such as a promise is dependent for its success not first
of all on conditions of sincenity, feheity and so on, but on the ways it is supposed
to sustain and confirm the existing order of things. In certain cultures, such as
those of the Philippines people of the llongot or the Micronesian people of
Pohnpei, it is dubious whether the concept of ‘promising” and its concomitant
notion of ‘sincerity’, viewed as a condinon located in a particular individual, have
any societal value at all (Durann 1996:228, 230; Keating 1998 and pers. comm. ).
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As to the question of intentions, any discussion of intentionality should
be aware of the relationships that exist among the individuals 0 whom the
intentions are ascribed, and of the ways they perceive the others as “intentional’
beings in a greater, societal context. It is not primarily what I say, or intend to
say, that determines my speech act, but the way it fits into the entire partern of
acting as a social being that is typical for my culture. Even though speech is a
constitutive component of human individual and social life (as is language in
general), it is still part of a larger context, of an even more encompassing
activity. In the final analysis, we will have to ask ourselves how speech acts
relate to our human activiry as a whole: thinking ‘globally’ while acting “locally’,
as the saying goes. It is for this ecological view of human acting, to which the
societal and global environment provides the adequate {necessary and sufficient)
backdrop, that [ have devised the term *pragmaric act’. (For further details, see
chapter §.)

5.1.3 How speech acts function

Speech acts are verbal actions happening in the world. Uttering a speech act, 1
do something with my words: | perform an activity that (at least intentionally)
brings about a change in the existing state of affairs (hence the label, *perfor-
mative utterances', that originally was attached to speech acts).” For instance, if
[ say to a newborn human: *1 baptize thee ‘in the name of the Father, and of the
Son, and of the Holy Ghost'” {cf. Matthew 28:19), then this human being is
from now on and forever a Christian - provided 1 took care to let my words be
accompanied by the flowmng of water on the infant’s head (or some other body
part, in case of necessity). And if | belong to those who believe in the power of
baptism, the world as a whole will now have changed as well: there will be one
more Christian among the living.

This insight, viz., that words can change the world, is not only of imporrance
in a religious context (where such changes may be subject to one’s beliefs or may
depend, as in the case of miracles, on the strength of one’s faith); it is an essen-
rial part of speech act thinking as well. And as such, it has become an important
linguistic discovery.

The original distinction between the different aspects of speech acting is due
to Austin (1962). First, we have the locutionary aspect: this is simply the activ-
ity we engage in when we say something, e.g.:

Its cold in here.

Under normal circumstances, by uttening the above words, | am making a
statement (not a wish, promise, threat, judgment or what have you). This par-
ticular aspect of the speech act is its illocutionary ‘force’ or ‘point’;” for many
pragmaticians, this illocutionary force is intimately related to the very form the
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urterance may have: stating, wishing, promising erc. 1 will come back to this
below.
However, if by saying:

It's cold in here

| obtain that, e.g., the person I'm addressing closes the door, or turns on the radia-
tor, we are talking about the perlocutionary effect of my urtterance. Such further
effects depend, of course, on the particular circumstances of the utterance, and are
by no means always predicrable. (See Levinson 1983:236; Kurzon 1998.)

Even though, from a pragmatic point of view, the perlocutionary effect perhaps
is the most interesting aspect of speech acting {since it may tell us something
abour people’s motivation for using a parnicular speech act), illocutionary force
15 whart has occupied speech act theorists most. In this connecnon, the conditions
that must obrain before a speech act can be said to have a particular illocution-
ary force (or ‘count as’ a particular speech act) have been the object of much dis-
cussion. These are often called “felicity conditions’, since they have to be met for
a speech acr to happen “felicirously’ or *happily’, and to prevenr it from ‘mushr-
ing’, as Austin called it.

As an example, consider the following case. | utter the words:

| hereby pronounce this person dead.

What kind of conditions have 1o be fulfilled for this to be a valid speech act of
‘pronouncing’? First of all, we have to be certain that the person enunciating
these words actually has the power 1o do so, and second, we have to have the
right circumstances for the uttering. For example, it won't do to *pronounce’ my
neighbor *dead’ in a dispute over garden boundaries. I can wish people dead,
but | cannot promournce them dead (except in an imaginary world, where my
words have this kind of magic effect, as when children ar play say ‘Poof - you're
dead’).

The correct circumstances (or "appropriate’, as Austin called them) are, in this
particular case, that | am a doctor, and that somebody has been brought in to
the hospital afrer a traffic accident, and that I, as a doctor, have to determine
whether the person in case is alive or dead. I am given this authority and dury
by my being on call ar the emergency unit, and having been requested to produce
such an official utrerance, which then is entered into the official report as: “The
victim was pronounced dead on arrival [at the hospital].’ In any other circum-
stances, the would-be speech act “misfires’.

Or take the following case, where the *misfiring’ happens at the other end, so
to speak. If | say to a fnend:

I'll bet you ten dollars that the buses won't run on Thanksgiving,
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then (in case my prediction was correct) | can only claim my money if my friend
has “taken on’ the bet. For her to do so, she has to perform a corresponding
speech act expressing ‘uptake’ (in this case, of a bet), such as:

You're on.

Without this uptake, there is no felicitous act of betting: some {or all} of the
parties involved will not have had the right intentions and/or conduoct.™

What are, then, the appropriate circomstances for a paruicular speech act o
be correctly performed? For various reasons, some of them histonical, certam
speech acts have always been favorites in this kind of discussion; among them is
the speech act of ‘promising’. The next section will be devoted in its entirety to
a discussion of this act.

5.2 Promises

One general problem with speech acts is that the very wording of the act (e.g.,
1 promise’) can lead to misunderstandings. For instance, s the word promirse a
necessary element in the speech act ‘promuse’? Or, more generally: do | always
have to use a so-called “speech act verb’ to perform a speech act? And, more prac-
tically: can one trust people to keep a promise even when they haven't used the
word promise?

We are all famihar with the problem in everyday life. Going to a restaurant,
we assume that our friends will have made the reservanions, because that’s what
they promised {or so we believe). However, when we get to the restaurant, there
is no table; and our friends maintain that they never said they were going to make
a reservation, or if they had said so, they didn’t think it was so important, and
so on and so forth.

Consider how for young children, the only promise is one that has the word
promise in i; and even adults are prone to ‘forufying” their promises, when
needed, by using all kinds of *super-promissory” devices (references to one’s own,
one's father’s or even the Prophet’s beard; moving a finger across one’s throat,
and so on). For others, a person’s *word’ is good enough, and they will shun any-
thing that goes beyond a simple ‘Yes’ or ‘No'."

Again, all depends on the circumstances of the promise: in some cases, we pay
artention to the people who promise, rather than to their exact words, while mn
other contexts, we focus on the social frame in which the promise is given; afrer
all, some of our socially most binding promises are given without the verb o
promise ever being used. In the standard Christian marriage ritual, if I were to
say ‘1 promise’ in answer to the question: “Wilt thou have this woman for thy
wife?’, | would not meer the felicity conditions for this kind of promuse, and fail
to execute the procedure completely and correctly.
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Whar is it thar *counts as’ a promise, 1o use Searle’s expression (1969:36)?
Something counts as something only within a specified set of rules. Thus, physi-
cally overthrowing the king in a game of chess only counts as *admitting defeat’
if it has been preceded by a situation of {actual or impending) checkmate. In
general, it is the kind of activity in which people are engaged that makes us count
Certain utterances as promises, warnings, requests and so on. Thus, if I arter:

There i1s a policeman at the corner,

thar will only and truly count as a warning if 1 utter it in a context where some-
body 15 committing a burglary or is engaged in some other criminal activity. In
another context, thar same wterance could counrt as an assurance, a dare, a hint
as to where to ask for directions, a reminder not to pur that car in the space for
the handicapped in front of the shop, and so on.

As to promises, there are dozens of ways to make a promise m any particu-
lar language, and it 1s only the context which can determine whether a parricu-
lar expression counts as a promise (Searle 1969:52). If [ say to a good friend,
when making plans to go to a concert together, “I'll be there at seven’, that may,
in the context of our friendship, count as a perfectly good promise, even if | am
using a way of speaking that does not exactly correspond to the speech act’s
‘canonical’ expression, the ‘speech act verb' to promise. And, as we will see below
{chapter 8), what constitutes the pragmatic act of promising 15 by no means
limited to, or conditioned by, the words urtered: other words may be used, or
even none at all.

The next section will illustrate some of the problems mentioned above by dis-
cussing the speech act of ‘promising’ in more detail. {On *speech act verbs’, see
further section 5.3.)

5.2.1 A speech act's physiognomy: promising
5.2.1.1 Introduction: the problem

Talking abour speech acts, we run into a problem of a rather general character,
having to do with the way different languages deal with speech acting. Typical
uUesSTIONS are:

How can we determine a speech acr?

How many speech acts are there, and how are they expressed in language?
Whart is the relanionship between a speech act and a pragmaric act?

Are there speech acts (or pragmaric acts) that are found across languages, or
even in all languages? {The problem of the so-called ‘universal speech acts’.)

@ & @

The first of these questions will be dealt with exemplarily in the present section
by choosing a model speech act, the *promise’, and exploring the conditions and
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rules governing its use. The exposition below (section 5.2.1.2) is based on Searle
{1969:57ff), with the addition of a critical commentary {section 5.2.1.3).

The second question will be discussed in sections 5.3 through 5.5. As to
the third and fourth questions, they will be dealt with in chaprers 8 and 10,

respectively.

5.2.1.2 Promises: comditions and rules

The first problem is: what are the condinons for a speech act w ‘count as’ a
promise? Second, we have to know whart rules govern a successful use of this
speech act. Below, 1 will first list the nine conditions that Searle (1969:57f) enu-
merates for successful promising; following thart, | will examine his five rules.

Condition 1 Normal condinons must obtain for uttering and receiving a
promise. Speakers must know how to deal with their language and they must
not have any special handicaps (deafness erc.); furthermore, they must
abstain from what Searle calls *parasitic use of language” such as jokes and
acting. ™

Condition 2 The promise must have a content. Thus, in:

I promise I'll be there tomorrow,

the content is for me to be there tomorrow (or more precisely, the day after
today).

Condition 3 Ar the moment of uttering, the content of a promise must have to
do wirth a future, possible action of the speaker. Clearly, one cannot promise
something that has happened mm the past; neither can anybody promise any-
thing in another person’s stead (which of course is not the same as promising
to try and make somebody else do something).

Condition 4 Clearly, what is being promised must be to the advantage of the
‘promisee’. The difference between a promise and a threat, according 1o Searle,
is that “a promise 15 a pledge 1o do something for you, not to you, . . . a threat
18 a pledge to do something to you, not for you™ (1969:58).

Hence, even though the promiser uses the words ‘I promise’, there is no
promise unless it is to the advanrage of the promisee; a threat remains a threar,
in accordance with the above, even though its wording is that of a promise:

If you don't behave, | promise you there's going to be trouble.

Condition 5 The content of the promise must not be something which clearly
15 going to happen anyway; | can't promise anybody that the sun will rise
tomorrow. As Searle rightly remarks, “A happily married man who promises
his wife he will not desert her in the next week is likely to provide more anxiery
than comfort™ (1969:59),
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Conditions 4 and § are often called (in accordance with Searle’s terminol-
ogy) preparatory conditions, thar 15, conditions that must have been met before
we can begin to ralk about promises.

Condition 6 This condition has to do with the sincerity of the promiser in car-
rying out the act of promising; without that intention, we have no sincere
promise.”’

The condition we are dealing with here is appropriately called the sincerity
condition.

Condition 7 This condition can be said to be the cornerstone of Searle’s phi-
losophy of promises: a promiser intends to put himself or herself under the
obligation of carrying out the promised act. This is more than just intending
to carry out the act: only if the intention is accompanied by the speaker’s recog-
nition of an inevitable obligarion can one properly speak of a promise. Con-
versely, “if a speaker can demonstrate that he did not have this intention in a
given utterance(,] he can prove that the urterance was not a promise™ (Searle
1969:60; cf. also n. 54).

This condition, being essennal to any promusing, is aptly called the essen-
tial condition.

Conditions 8 and 9 These conditions emphasize that the language used in
promising must be the normal one, that is to say, it obeys “the semantical rules
of the langouage™ (Searle 1969:61}); furthermore, the conventions for using thar
language must ikewise be the normal, that is to say, pragmancally correct, ones.

For mstance, if in a certain lingoistic or cultural environment (maybe even
in a particalar situation in our own cultare), the word promise cannot be
uttered successfully, then we wouldn’t have a true promise, no matter how
much we ‘promised’. Compare that people who by their religion are forbad-
den to take oaths {such as the Pennsylvanian Amish} cannot techmically pro-
nounce the words | swear with the proper, speech-act-related effects. Simlarly,
Searle’s husband-and-wife example cited above could be an example of a ‘mis-
firing’ promise; or oneé can think of promises made onder ‘duress’ or in a
socially recognized state of non-responsibility {in drunkenness, to children
erc.). Common wisdom caprures such sitwations by saying “Never trust a
drunk’s promises’, or (as many parents undoubtedly would agree) *Promises to
and by children don't count.’

Again, this 15 not a matter of semantics, or of semantics alone: what the
waords | promise mean is determined by the pragmatic condirions goverming
the use of the language in the particular context of, say, a certain family. In
the final analysis, it is sociery that derermines the validity of {or *what counrs
as') a particular speech act. (See also chapter 10.)

Having established the conditions for proper speech act performance, we
now turn o the question of what rules govern such acting; again, our ‘showcase’
will be promises. Before we start focusing on the specific conditions for
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this speech act, however, a general characteristic of the linguistic tools enabling
such use is in order. This characterization is given by Searle under the name of
‘illocutionary force indicating device’ (henceforth for short called ‘IFID"); gener-
ally speaking, conditions 1, 8 and 2 hold for all speech acts and their IFIDs. The
specific conditions on promising are 2 through 7; from these, the following five
rules governing the use of promissory IFIDs can be extracted:

Rule T Only use a promissory IFID when the content of the urterance is about
something which is to happen in the future.

This rule captures conditions 2 and 3, above; it is called the comtent rule.

Rule 2 Only use the promissory IFID when the promise contains somerhing that
the promisee actually wants to happen to him or her.

Rule 3 Only use an IFID for promising when the content of the promise does
not concern the occurrence of an already scheduled, self-justifying or natural
happening.

Rules 2 and 3 are called the preparatory rules, in analogy with the prepara-
tory condimions (4 and 5) above.

Rule 4 Only use a promussory IFID o you intend to carry out your
promise.

This is clearly the smcerity rule, corresponding to the sincenity condition (6)
above,

These four rules together make up the ‘regulations’ for promising. But what
15 it thar makes a promise a promise? Thar is done by the fifth rule:

Rule § Only use a promissory IFID on condition that the promise is urtered
and recognized (accepted) as creating an obligation from the promiser to the
promisee.

This, fnally, is the ‘count as’, or essemtial, rule, corresponding ro the essen-
tial condition (7) above. This rule, in a way, has a higher status than the other
four, since it has to do with the very essence of the speech act. I'll have more
to say on this in the next section.

5.2.1.3 The pragmatics of rules

The five rules given above are not on the same level: while the first four can be
called “regulanive’, the fifth one is usually termed a “constitutive” rule. What is cthe
importance of this difference? An analogy raken from the game of chess may be
helpful.

A constitutive rule, in the case of chess, is one that makes up, ‘constitutes’ the
game of chess as that particular game and no other. Withour the chess game's
constitutive rules, the very game, as we know it, becomes impossible. Regulative
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rules, by contrast, regulare the behavior of the players in the game; such rules
may be changed ar will, and by murual agreement, bur those changes do not aleer
the nature of the game.

The constitutive rules of chess determine what counts as a move for the indi-
vidual chess pieces: thus, pawns move one square except for the first time, when
they can move over two; the kmights ‘jump’ across the board, whereas the bishops
move diagonally etc. Other constitutive rules define the number of chess pieces,
the number of squares on the board etc. Changing these rules would define dif-
ferent kinds of chess, some of which are, or have been, recognized in other cul-
tures and times as legitimare variants of the game.

Examples of regulative rules of chess could be that players are not allowed 1o
‘undo’ a move, that they can only use a hmited amount of time for a certain
number (e.g., 40} of moves (this is a common rule at chess tournaments), or that
they are not allowed to touch the chess pieces unless they intend to make a move;
and so on.

Let's now apply this to the particular speech act that we have been consider-
ing in the previous sections: ‘promising’. Recall Searle’s ‘husband-and-wite’
example: the constitutive rule (5} of promising is one according to which a
“promise is aitered and accepied as creating an obligation from the promiser to
the promisee™. The rule says nothing about having to repeat that promuse
every time one goes on a trip; on the contrary, we have a regulanve rule (3),
telhing us that we shouldn't utter a promise when its content is already scheduled
to happen (husbands are supposed to be faithful on trips). The promise of fidelity
{as enshrined in the marital vows) is therefore something that should not have
to be reiterated every time one goes off on a journey; if one does utter such an
inappropriate IFID, the implicature (see section 3.2) is thar something else is
afoot. Searle is right thar in such cases, the promisee may indeed have cause for
concern.

However, rules are mo magic wands: although promises, once given, should
not need to be remewed, they are sometimes broken {even if renewed). A
pragmatic view on promising accepts this fact of life and makes us focus on
the promiser and promisee, rather than on the promise iself. Such a view
touches upon both aspects of promising: the constitutive ane {*“What is a promise,
pragmatically speaking?') and the regulative one {"How are promises dealt with
in an actual social context?’}). Analogously in chess, if you play chess according
to the rules, you have a valid chess game. But chess is not the same for
everybody: the champion plays a very different game than the amateur; the rank
beginner, who has just internalized the rules, has no clue as to how to actually
win, even though she or he remembers everything that she or he was taught about
the game.

In Austin's terms, the IFIDs of speech act theory only indicare illocutionary
force; they don’t put that force to work. To do that, we need to lift the speech
act out of the domain of abstract description into thar of concrete action: specch
act becomes pragmatic act. (See further chapter 8.)
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In my book Whose Language?, 1 have argued for a context-oriented, prag-
matic view of language, as used by humans and for humans {Mey 1985:40f).
This pragmatic aspect should not be ‘walled off’ from the rest of linguistics
or treated as a separate component, to be added on w truth-conditional
semantics, propositional logic or *classical’ speech act theory. Rather, we should
use a perspective in which the role of the interactive user is no longer external
to our theorizing, but forms an integrated part of it. With respect to the
contextual conditions for using promises, including the general conditions of
“setting up’ a promisee, along with the specific ones for securing a particular
‘uptake’, such a role may be captured within the framework of the ‘pragmatic
act’, as | will show in detail in sechon 8.3.2. Apphed to the case of promising,
this imphes that we cannot, in all decency, talk abour promising in the
abstract: every promise is a promiser’s promise, made to a real-life promisee.
The pragmanc condinons of use for promises should, therefore, include
these users, the promisers and promisees, as well as their conditions of
INCETACTION.

Similar things can be said about other speech acts. For example, the speech
act of requesting has in its constitutive rule a stipulation that the requester wants
the requestee 1o do something for him or her. Bur thar doesn't mean thar we, at
all times and places, can or may request anything at all, as long as it's good for
us {or we think it is). The sanctions embodied in the regulative rules ("Whar is
an allowable request?’; of. *“What s a correct way of playing chess?’) derive from
the fact that we, in our daily lives, want people to do things for us thar are both
possible for them, and necessary and beneficial to us. We do not want to, and
cannot, request things thar are blatantly unreasonable and out of the question
{even though we may daydream about going to our boss and requesting that she
or he double our salary).

There are some absurd cases around of requests that are not really about
the thing they request, or even abour anything ar all, but are to be counred as
expressions of a certain pragmatic necessity; for instance, that the requester
recogmize his lowly status, as in the military: ‘Request permission to address
my captain’ (where the permission strictly is taken for granted, otherwise
the request couldn't even be uttered), or in certain religious orders, where one
must request permission to take an afternoon snack (called potus, literally “a
drink’, but in reality two hefty sandwiches), even if one doesn’t feel like having
anything (and least of all two big chunks of white bread). Such a request in reality
boils down ro a ‘pragmatic act’ (see chapter 8) of recognizing the fact that as a
member of the order (being duty-bound by a holy vow of obedience), one cannot
do anything at all except in subordination, i.e., per request and by permission
{vemia).

The reason that a particular request cannot be put into action is not contained
mn its constitutive rule as such; yet, it derives from it, just like the sanctions thar
derive from the Fifth Commandment (*Thou shalt not kill’} derive from the con-
stitutive character of the Ten Commandments (whether they are seen as the
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embodiment of divine law, or as the expression of a basic respect for human life,
property, truth etc.). Which shows thar the regulatve and the constirunve rules
perhaps are not as easily separable as was impled earlier: the regulative rules
define what the constitutive rules say they do; but the constitutive rules deter-
mine the weight that is given those rules in the daily exercise of them. As Anthony
Giddens has remarked, "all social rules have both construtive and regularive
(sanctioning) aspects to them™ (1979:66). Since in the above cases, the constitu-
tive element of the speech act i1s almost totally subsumed under the regulative
element, one understands why people like Giddens may want to abolish the dis-
tinction alvogether.

The difficulties of sharply distinguishing between constitutive and regulative
rules have their roots in the often-observed fact that speech act theory, even
though in name and prerension a theory of action, in reality is a philosophical
theory of, or about, propositions. Bickhard and Campbell express this concisely
and to the point: “Speech act theory focuses on the ‘action’ inherent in an urtter-
ance (e.g., Austin 1962; Searle 1969}, but it is still an action {a message trans-
mission, not an #sferaction) based on an encoded [abstract] proposition”
(1992:428). The illocutionary devices that Searle recognizes as carrying the *force”
of the speech act are not strictly pragmaric in nature, as they are exclusively
speaker-oriented and tie in with an abstracr content; it i1s only this (propositional)
content of the speaker’s act that is subject to the constiturive and regularive rules.
Searle’s IFIDs become thus purely abstract devices or “very general rules™, not
proper to any type of speech act, or to any concrete act of promising, request-
ing and so on:

...some of these rules seem to be just parricular manifestations as regards
promising of very general underlying rules for illocutionary acts; and ulni-
mately we should be able, as it were, to factor them omt, so that they are not
finally to be construed as rules exclusively for the illocutionary force indicat-
ing device for promising as opposed to other types of illocutionary force indi-
cating devices. (Searle 1969:63; my emphasis)

In contrast to this abstract, exclusive perspective, a pragmatic view empha-
sizes that the nature of speech acting always varies according ro various linguis-
tic uses, not only cross-language-wise, but also, and not least interestingly, within
a single language. As we have seen above, the study of the existing speech aces
of English (or any other language) is only vseful as an approsamarion. The general
problems raised by speech act theory, especially the difficult question of cross-
language equivalencies and universal, interlanguage inventories, cannot be solved
within such a framework, but require that we widen our perspective and con-
sider speech acts under the angle that they rightly deserve: as pragmatic devices
for human activity, or pragmatic acts. The following section will consider one
aspect of this problematic: the so-called ‘speech act verbs’, {I will come back to
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pragmatic acts in chapter 8; the cross-cultural diversity of speech acting will be
taken up in chapter 10.)

5.3 Speech act verbs
5.3.1 The number of speech acts

In section 5.2.1.1, | brought up four questions, the first of which was answered
in the preceding section. As to the second question:

* How many speech acts are there, and how are they expressed in language?,

this has ro do with the problem of the so-called *speech act verbs’, which is the
name hinguists have given to those verbs that somehow or other seem to be the
natural way of expressing a particular speech act.

Many suggestions have been offered as to the number of (principal) speech
acts that any particular language has to offer. The differences in opinion have o
do with, among other things, the demands placed upon one’s classificatory
criteria.

Some linguwists require the presence of some recognizable syntactic-morpho-
logical or semantic fearures that will rell us whether or not we are dealing with
a ‘real’ speech act. One may obtain a rough-and-ready typology of speech acts
by either following the traditional syntactic classification of verbal *mood’ rather
closely (indicative, subjunctive, imperartive, optarive etc., are thus all typical
expressions of some speech act); or, alternatively, by choosing to rely on broad,
semantic distinctions. An example of the larter kind is the five-part classification
offered by Searle {1979) into representatives, directives, commissives, expressives
and declarations. Although this classthcanon mainly rests on features of
‘meaning’, some of these are rather close to what traditional syntax would refer
o as ‘moods’, such as ‘indicatives’ (Searle’s ‘represenratives’) or “imperatives’
{Searle’s ‘direcrives'),™

Classifiers such as Searle belong to the category of what Verschueren (1979)
has called the ‘lumpers’: those that lump rogether their speech acts in a few, large
categories. Opposite them, we have the "splitters’, that is to say those who split
up their speech acts in a great number of classes; the actual number may be
“between five hundred and six hundred™ (Verschueren 197%:10). The individual
speech act realizations may range from 1,000 to 9,999 (as Austin has suggested),
or even go up to the rens of thousands, all depending on our patience and acumen
in making the necessary distinctions.”

Wharever the number of hypothetical speech acts, languages have historically
shown their preferences for certain, well-defined exemplars of the species, and
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expressed this preference by bestowing the honors of specific, linguistic expres-
sions on such acts; such expressions go by the name of speeck act verbs (hence-
forth SAV).

5.3.2 Speech acts, speech act verbs and performativity

Traditionally, a number of languages associate some kind of activity with the
word for ‘verb® itself. Thus, Danish has, in its rradimonally purist grammarical
nomenclature, an autochthonous rerm for the morphological category “verb™:
udsagnsord, literally: *word for predicating [understood: abour the subject]’ - a
term that clearly harkens back ro the rradinional grammar verm *predicare’, denot-
ing the role of the verb in the sentence. Another Germanic language thar has
fallen prey to the pranks of the purist grammarians is Dutch; here, a verb is called
werkwoord, literally *work word’, as if it were the verb that was doing whatever
work had to be performed in the context of the sentence - and all by wuself. A
similar “dynamic metaphor’ is encountered in the Japanese term for ‘verb’: doo-
shi, literally *move-word’.

It thus seems natural to look for expressions of limguistic activity [“work’)
among the members of the category ‘verb’, and to call those that are found to
denote speech acts (SA) “speech act verbs' (SAV). Also historically, this makes
sense: Austin's hrst discovery of the phenomena of speech acts happened in a
strictly ‘working’ environment, the classic examples being institutionalized speech
act verbs such as ‘to baptize’, ‘to invest’, ‘to dub’, *to sentence’ and so on. By
contrast, other verbs were seen as merely describing sitnanions; they were used
to produce true or false ‘statements’ about those situations. Such ‘stating’ verbs
were called by Austin {always “a man with an ear for a neologism”, as Taylor
and Cooren aptly remark; 1997:412) ‘constanives’. Since the verbs denoning ‘real’
speech acts seemed to do something, rather than merely producing candidates
for ‘truth’ or *falsehood’, Austin consequently called them ‘performatives’ (in his
famous William James lectures at Harvard University in 1955; Auson 19621.%

There is, however, and has always been, a certain asymmetry in the relation-
ship berween speech act verbs (SAVs) and speech acts (SAs} proper. First of all,
not all SAs are represented by a specihc SAV; they may be represented by several
{the sole exceptions being the ‘pure’, strictly institutionalized SAs, such as 'to
baptize’). Thus, the SA of “ordering’ may be expressed in various, often indirect
ways (see section 5.4) — by a direct “ordening’ verb, or by a “normal’ verb in the
imperative, or even by a circumlocution:

[ order you to shut the door
Shut the door!

You will shut that door,

where all three utterances express the same order.
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Second, and conversely, not every SA has a corresponding, custom-made SAV
of its own. The act of pronouncing a jury’s finding is called *to render a verdict’;
however (in English at least), there is no SAV ‘to *verdict”.*! Apparently, not all
SAs are on a par with regard to SAV status.

To see this more clearly, consider the case of the so-called *performarive verbs’
{often called ‘explicit performanves’, since most verbs p-.-.rt'urm mthing
anyway, but presumably implicitly; cf. section 5.1.3). The uttering of a sentence
ot the type:

| promise to come

carries out two separate functions: on the one hand, it tells the world that the
speaker, in this case ‘T", has performed something, namely, a promise of *coming’;
on the other, it binds me, the speaker, to my promise: the utterance ‘1 promise to
come’, when uttered by a speaker, explicitly establishes this “binding obligation™
for the speaker {Searle’s essential condition).

Now consider the same sentence in the past tense:

| promised to come.

Here, the second function, the ‘explicit performative’, is absent. What this sen-
tence does is describe a state of affairs that has happened once upon a time; it is
not a promising utterance, hence not an SA of promising, despite the use of the
word ‘promise’. Similarly, when [ say:

He promised to come,

I have not in any way performed a promise for the person referred to by *he' (cf.
section 5.2.1.2, where it was stated that no promise could be given in another
person’s stead).

The above must not be interpreted to imply that one cannot perform an SA
without having an explicit performarive at one’s disposal. It just serves to demon-
strate the differences that obtain berween SAVs with respect 1o their use and
usability. One could say that the ‘explicit performatives’ are the most extreme
cases of SAVs, in that they can perform, and necessarily perform, certain SAs for
which they are designated (given thar the proper conditions are met, among
which are, in our case, the use of the present tense and of the first person).

But couldn’t we generalize the argument, and maintain that properly speak-
ing all verbs, inasmuch they express an “activity’ of some kind, in principle are
SAVs? Such a generalizanon would not hold water in most cases, even with 5AVs
that otherwise are beyond any suspicion of non-performance. Consider the fol-
lowing pair of sentences:

I believe in God
I believe that the Earth is flat.
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While the first utterance is an *act of faith’, typically performed by an 5AV ‘to
believe’, as in the Credo in unum Deuwm of the Nicene Creed, the second is no
more than the expression of a (rather unsubstantiated) opinion or *belief’. | might
as well have said (and would maybe have been better off saying) that | suppose,
or think, or conjecture that the world s flat. However, such 15 precisely the
‘normal’, everyday use of the verb "o believe’, and we should perhaps not even
call it an SAV in such an everyday context.*

Among the more standard SAVs (i.e., the ones having, among other things,
the privilege of always being quoted by the established speech act theoreticians)
we find such verbs as “to announce’, ‘to declare’, ‘to inquire” and so on.** But are
these always ‘performative’, 1.¢., performing something? If a person says:

I hereby declare this bridge to be opened,

then (provided he or she is endowed with the proper authority} there is some
kind of performance: viz., that of opening a bridge. Bur whar if I say:

He declared himself to be innocent/that he was innocentvhis innocence?

One would be hard put {especially in the context of the judiciary) to accept this
utterance as containing a performative verb: any criminal could let himself or
herself off the hook by this kind of verbal magic.

Many speech act theoreticians, having noticed that sentences such as the above
often contain, or may contain, an adverb such as *hereby’, as in:

| hereby declare the bridge to be opened,

have used rthis adverb as a practical criverion for a true, ‘performative’ SAV.
Compare also the fact that one cannot easily or felicitously utter sentences like:

I hereby love you

or:
I hereby know that the Earth is flac.*

However, the fact that one can leginmately say, e.g.:
I hereby declare my innocence

seems to indicate that the use of “hereby’ at best is an indicator of SAVs in general,
not exclusively of performarivity; and also thar the two caregories, SAVs and
performatives, in most cases do not coincide.

Finally, there is the strange caregory of verbal expressions that have the prop-
erty of denying what they are doing, or doing what they explicitly are denying.
Consider:
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I don't want to bother you, but could you please have a look at my program?
or

I'm not threatening you, but if I ever see your face again around these
parts . . .

Here, the speaker explicitly ‘performs’ an act of not wanting to bother or
threaten the addressee, while he or she in actual fact does precisely that (and
probably wants to as well). Conversely, in such cases, the use of the verbs “to
bother’ or “to threaten®, taken by themselves, would not have the same effect as
it had above; one would hardly consider urterances such as:

I am (hereby) bothering you . . .
| {hereby) threaten vou. ..

0or evien:
I (hereby) insult you (Thomas 1996:47)

as particularly expressive or performanve of the acrs of ‘threarening’, ‘bother-
ing’, or ‘insulting’, and perhaps not even of anything ar all.

We may conclude that performativity is a property thar is not specifically
bound up with S5AVs; in Verschueren’s {1979) words, we are dealing with a per-
formativity ‘continuum’, spanning all the way from ‘institutionalized® SAVs such
as ‘to baptize’, to everyday verbs that occasionally can take on a performarive
character, such as the ones cited in the last two examples above.

5.3.3 Speech acts without SAVs

What was said in the last paragraphs of the preceding section could lead,
rather naturally, to the assumption that we may not even need SAV as a special
category of wverbs, Indeed, since performantvity is all over the werbal
spectrum {(albeir primarily residing in a small set of institutionalized verbs), we
clearly do not need a (particular) SAV (or even an SA at all, as we'll sec n
chapter 8) to perform a (speech) act, and in many cases, we cannot even prop-
erly perform the very speech act that is ‘officially’ expressed by the verb, by
making explicit mention of the appropriate verb. Two cases may serve to
illustrare the point,

The first i1s thar of the so-called ‘Speech Act Formulae’ (SAF; Verschueren
1979), These are verbal expressions that in all respects behave like SAV, except
thar they are not “regular’ verbs, but rather, stylistic or other variations on a
commaon semantic theme. For instance, | can say:
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[ want 1o express my gratitude for your valuable assistance
or, with the same effect (in a more relaxed mode):
| want to thank you for your help.

Similarly, one has locutions such as ‘to express one's intention’, “to utter a
warning’, ‘to make up one’s mind” and so on, where a simple verb could render
the same service of ‘notifying’, ‘warning’, ‘deciding’ etc.

Often, wo, individual languages handle the ‘same’ semantic units in entirely
different ways when it comes to expressing them verbally. Examples include ‘to
study” {cf. Danish at studere} vs. French faire ses études (literally: ‘to do one’s
studies’, the same as étudier), Japanese benkyoo shimasw (hiverally: ‘o do study’);
expressions for “please’: French s'il vous plait {liwerally: “if you please’), Danish
veer sd venlig (*be so kind”), Portuguese faz favor (*do [me] the favor’), Japanese
o-negai-shimasu (‘grant the honorable request’), and so on. Even though closely
related expressions may be found from one language to other, related ones, the
languages in guestion do not always avail themselves of such options; the verb
‘to realize’ exists in a French form as réaliser; however, to express the verb’s
meaning “‘to become aware of’, French uses se rendre compte (literally: *to provide
oneself with an accoont’).

The second case 15 somehow related to the first; it has o do with “verbless
expressions’ of the kind “Thanks’. One can doubt whether we always are dealing
with a verb here, let alone an SAV; witness also the fact that in many other lan-
guages, the speech act of "thanking’ has a substantive {singular or plural} as s
regular expression As examples, cf. Danish tak (a singular/plural, cf. en stor tak
(*a big thanks'), mange tak (‘many thanks"), tusind tak (*a thousand thanks’);
Finnish kiftosfksitoksia (singulac/plural “thanks’); Czech diky (*thanks’, a plural),
and so on. Other languages alternate with, or even prefer, a form of the verb “to
thank': Dutch bedamkt (*|you are] thanked'); Swedish fackar °[1] thank you’
{along with tack, of the same use and meaning as Danish tak); Czech (along with
diky) déksfi (‘1 thank'}; or even Enghish thank you {perhaps for ‘I thank you',
the “full’ speech act, which under normal circumstances would seem o be over-
doing it shghtly). Compare also the neutral French expression {almost totally
deverbalized) (Je vous sombaite un) bonjour with s literal Hunganan equivalent
J6 mapot kivdnok (*|A] good day wish I'),

It seems clear, from what [ have said so far, that speech acts, as well as speech
act verbs, only make sense when used in their proper contexts, As isolated lexical
itemns, or members of a set, they have very little to tell us. This, of course, is
nothing new; as carly as 1943, the celebrated Danish linguist Louis Hjelmslev
wrote as follows:

The so-called lexical meanings in certain signs are nothing but artificially
wolated contexrual meanings, or artificial paraphrases of such meanings. In
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absolure isolation, no sign has any meaning; all sign meaning originates in a
context, by which we either understand a situational context or an explicit
context; the disoncrion s, however, withour meaning, since we n an
unbounded or productive text (a living language) always can transform a sit-
mAlON CoNtext NG an txplii:i[ one. (1943:41; my translation)

Thar 15 to say: even if one observes an SAV in some linguistic connection, one
should not believe a speech act to be taking place, before one has considered, or
possibly created, the appropriate context. That context, however, is not a sterile
hull containing a dried-out seed: we may make rhe speech acts come alive, like
the dry bones contemplated by the prophet in the field of Megiddo (Ezckiel
37:7=8), with or without the help of 5AVs, by continually varying the context
and expanding it to suil our COMMUENICAIVE PUFPOSEs.

The “surface’ form of a particular linguistic expression (such as an SAV or
SAF) does not always and necessarily tell the truth about what it is doing.
Often, when trying 1o determine what kind of speech act we are confronted
with, we may have to disregard that form, and instead look for a ‘decper’ or
‘implied” meaning. On some occasions, speech act locutions (SAVs or SAFs) may
substitute for one another, as in the examples given above. But in addition, speech
acts may be used in ways that have nothing, or not much, to do with what they
‘really’ stand for. These so-called “indirect” speech acts are the topic of the next
section.

5.4 Indirect speech acts
5.4.1 Recognizing indirect speech acts
If 1 say o somebody:
Could you move over a bit?

I do not expect that person to ‘answer my question’ with:

Yes

Yes, perhaps | could

and not budge an inch. On the contrary, | would consider such an ‘answer” highly
inappropriate, even though | did indeed utter a question {formally characterized
as such by word order, intonation etc.) of the ‘Yes/No' type. By contrast, if the
person did move, but never “answered” my question {(as might be the case if the
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scene happened to be a cinema or concert hall), I would be perfectly happy with
his or her reacrion (or ‘answer’).

The reason for this apparent incongruity is found in the character of my ‘ques-
vion’. It was never intended as an inguiry into the physical or moral degrees of
freedom of my mterlocutor; what [ told him or her was simply to move over, but
I did so indirectly: hence we call it an indirect speech act. But how do we rec-
ognize such indirect expressions?

Here is an example onginally due to Searle (1975:61). Suppose somebody says
to a friend:

Let’s go o the movies tonight
and the friend answers:
I have to study for an exam.

What 1s this person trying ro tell his or her mterlocuter? And how do we know?
Searle himself suggests a comparison:

The problem seems to me somewhat like those problems in the epistemolog-
ical analysis of perception in which one seeks to explain how a perceiver rec-
ognizes an object on the basis of impertect sensory input. The question, How
do | know that he has made a request when he only asked me a question abour
my abilities? may be like the question, How do | know it was a car when all
I perceived was a flash going past me on the highway? (1975:82)

Sull, this does not really solve our problem: how can we know, m the example
above, that the second utterance in fact is a rejection of the proposal contained
in the first, while seeming to be completely unrelated ro it and not containing
any overt or hidden expression of negation, denial or rejection, or even a mention
of the rejecred ofter?

There are basically two ways of approaching this problem. The first one is the
philosophical-semantic one; it is based on strict reasoning and certain basic prin-
ciples of logic, such as we have become acquaimed with in chaprer 2.3, This is
the approach followed by Searle and a number of other semanticists and philoso-
phers of language; below, section 5.4.2, [ will give an example of Searle’s
reasoning.

The other, pragmatic way of looking at the problem takes its point of depar-
ture in what people actually say, and *do with their words®. It assumes, and with
a certain might, that it cannot be just by accident thar in our daily use of lan-
guage, indirect speech acts abound, and in many cases {as we have seen in section
5.2.1 in the case of the ‘promise’) are far more numerous than direct ones. More-
over, as we will see below (chapter B}, the whole enterprise of assigning speech
acts to particular, mostly hypothetical or imagined situations is in jeopardy, once
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we start thinking of those acts as performed in their proper contexrual affor-
dances, as pragmatic acts.

Thus, the occurrence of the imperative in orders or requests is dispreferred
in many languages, including English, despite its status as the ‘genuine’
expression of the speech act *order’ or ‘request’. Levinson remarks that “most
usages [of requests| are indirect™ (1983:264), whereas “imperatives are rarely
used to command or request™ (p. 275); in the same vein, Thomas observes that
“in English, it is not usual to use the words [ fmwite you to perform the acr of
inviting™ {1996:47). In general, the way we recognize indirect speech acts, and
process them properly, has to do with the way we are “set up” for recognition
and action by the context; this is also the deeper explanation of Searle’s
observation. (On ‘setting up’ in connection with pragmatic acts, see further
section §.3.2.)

[ will deal with both approaches in the following two sections.

5.4.2 The ten steps of Searle

Searle views indirect speech acting as a combinartion of two acts, a primary illo-
cutionary act (in the example above, rejecting a proposal), and a secondary one
(in this case, making a statement), where the primary act operates through, and
in force of, the secondary one:

[The urterer] performs the secondary illocutionary act by way of utrering a
sentence the LITERAL meaning of which 1s such thar its literal utterance con-
stitutes a performance of that illocutionary act. We may, therefore, . . . say that
the secondary illocutionary act is literal; the primary illocutionary act is not
literal . . . The question is, How does [the listener] understand the nonliteral
primary illocunionary act from understanding the literal secondary illecution-
ary act? (1975:62)

In order to answer this question, Searle builds a ten-step pyramid of reason-
ing at whose summit he places his conclusion as a logically necessary keystone.
The steps go as follows (A will denote the proposer, B the rejecter; both are
assumed o be male):

Step 1 A has urtered a suggestion (to go to the movies); B has urtered a state-
ment {about studying for an exam). These are the bare facts of the case.

Step 2 A assumes B 1o be cooperative in the conversation situation, that is, his
answer is taken to be relevant, in accordance with the maxim of relevance
under the Cooperative Principle.

Step 3 Relevant answers in rhe situation ar hand (where a suggestionfrequest is
being made) are found among the following: acceprance, rejection, counter-
suggestion (“Why don’t we make it romorrow?”), suggestion for further dis-



114 Micropragmatics

cussion {“That entirely depends on what's on™) - and perhaps a few more,
depending on the circumstances.

Step 4 None of the relevant answers in step 3 matches the actual answer given,
so that the latter, taken at face value, must be said not to be one of these. {Ths
follows from steps 1 and 3.)

Step 5 'We must, therefore, assume rthat B means more [or something entirely
different) by wttering his statement than what it says at face value. That is to
say, his primary intention (see above) is different from his secondary one. This
follows from steps 2 and 4; it is the ‘crucial link’ in the argumentative chain:
unless we can distinguish the primary from the literal, there is no way of
making sense of indirect speech acts, says Searle (1975:63).

Step 6 [Everybody knows that one needs time to study for an exam, and thar
going to the movies may result in precious study time being lost - something
many students cannot afford, especially in a pre-exam situation. This is factual,
shared informarion about the world, carrying the same weight as the facts men-
tioned above, under step 1.

Step 7 Hence, it is likely that B cannot {or doesn't want to} combine the two
things: go to the cinema and study; this is an immediate consequence of the
preceding step.

Step 8 Speech act theory has taught us that among the preparatory conditions
for any speech act having to do with proposals are the ability, and willingness,
to carry out such a proposed act.

Step 9 From this, I can infer thar B’ utterance in all likelihood is meant to tell
me that he cannot accept my proposal (this follows from steps 1, 7 and 8).
Step 10 We must conclude rhat B's primary intennion in mentioning his exam

preparation has been to reject A's proposal (from steps 5 and 9).%

5.4.3 The pragmatic view

Starting out from the observation that indirect speech acts (despite their name)
in many cases are the most common, “direct’ realizations of what we have come
to know as ‘illocutionary force’, one could ask whether it would not be wiser ro
concentrate on the pragmatic aspects of that force, rather than try and establish
watertight semantic and syntactic criteria for individual speech acts and speech
act verbs. Such an approach would have the advantage of being closer 1o whar
people actually do with their words; the drawback would be that in such an
approach, the original insights abour speech acts {such as Austins, discussed
earlier in this chapter) could be lost.

However, on closer looks, such a drawback i1s not real. A truly pragmanc
approach would, in any case, concentrare on what users do; but it would not
stop there. Users are part of a world of usage: they are never alone in their use
of language, but use their language as members of a speech community that
reflects the conditions of the community at large.
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Among those condinons are the institutions that society, that is, the socal
humans, have created for themselves: the legislative, the executive, the judiciary,
and other organs of the state; the various religious bodies such as faiths and
churches; human social institutions such as marriage, the family, the marker and
so on. In all such institutions and bodies, certain human agreements and customs
have become legalized, and this legalization has found its symbolic representa-
tion in language.

In this manner, language transcends the historical boundaries of the *here and
now', as well as the subjective imitations of the individual’s knowledge and expe-
rience. Language, in symbolizing human life, standardizes and codifies it. Thus,
we are able to speak of language as defining, indeed ‘constructing’, social insti-
tutions (while we, on the other hand, maintain that the social reality, in a deeper
sense, 15 the basis of the phenomenon of language; see further chaprer 11}, Thus,
we can (with Berger and Luckmann 1966) speak not only of the *social con-
struction of reality” but of the ‘linguistic construction of social facts™

[lJanguage . . . constructs immense edifices of symbolic representations that
appear to tower over the reality of everyday lite like gigantic presences from
another world. Religion, philosophy, art, and science are the historically most
important symbal systems of this kind. To name these is already to say thar,
despite the maximal detachment from everyday expenience thar the construc-
tion of these systems requires, they can be of very great importance indeed for
the reality of everyday life. Language is capable not only of constructing
symbols that are highly abstracted from everyday experience, bur also of
‘bringing back’ these symbols and appresenting them [presumably: ‘abstractly
presenting them to us’] as objectively real elements in everyday life. {1966:40)

As examples, we may think of the language of the law, or legal language; the
language of the church, or religious language: the language of instirurionalized
aggression, or military language; and so on. In these languages, people have seen
fit to standardize certain linguistic symbolizations in order to perform certain,
appropriate functions that are pertinent to the existence and survival of the insti-
tations and their members. Thus, we find language defning the nstirution of
marriage, prescribing the correct ways of entering a binding matrimonial con-
tract; there is language establishing the correct exercise of the judiciary power as
it is embodied in the shape of judges, junes and courts of justices, by allowing
only certain, well-defined expressions to be used and *sentences’ (in the double
meaning of the word) to be pronounced; and so on.

In this connection, it is important to note that the real performarive value of
a particular ‘constructed symbol’, a linguistic *prime’ such as the speech act verb
‘o baprize’, is actually pretry restricted. The performance of the act of baptizing
15 closely bound up with the utterance of precisely the words “I baptize thee™
icf. section 5.1.3). This particular language both guarantees, and vouchsafes, the
exercise of a highly specific speech act; however, it can only achieve this pertor-
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mance as the legalized embodiment of a highly institutionalized, and institution-
ally empowered, social function. Bur also in less fossilized, more normal situa-
tions, we find language use that relies heavily on interaction in order to be
effective: institurional surroundings such as the court, the classroom, the hospi-
tal, the physician’s office etc. provide ample evidence.

The case of doctor-patient ‘conversation’ comes to mind as a particularly good
and well-studied example. A number of authors, such as Lacoste {1981}, Tre-
ichler et al. Beckmann (1984) and Nijhot (1998}, have shown that the power of
language in a situation such as the medical interview depends on two factors:
one, the power that one ‘brings with one’, in virtue of one's status, c.g., as a
physician or a patient; two, successful negotiation in the course of the interview.
This latrer relation, while snll asymmetrical, is nevertheless also murual: the
docror has to rely on the patient for obtaining crucial information, just as much
as the patient depends on the doctor for obtaining the remedy he or she seeks
tor his or her ailments.

An interesting circumstance, already mentioned in the research by Treichler
et al. {1984}, bur brought out more clearly in recent work by Davidson {1998}
on the interpretation of medical discourse, is that the exchange of informarion
becomes more effective in an environment of reduced unilateral power; thus, a
medical student who ‘converses’ with the patient {*out of curiosity™, as he says)
after the ‘real’ interview by the physician, is able to elicit vital informartion that
would have helped the doctor immensely in her diagnosis, had she had access 1o
it. Clearly, this shows thar when all is said and done, the power you bring with
vou may be a major factor in determining your position as a negotiator; but your
success in the negotiation process depends just as much on how you handle that
power {or the lack of ir}.%

In a way, traditional speech act theory has put the cart before the horse. The
case of the performanves, paraded for inspection on every occasion, is a very
special one indeed, and one that 1s rather far removed from normal use of lan-
guage. In real-world interaction, successful performance is not exclusively due to
the power inherent either in the user or in his or her words or speech acrs; uln-
mately, this power resides in the sociery, but is mediated and negotiated, through
the use of ‘pragmatic acts’, in the institutional serting of a particular societal
context. (See further chapter 8.)

Also when it comes to more mundane problems (such as: how to characrer-
ize a question? or: what is the proper answer to a question?), the criterion of
strict ‘performartivity’ is ruefully inadequare. In accordance with everyday lan-
guage use, the only decent characterization of a ‘good” answer to a question is:
*one which all the participants in a particular context of guestion-asking and
-answering find acceptable’.””

But does that imply that we do not “perform’ things with words? By no means.
However, we may perform in many ways, and the ‘performanive verbs’ are not
even a major tool in this respect, as we have seen; neither are speech acts as such,
as we will see. With regard to the indirect speech acts, which were the original
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topic of this section, we conclude that they are not *abnormal’ cases (neither in
theory nor in pracuce); rather, the problem cases are those that earlier were
thought of as *normal’, because they seemed to conform to the standards set for
speaking with the proper illocutionary force. As the case of the indirect speech
acts has shown, the ‘normalcy” of speech acting does not strictly depend on a
particular verbalization; in fact, indirect speech can be a much more effective way
of ‘getting one’s act together’ than using a regular SA (as Thomas has shown per-
suasively and in grear detail; 1996:142-6).

As pragmaticists, we must ask, first of all, when exercising our power of
speech, whar effects our speech acting has, or can have, when performed in the
actual social (institutional and other) surroundings. This, again, will force vs to
revise whatever classifications we have adopted of speech acts and of their ways
of being expressed, by placing grearer emphasis on the ways the context creates
the “affordances’ (see section 8.4.2) for our societal and linguistic conduoct; in
short: for our acting pragmatically. The classification of speech acts offered in
the next section should be read in the light of these comments.

5.5 Classifying speech acts
5.5.1 The illocutionary verb fallacy

In his 1977 article ‘A classification of illocationary acts’, Searle stares the fol-
lowing: “The primary purpose of this paper 15 to develop a reasoned classifica-
tion of illocutionary acts into certain basic categories or types” (p. 27). In saying
this, Searle takes exception vo Austin’s original classihication (into *verdictive’,
‘expositive’, ‘exercitive’, *behabitive’ and “commissive’ acrs; 1962:109f). Among
other things, Searle crinicizes Austin for operating with overlapping criteria, for
having incompatible elements within his categories, for including elements in his
categories that do not satisfy the definition of the category, and so on. But mainly,
Searle is unhappy about the fact that Austin apparently does not pay atrention
to the difference between speech acts and speech act verbs; the existence or non-
existence of the latter cannot (and should not) be a cnitenon for the existence or
non-existence of a particular speech act.

In the same vein, Leech criticizes Austin for committing the grave error of sup-
posing thar “verbs in the English language correspond one-to-one with categories
of speech act™: again, a confusion of speech acts and speech act verbs. In Leech's
words, *[Austin's| classification (into “Verdictives'],| *Exercitives”, *Commissives’,
‘Behabitives’, and ‘Expositives’} is a prime example of what | have . . . called the
‘Mocutionary-Verb Fallacy™™ (1983:176), a fallacy that is closely connected to
the problems 1 have discussed earlier in this chaprer under the heading of *per-
formativity” and us pitfalls. As Thomas aptly puts it, “Austin had {at least tacitly)
equated ‘doing things with words” with the existence of a corresponding perfor-
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mative verb”™ (1996:46); the fact s that we can do many things with words
without ever having to resort to a specific verb or verb phrase.

When trying to establish the differences between the different speech acts {as,
¢.g-, in the categorization proposed by Austin}, one soon discovers that there are
many levels at which speech acts can differ. Searle puts it as follows: “there are
several quite different principles of distinction: that is, there are different kinds
of difference that enable us to say that the force of this utterance is different from
the force of that urterance™ (1977:27).

This being conscious of the “‘differences that make a difference’ (Bateson)
should keep us from identifying speech act verbs with speech act types; however,
in reality we hurry to conclusions of precisely this kind, as soon as we observe
two non-synonymous speech act verbs seemingly performing different speech acts
{e.g., ‘to order’ and *to command'). Especially when doing cross-language com-
parisons, we tend to see differences in speech acting precisely because the other
language’s speech act verbing is different from what we are accustomed 1o *back
home'. To take a very simple example from two well-known, closely relared
European languages, German and English: whereas German has two verbs
describing the action of ‘asking’ (biften, when you ask for a favor; fragen, when
you're asking for information), English has only one: ‘to ask’. When evaluating
such cases, we have to ask ourselves how much of the difference is due to van-
ations in forcefulness, politeness, directness of expression etc. in speech acring,
and how much to authennc differences with regard to illocutionary point.

Compare also the naive enthusiasm that many first-rime second-language {(L,}
learners display for the ‘nchness’ of the (however parnally acquired) new lan-
guage acquaintance, as compared to L, the ‘poor relative’ in the old country.
One frequently hears such learners, after they have become relatively competent
m the foreign idiom, say something like; “Now that I've learned this second lan-
guage, | just can't say anyrhing in my own language any more without feeling
totally inept.’

The psychological explanation of this phenomenon is that, as you expand your
horizon, taking in the different dimensions of another culture, you acquire a lan-
guage to deal with those differences. It is not always easy, or even practically fea-
sible, to ‘feed back® those new experiences into the old language. A new wording
process, geared to the new realities, is taking place in the L; learner; the old (L,)
wording will be expenenced, and quite rightly so, as inadequate for those new
processes. The result is similar to the *moving trains’ effece, by which we per-
ceive ourselves as moving, whereas it in reality is the other train pulling out of
the station. In the same way, we experience the new language as *better’, only
because it 15 differently (and, of course, betrer) onented toward our current, dif-
ferent state of mind-in-the-world. [See further chapter 10.)

With respect to the problems having to do with the ditferent kinds of speech
acting and their relationships 1o illocutionary verbs, Searle issues a general
warning: “Ditterences in illocutionary verbs are a good guide, but by no means
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a sure guide to differences in illocutionary acts™ (1977:28). Searle goes on to enu-
merate rwelve dimensions along which speech acts can be different, such as illo-
cutionary point, it of speech to world and vice versa, the psychological state of
the speaker, the force of the act, and so on. Among these twelve, he then selects
a few o guide him roward a defimitive typology of speech acts; this typology will
be the subject of the next section.

5.5.2 Searle’s classification of speech acts

As we saw in the preceding section, Searle (1977) finds fault with Austin’s tax-
onomy of speech acts for various reasons (inconsistency, incompleteness and so
on). His rwelve crirenia (mentioned there) are supposed to lay the foundations
for a better classihcatory procedure. Yet, out of his twelve cnitenia, Searle only
uses four:

* jllocunonary point (the ‘torce’ of the speech act in Austin’s terminology; see
secoion 5.1.3)

* direction of bt (the way the speech acr hts the world, andfor the world the
speech act)

» expressed psychological state (of the speaker: a *belief’ may be expressed as
a statement, an assertion, a remark etc.)

* content {what the speech act is "about’; e.g., a ‘promise” to attend the party
has the same content as a “refusal’, and so on).

As a fifth critenion (not included in Searle’s dozen), one could appropriately
mention:

* reference (to both speaker and heareris)},

since speakers and hearers are the principal actors on the speech acting scene.
Curiously, while speakers are implicitly present in most discussions, hearers are
never explicitly dealt wath, even though they do occur in Searle’s early descrip-
tions of the individual speech aces.

A further, sixth criterion, though mentioned under the heading of ‘social insti-
tutions’, 18 never put to work i Searle’s descriptive typology, even though it, roo,
is essential for a pragmaric understanding of speech acting. Below, in chaprer 11,
I will deal more closely with what | call the:

* contextual conditions of speech acring, thar is, the societal framework in
which a speech act has to be performed in order to be valid.

The five speech act categories that Searle ends up establishing are:
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* representatives (or assertives)
* directives

*  COMMISSIVES

*  EXPressives

s  declaranons. (1977:34)

I will discuss the categories in this order. Subsequently, | will consider the result-
ing taxonomy, and then compare it to the one suggested by Aostin.

5.5.2.1 Representatives

These speech acts are assertions abour a state of affairs in the world (hence they
are also called ‘assertives’; Leech 1983:128), and thus carry the values “true’ or
“false’, This is their ‘point’; as to ‘fit’, they should, of course, match the world in
order 1o be true.

Assertions often, maybe even always, represent a subjective stare of mind: the
speaker who asserts a proposition as true does so in force of his or her belief.
The belief may have different degrees of “force’: it makes a difference whether |
postulate something or merely hypothesize; however, the point of the speech act
remains the same.

Thus, there seem to be many ‘asserting’ statements for which the ‘trueffalse’
criterion does not hold. Is a complaint true or false? We say that a complaint is
justified if and only if the content of the complaint is cruthful, i.e., represents the
world in a trwe manner; but that is not the same as saying that the complaint is
Iriee.

§.5.2.2 Directives

As the name says, these speech acts embody an effort on the part of the speaker
to get the hearer 1o do something, to *direct’ him or her towards some goal {of
the speaker’s, mostly). This is their illocunionary point; at the extreme end of this
category, we have the classical imperatives.

As to the ‘hr’ that these speech acts represent, there is also a clear ‘direction’
in the technical sense of this term, viz., from world to words: the world is adapted
to the uttered words. Thus, imperatives (at least in intention) change the world
in that they (hopefully) make things happen in accordance with my wishes.

Diirectives ditfer in force: from pious wish to peremptory, harsh order. Austin
places them under either ‘exercitives” or “behabitives”,

5.5.2.3 Commissives

This class turms out to be more or less identical with Austn's of the same name;
Searle calls it ‘unexceptionable’ {1977:35). Like directives, commissives operate
a change in the world by means of creating an obligation; however, this obliga-
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tion is created in the speaker, not in the hearer, as in the case of the directives.
As an instance, compare the difference between a request and a promise: the first
is a directive, the second a commissive. As to their ‘direction of Ar’, they are iden-
tical (world adapted to words). However, the ‘locus’ of the obligation created is
different: whereas the promise creates an obligation in the promiser, the request
does so in the ‘requires’.

It has been suggested to lump these two speech acts, requests and promises,
together in one caregory of ‘obligatives’. For Searle, the problem with this sug-
gestion is in the nature of the obligation: requesting somebody to do something
does not create the kind of obligation that a promise does.

However, one could perhaps consider the act of promising to be a particular
kind of request, specifically directed towards the speaker: thus, the difference
between directives and commissives would be one of direction; in addition, such
a request would have a speaial, binding ‘promissory force’. Such a hypothesis
would square well with the varying degrees of force that one has to assign o
promises anvhow: as we have seen above, there are great differences in the ways
people use promises from culture to culture, something which has been the cause
of much misunderstanding and has given rise 1o a number of cross-cultural pre-
judices {on promises, see my earlier remarks ar the end of section 5.1.2; see
further chapter 10).

3.5.2.4 Expressives

This speech act, as the word says, expresses an inner state of the speaker; the
expression is essentially subjective and tells us nothing about the world, Saying
‘Excuse me” when stepping on a person's toe (to use Searle’s example) has nothing
to do, cavsally or in rerms of consequence, with the act of stepping as such: the
words ‘Excuse me’ do not change anything here, done is done, and both stepper
and ‘steppee’ will have to live with the change in world conditions that a stepped-
on toe represents. In this sense, the criterion of *it’ cannor be said to operare.
(However, as we will see below, there is another sense in which we can speak of
“fit’, and here world conditions do play a role.)

One might ask why on earth people would bother to utter apologetic expres-
sions when committing social and other gatfes, when the evil is done anyway and
cannot be reversed — especially in cases where an evil intention seems to be fore-
closed. People do not normally step on other people’ roes for fun, or with pre-
meditation; and if they indeed should so do, they certainly will not apologize
{except perhaps for fun, or in hypocrisy).

This is certainly a point to take into consideration when discussing the speech
act of ‘expressives’: because of its subjective character, this speech act is also
subject to limitations and changes according to different conceptualizations of
social guilt behavior. In Japan, e.g., it is not customary to say Summmasen (‘Excuse
me’) when stepping on people’s toes in the subway; on the contrary, apologizing
tor such a (mostly unavoidable) social blunder would make people suppose that
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one indeed had had evil intentions. In the same vein, only the good Lord can,

strictly speaking, apologize for bad weather; common humans can only be both-
ered or irritated by it.

Another matter is the truth of the expressive speech act — or rather, the truth
of the ‘embedded proposition’, called (somewhat musleadingly) a *property” of
the speech act by Searle. If I congratulate somebody on an exam, the presuppo-
sition is thar there indeed has been an exam, and that the person has passed
{unless I'm being ironical, or even sarcastic). The offering of condolences in the
case of a bereavement is an expression of sorrow, supposed to be present in the
speaker and to be in sympathy with the stare of sorrow in the hearer; this natu-
rally presupposes that the hearer indeed has suffered the loss | offer my condo-
lences for {again, barring hypocrisy and the like).*

5.5.2.5 Declarations

This is Austin’s ‘original’ category; the ‘declararive’ speech act in:
[ declare this bridge to be opened

changes the state of affairs in the world with respect to the bridge. What earlier
was a ‘not-yet-opened’ bridge now becomes an opened bridge. Similarly in the
case of:

I declare you to be husband and wife,

the marriage candidates cease 1o be just an ordinary (albeit loving) pair of people,
and become a married couple. In Searle’s words: “Declarations bring abour some
alternation in the status or condition of the referred to object or objects solely
by virtue of the fact thar the declaration has been successfully performed”
(1977:37).

Austin vsed this distinction to establish what he saw as the main divider in
speech act theory: the difference between ‘locutionary’ and ‘illocutionary” acts
iwhich was introduced earlier, section §.1.3). On the face of it, an urterance such
as:

I just resigned
is as much a declarative statement as:
You're (hereby) fired;
however, the big difference is that while the former urterance is a purely descrip-

uve statement (which does not change my universe of employment, only reports
on such a change), the latter 1s the fatal utterance terminating my relationship
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with the firm | may have been working for most of my life; in the first case, |
choose my words such that they fit the world, whereas in the second, the speaker
fits the world to his or her words.

This was also how Austin arrived at the first, main distinction berween purely
‘constative’ and ‘performative’ verbs (see section 5.3.2), a distinction that, despite
its original popularity, subsequently came under much artack; actually, Austin
himself had already abandoned the distinction in the last chaprer of his How To
Do Things With Words (1962:ch. 11; see Thomas 1996:49), The reason was that
even the simplest, most neutral statement still has some effect on the world in
which it is enunciated; this effect is obtained by some sort of illocutionary, ‘enun-
ciative’ act. The difference between such enunciative acts and the original per-
formative ones would then be either in the change they operate on the world, or
in their respective forces (as in the case of the directives discussed above), or both
- but not in the performative quality of one of the members of the distinction.
And this is precisely the insight Searle maintains Austin arrived at:

The main theme of Austin's mature work, How To Do Things With Words,
is thar this distinction |berween locutionary and illocutionary acis] collapses.
Just as saying certain things constiture [sic] gemming married {a *performanve’),
and saving certain things constitute [sic] making a promise {another ‘perfor-
mative'}, so saying certain things constitute [sic] making a statement (suppos-
edly a ‘constative’). As Austin saw, but as many philosophers sull fail o
see, the parallel s exact. Making a statement is as much performing an
illocutionary act as making a promise, a ber, a warning, or what have you.

Any utterance will consist in performing one or more illocutionary acts.
(1977:37)

When we tocus on the “fit" between world and words, however, the declara-
tives seem to occupy a privileged place. Even though ‘declaring’ thar you've been
fired may be a perfectly all right illocutionary act, it still isn't the declarative, in
and by itself, that changed your employment situation. That declaration has to
obey other conditions, such as being uttered by a person in power (recall the case
of the emergency ward physician, discussed in section 5.1.3).

Interestingly, in cases where changes of the latter type are really important in
the context of society, the two speech act types are assigned to (theoretically at
least) independent societal institutions. This is the philosophy underlying the sep-
aration of powers in modern, secular society, or (as in the judiciary) the separa-
nion of the power of ‘declaring’ in the first sense {as performed by the jury in
rendering a verdict: *Guilty/Not guilty'), and that of ‘declaring” in the second
sense (as performed by the judge in sentencing: “To be hanged by the neck until
dead’).

Morice especially rthat the judge’s declaration {in the hrst sense) does change
the world for the accused, and that the sentence, once executed, cannot be
undone. Still, the judge has not ‘declared’ (in the first sense) the person to have
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committed the crime of which he or she stands accused; thar speech act, being
separated from the execunion of the sentence, can ar any rime be undone. This
is the ultimare sense of rehabilitating the victims of "persecutive speech acting” in
the world of politics: the truth cannot and should not be allowed to die, even if
people can.

5.5.3 Austin and Searle

Various criticisms have been offered of Austin’s onginal theory of speech acts,
and in particular of his classtheatory categones. The classihcation discussed in
the preceding sections was developed by Searle in order to overcome some of the
weaknesses inherent in Austin’s system. The guestion is now: has Searle’s pro-
posal been successful, and if not, what is the reason?

Searle is undoubtedly right in criticizing Austin (as many others have done;
see, €.&., Thomas 1996:28-33) for the deficiencies in his classificatory schema.
For instance, the categories that Austin establishes are not murually exclusive,
as their criteria often overlap (e.g., the speech act of *describing’ belongs ar the
same time in the category of "verdictives’ and in that of "expositives’; cf. also the
problems with ‘declaring’ that we discussed above, section 5.5.2.5). Further, as
we have seen, there is, in Austin’s work, a rather general confusion berween the
notion of *speech act’ and that of *speech act verb’; the defnitions of speech acts
that Austin provides are too wide; and so on.

Suill, in order 1o do due justice to all parties, one should not forger that Ausnn
himself was not always happy with the classes of speech acts he proposed: among
others, his *behabitives” {or “exercitives’; Searle’s “directives’) caused him a ot of
trouble. But even though Austin, in his descriprion of individual speech acts, often
ended up describing particular speech act verbs in English, the importance of his
discovery, viz., thar language is an instrument of action, not just of speaking, has
not diminished over nime.

When it comes ro evaluating Searle’s classification, the first thing one notes is
that it in many respects resembles Austin's. Searle, like Austin, distinguishes five
classes of speech acrs; and one of Searle’s classes, the so-called ‘commissives’, 15
more or less the same as the class defined by Austin under rhat name. In Searle's
exposition, much is made of all the different ¢riteria that one could employ in
order to establish a coherent and consistent taxonomy; but when it comes o
applying the criteria, only a few of them are used, and not even these are applied
all the time, by Searle's own admission {cf. the case of ‘complaining’, discussed
in section 5.5.2.1). Also, the criterion of “truthfulness” has a rather uncertain
status: Searle (1977:35) admuts that it strictly speaking 15 neither necessary nor
sufficient to establish the category of *assertives’ {incidentally, the same criticism
that he had carlier directed ar some of Austin's classifying characteristics).

However, in one respect Searle’s taxonomy is superior o Austin’s: it is more
onented roward the real world, inasmuch as it takes its poinr of deparrure in
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what actually is the case, namely that people perform a speech act whenever
they use language, irrespective of the *performarive’ criterion. Since all acts of
speaking perform something in the world, they have an illocutionary character;
therefore, the interest of linguists and philosophers should center on those illo-
cutionary aspects of language use, rather than on the somewhat dubious dis-
nnction between locunonary and illocutionary acts (which Searle, by the way,
never has accepted; cf. 1969:23).

If one wants to criticize Searle and his categonzation, one cannot overlook the
fact that both he and Austin, as philosophers, had certain objectives in describ-
ing language which, for linguistic purposes, did not always seem that relevant.
Both Austin and Searle operate on the ‘one sentence, one case principle’; thar is
to say, in order o illustrate their theory, they use sentences that are characreris-
tic of the ‘case’ under discussion, e.g., a particular speech act. Over the years,
with the development of pragmaric linguistics, the shortcomings of the ‘case
approach’ have become more and more prominent; as an instance, consider again
the speech act of promising.

Austin, n discussing promises, limits himself to one single instance, one
isolated urterance of promising; Searle does the same. However, if we look ar
promises from a slightly wider perspective, we notice thar the context in which
a promise is made is of the urmost importance for its status as a promise and for
its binding effects. Take the case of a young person promising his or her parents
not to smoke before the age of eighteen. In this case, the social condimons sur-
rounding the execution of such a promise can be exceedingly difficult {peer group
pressure, work conditions etc.). In such a context, a ‘pared-down’ promise would
make more sense: rather than simply saymng ‘I won't smoke until I'm eighteen’,
the young person could successfully promise not to smoke inside the house, or
outside his or her own room, and so on.

Similarly, in the case of the ‘vow” vs. the ‘promise’, it 1s the societal context
that makes us distinguish between the rwo. The vow is a solemn public promise
with grear illocutionary force, and should only be used in contexts where sociery
imposes a need of such a unigue promising, invoking sanctions of all kinds and
promising select, often recognizable, social status to the promisers {as in the case
of monks and nuns, or of the Vestal Virgins of ancient Rome).

The societal context is a kind of ‘preparatory condition’ on vows and,
in general, any kind of promise — a contextual condition that obliges both
promiser and promisee to look for affordances and constraints that would
create or abrogate certain rights and obligations, either to accept the promise or
to reject it, to contract the obligation contained in the promise or to forego
it. Why is a promise made to a person about to die considered more binding
than a regular promise? Can | accept a promise from a person who evidently is
not able to realize what the promise is all abour? {As a child, [ used 1o rell
my mother [ would never leave her; luckily, she didn’t hold me to my
promise.) Indeed, for promises as for other speech acts, with regard to
their preparatory, essential and other felicity conditions, the condition over all
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conditions 15 the bwman conditon: “Felicity’s condition®, to guote Goffman
(1983:53).

All this may seem fairly obvious. But how then to explain that we are only
able or willing to admit the importance of such factors ar times when we are
motivated by other considerations, such as the need to be *pedagogical” with
regard to one’s children, not wanting to bind them to promises they evidently
cannot ever keep? Clearly, the problem is not one of being *nice’ or *adult’® abour
one’s promuses: it touches the very core of the speech act and the contextual
{social and institutional} conditions for its valid and legal use.

Questions such as these are never brought to the fore in Austin’s or Searle’s
discussions. Even though Searle mentions the institutional characrer of speech
acting, he does not include this contexrual factor among his criteria for classify-
ing speech acts.

As pragmaticists, we should pay serious attention to contextual conditions
when describing speech acts and, in general, people’s use of language. If the con-
textual conditions for a particular speech act’s being realized are not met, then
there simply is no speech act, no matter whart is said or written. In the legal tra-
dition, this insight has furnished us with the category of *promises under duress’,
which aren't promises ar all; similarly, court sentences and other legal documents
are invalid unless pronounced and promulgated by duly appointed magistrates
using the official channels. Other speech act categories show similar examples,
as does speech acting in other cultures (see further chapter 10). A general, wider
framework for the success or failure of speech acts will be set out in chapter B,
where I discuss the concept of ‘pragmaric act’.

Review and discussion

1. Consider the following utterances:
{a)
Do you know what time it is?
(b)
Do you have the correct time?
()
Can you tell me how ro ger to the men's (ladies’) room?
(d)

Do you see the sale anywhere?
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(e}
It's cold in here.
(f)
Isn't this soup rather bland?

{Juestinns:
Whart kinds of speech act are we dealing with here? Name the individual utrer-
ances as being either direct or indirect, and specify their illocutionary point.

In particular, how s (a) different from {b}?
What 1s the difference between a guestion like (b) or (c) and a question like (f)?

Where does question (d) belong? How is this similar o statement (e)? (Hint: refer
to section 3.1.)

2. Of presidents and promises

On January 14, 1993, then President-Elect Bill Clinton spoke to journalists on
account of rumors thar he might go back on some of his promises made during
the electoral campaign. This issue came wp with particular force after a number
of Haitian *boat people’ had been stopped and turned back from the coasts ot
Flonda, and Clinton had reversed his earlier stand, made during the cam-
paign, according to which he wouldn't turn away any Hainan refugees. When
cornered by some rather insistent journalists, Clinton came up with the follow-
INg statement:

I think it would be foolish for the president of the United States, for any pres-
ident of the United States, not to respond to changing circumstances. Every
president of the United Stares, as far as | know, and parnicularly those who
have done a good job, have known how to respond 1o changing circumstances.
It would clearly be foolish tor a president of the United States to do other-
wise. (National Public Radio broadcast, 8:00 a.m., January 15, 1993)

Two days later, on Sunday Januvary 17, Narional Public Radio news analyst
Daniel Schorr read a mock “pre-inaugural statement’ ascribed ro Bill Clinton, in
which he made the president-elect take back all his promises before the inaugu-
ration “so he wouldn't have to break them afterwards™. Schort/Clinton con-
cluded his *address’ with the words: “Campaigning is not the same as governing.”™

Ouestions:
What can one say about promises made during an electoral campaign, if you
look at them from a Searlian point of view? [Think especially of the sincerity
condition. )
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Then consider the felicity conditions of presidential promusing during a campaign
(conditions that would hold for anybody who is running for office and makes
speeches in connecrion with that). Here, an important pomnt would be to weigh
the possibility for the promiser 1o carry out the promise and, in general, the value
of an electoral promuse, as compared to a ‘regular’ promise between people. Can
you give any explanation for the difference, if there is any?

In light of your considerations, how would you evaloate the sentence: “Cam-
paigning 15 not the same as goverming”? Do you agree? Why (not)?

If vou were to assign Clinton's words an illocutionary label, what kind of speech
act would they represent? And what would their *force” be? {*Force® here 1s not
to be taken as synonymous with “point’; of. n. 53.)

Is the “force” of the presidentr’s words a significant factor here, pragmancally
speaking? How does such a “pragmanc” torce relate to the perlocutionary effects
of Clinton's utterances?

Now, going back ro Clinton answering the journalists, can you point ro anything
in his choice of words and way of speaking that could be called unosual? {Keep
in mind that the extract represents a press conference transcript; the reply was
not prepared beforehand.) How would you go about explaining this phenome-
non? (See also the next exercise.)

3. Consider the following text {from a bankrupicy court order, Northern Dis-
trict of lllinois, Eastern Division, by Judge Jack B. Schmaetterer, tn re the peti-
tion for relief by the well-known bankrupted bicycle manufacturing company
Schwinn, December 28, 1992):

Enclosed is a form of a Proof of Claim. Each Proof of Claim must be filed
... on or before 4:30 p.m. Chicago, lllinois rime, on January 6, 1993 ..,

PLEASE TAKE FURTHER NOTICE THAT ... ANY HOLDER OF A
CLAIM WHO FAILS TO FILE A PROOF OF CLAIM ON OR BEFORE 4:30
PM. CHICAGO TIME, ON JANUARY 6, 1993, ... SHALL BE FOREVER
BARRED, ESTOPPED, AND ENJOINED FROM ASSERTING SUCH
CLAIM (OR FILING A FROOF OF CLAIM WITH RESPECT THERETO),

The text above represents the kind of prose that we often refer to as legalese’,
a sort of juridical mumbo-jumbo that is as loved by the lawyers as it i1s detested
by the general public. The latter are usually unable to understand its finesses,
which 1s why {with an apt terminology) we speak of the *fine print’ of a contract:
hard to read and hard to understand, especially insofar as it restricts your rights,
and in general makes living with the contract more difficule (and of course more
expensive) than you'd ever expected. Legalese excels ar producing unusual speech
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act verbs; terms such as “estopped” or ‘enjoined” are hard to imagine being used
in everyday conversation or normal literary prose.

{Jestiomns:

How many speech acts can you identify in the above text, and how are they
expressed?

Looking at the speech act verbs representing those speech acts, what do you
notice? (Hint: consult section 5.1.3 on illocutionary point and force. )

Why do you think the judiciary uses this kind of language? (Hint: think of the
‘telicity conditions’ for such speech acts as *baprizing'.)

What does this text make clear about the difference between 5As and SAVs?
4. Consider the following speech acts:
(a}
I promise not to keep this promise
{b)
Do not read this sign
{c)

Whoever reads this is crazy { Wie dit leest 15 gek — popular Durch fence graf-
fito from the chirties).

All the above speech acts are somehow deviant, but not in exactly the same
way, For instance, in (a) a condition 15 violated (which?), whereas (b) 15 self-
contradictory (bur still a speech act?). In (c), we have a similar problem: some
conditions are not properly mer. (Hint: think of Napoleon crowning himself as
emperor in the Paris Cathedral of Notre Dame in 1806.)

Ouestion:
How do you explain these anomalies in {more or lessi Searhan rerms?

5. Consider the following urterances:
(a)
Sit down

{b)

Please sit down
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(c)
Please have a drink
(d)
Please have a nice vacation

(e)
Please be good 1o me

{conventional literal translation of the Japanese expression of greeting doozo
yoroshiku, more or less corresponding o *How do you do’, and given in retumn
to Hajimemashite, literally: “We have begun’, the opening phrase berween two
people meeting for the first time, hence also translatable in English as *How do
you do’)

Questions:

MNotice that all five utterances contain an imperative. Would you say that means
they have to be classified as speech acts of ordering? Why {not}? (Cf. section
5.3.2)

Suppose some of the above speech acrs are indeed to be considered orders, how
would you rank their illocutionary force?

Why is it thar we experience {d) and maybe also to some extent (c], as slighely
odd? (Hint: these expressions are favorite among the Japanese; refer to the model
set by {e).)

Along the same lines, consider the different wording you choose when giving a
friend a book she or he has asked to borrow {‘Here you are’}, and the one chosen
by the mayor of a beleaguered city handing over the keys to the commander-in-
chief of the enemy troops (‘1 beg your excellency to please accept these keys as
a token of our humble submission o the illustrious government your excellency
represents’). Are we dealing with the same speech act? Wherein is the difference?

Against this background, can you also explain why foreigners often feel they must
add a ‘Please’ to the handing over of banal objects such as books, pens, drinks,
cups of rea or coffee, movie tickets, telephone handsets and so on?

6. What is wrong with the following speech acts?
(a}

I promise (hereby) to set fire 1o your house
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{b)
I hereby warn you that you will be awarded the Nobel prize in literature

ic)
WARNING: Your lawn will torn brown in November

{Hint: refer to the rules enumerated by Searle for performing a successful speech
acts in secthon 5.2.1.2.)

id}
The following notice poses a different problem:

UNDER PENALTY OF LAW: DO NOT REMOVE THIS TAG
{text on tags attached to all bedding marerial purchased in the US prior 1o
1981)

Compare the current wording:

UNDER PENALTY OF LAW THIS TAG NOT TO BE REMOVED EXCEFT
BY THE CONSUMER

Questions:
Why do you think the new formulation was chosen?

[Yoes it contain the same speech acr as the old one?
Do you think the addition was necessary? Why (not)

7. | once heard a story about some priests who had to screen a movie for their
parish audience in order to see whether it contained any prurient material. When
they had seen the movie six times, one of the priests said that he still needed con-
firmation on a couple of points, so they all went back and saw the film in ques-
tion another couple of times. (I don't recall what verdict they in the end came
up with: probably “XCKX'!)

With this (possibly apocryphal) story in mind, read the following recipe, found
on a package of American brewers’ yeast in the 1920s:

Do not mix the contents of this package with 2 gts of lukewarm water.
Do not add 1 Ib of sproured barley.

Do not pot in a warm spot (74 degrees) for 7-10 days.

Do not skim.

Do not put mixtare in copper pot and heat.
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Do not condense vapors,
Do not consume end product.
Do not ger caught.

Cluestions:

The above text contains some speech acts of a particular character: on the surface,
they are injunctions, or negative orders, but in reality they seem ro represent
something very different. Try and name these acts (not omitting the very last
one!). Can you say anything about the (intended) perlocutionary effect of such
negative acts?

Can you give other examples from your own experience? (Hint: What constitutes
the supreme gripe?)

How would Grice deal with a text like this?

B. A pragmatic puzzle

Between the Waverley and Haymarket rail stations in central Edinburgh, Scot-
land, the train {traveling in the direction of Haymarket) enters a tunnel. Just
before entering the tunnel, the astonished traveler notices a big red billboard,
about 4" by &', with large white lettering saying:

DO NOT ENTER
UNLESS
IN FULL POSSESSION

Having wondered for the longest time what the train company was trying vo tell
me by this extraordinary injunction, and being unable 1o hgure out a solution, |
asked a friend, a native Scotsman from Glasgow, who often travels the distance,
if he had any suggestions. He said that he had wondered abour this billboard
humself, and had asked around at stations and the like, but nobody had been able
to tell him exactly whar it meant. So there really is no proper answer to the fol-
lowing guestions, but it is worth trying 1o answer them anyway.

uestions:
What kind of speech act does this sentence express?

What sort of context could you hgure in which this sign would make sense?
{Hint: think of a possible addressee, and his or her possible properties, such as
being in possession of X, where X could be a number of things . . .) One clue 1s
hidden in the very size of the billboard and its lettering; another n its striking
color scheme, which is quite unlike that of your run-of-the-mill, drab rail signs.

9. Consider the following text, being a notice from the US Department of Agn-

culture that greets you upon going through customs at O'Hare International
Airport’s International Arrival Hall in Chicago:
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AGRICULTURE'S BEAGLE PATROL

Our dogs don't bire!
They sniff out illegal tond or meat in passenger baggage, in order o protect
US agriculture and livestock. Please collaborare! Report all plant, food, and

animal products to the Department of Agriculture inspectors. You will be pros-
ecuted for attempred smuggling.

US Department of Agriculture

From actual experience (Houston Intercontinental Airport, Seprember 12, 1998),
1 am able to confirm that these *agricultural’ beagles indeed don’t bite; on the
contrary, they go about their business very gently (bur effectively).

There is a problem with the above text, though, if you consider it from the
point of view of speech act theory.

uestions:
Whar speech acts are involved in this notice? {Hint: just listing them suffices; you
don't have to discuss them art this nme.)

How are these speech acts linguistically characterized? (Hinr: ‘Report’ in sentence
#3 15 an imperative; and so on.)

Can you say anything about the level of politeness of the individual speech acts?
(Hine: cf. the discussion in section 4.2.3.)

In particular, if you compare the second sentence with the very last one, do you
notice anything strange?

Will people ‘cooperate” upon reading this text? What do you think makes them
do so? (Hint: refer to section 4.2.2.2.)

Which parts of the text do you expect to have the correct perlocutionary effect?

Can you point 1o any other effects {perhaps undesired or not calculated, but sull
foresecable)?

Taking off from the discussion of ‘promises’ in section 5.2.1.2, try and dehne
some of the conditions (preparatory, sincerity, essential erc.) that determine the
{non-)felicity of (some of) these speech acts.



CHAPTER SIX
Conversation Analysis

6.1 Conversation and context

In the preceding chapter, 1 talked about speech acts and abour the ways they are
used to express our aims and intentions: what we “do with our words’, as Austin
put it. In the present chapter, | want to situate those speech acts in the environ-
ment tn which most of them normally and narurally occur, namely in conversa-
tion, that 15, in linguistic interchanges between two or more partners, the
‘conversationalists’,

Such an environment should not be restricted ro the immediate context or, as
it is often called, the co-text. It will not only have to go beyond the individual
speech act and its expression, but even beyond whar many linguists, including
speech act theorists, have traditionally assumed to be the ideal {and correct) trame
for their theory: the two-person, two-utterance interchange (A says something to
which B replies). In the framework of ‘conversation analysis’ (CA), the various
mechanisms determining people’s use of language in an extended, open conver-
sational setting are explored: who holds the right to speak (often called the ‘floar’,
because that's where one tradittonally stands when speaking in an assembly such
as the House of Commons); what kind of rules are there for taking, yielding or
holding the *floor’; whar makes a parricular point in the conversation particu-
larly appropriate for a ‘turn’ (one speaker relinquishing the floor, another taking
it); and so on.

Conversation analysts have deployed a wealth of insights into these marters
and have elaborated an impressive arsenal of rechnigues for the description and
explanation of the mechanisms of conversation, as we will see in the following.
However, with all due respect for their findings and results, the framework in
which they operate is strictly that of a co-text, in the sense defined above; or, put
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in another way, CA is a minimalist approach, which allows only so much hypoth-
esizing as is strictly required o explain the phenomena at hand.

While such a parsimonious attitude to theory building undoubtedly has its
merits, it also causes certain deficiencies. The restricted co-text of utterance s
msufficient for our understanding of the words thar are spoken, unless it includes
an understanding of the actions that take place as part of, and as a result of,
those words. In order to understand people’s linguistic behavior, we need to know
what their language use is abour; thar is, we must look further than the co-text
of utterance and take the whole of the language scene into our view. This means
thar we must extend our vision from the linguistic or conversational co-text to
the comtext, understood as: the entirety of societally relevant circumstances that
surround the production of language.® One of the weaknesses of a strictly CA-
oriented approach is that those societal aspects of conversation have no place to
go in a framework that pnmanly studies co-text, and which allows for the
context to appear only as a function of the conversarional interaction; chapter
11 will offer a specific treatment of these aspects.

6.2 From speech acts to conversation

What can we use the theory of speech acts for, when it comes to conversation?

Historically, speech act theory has been useful as an ‘eye-opener’, making us
sce thar language is not just a bunch of sentences, and thar linguistics is about
other matters than merely giving a formal description of the *sound-meaning’
correspondence. Speech acts are ways of doing things with our words - our words
work for us in speech acts. Bur how these words work, and how or where these
speech acts are vsed (such as in conversation), is not immediately evident, and
cannot at any rate be denved from a formal framework, in the way that all and
only the correct sentences are supposed to be ‘derived’ by a grammar.

The main reason for this lack is that there, strictly speaking, is no such thing
as a “correct’ conversation, in the same sense as the grammarians define a ‘correct’
sentence. Conversation is what happens among people; when we use language
together (as in ‘con-versanion'’), our speech acting only makes sense in our
commaon context. The most important thing about speech acts is their function
in speech; it 15 not crucial what the speech acts represent “ofhcially’; what counts
is how the conversarionalists use them (cf. the “indirect speech acts’ that we talked
about in section 5.4). An example will illustrare this, Imagine that the following
remark is made by one conversational partner to another:

Why can't you shut up?

On the face of it, we could assume that this was a question. And it could be

{perhaps);™ but in any normal context of conversation we would consider this a
{rather unpleasant kind of} order.
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MNow, let's ask ourselves if the above is the only, or only ‘correct’, way of order-
ing the other person to hold his or her rongue. Clearly, such a quesnon makes
no sense: there are simply dozens of ways of putting such an order into words.
Morcover, if we look a bit more closely at what's happening, we see that the
majority of those commands are not formulated as commands at all, bur as
remarks, statements, doubes, hints, questions etc.; and thar, moreover, nearly all
of them avoid using the word ‘order’. Here are a few of the innumerable van-
ants on the above theme:

| strongly suggest you shut your mouth
Sometimes it's a good idea to shut up

| wonder if you really should do all that talking
| wouldn't say more, if | were you

Remember that proverh, ‘Speech is silver, .. .7
How about if you just shut up™

and so on and so forth.

All such utrerances boil down to one big order: to close one’s mouth, say
nothing more, keep silent, or what have you - yet, there is among them not one
“true’ speech act of ordering (in the sense of *SAV-expressed’; see section 5.3.2).

We can deal with this ‘disorder” because we know how to evaluare things in
context: as born and (mostly} bred conversationalists, we understand the words
that others speak, the way they are intended ro be understood {with certain lim-
itations, about which later). Furthermore, we are not only able to do this; as con-
versationalists, we are placed under the obligation to operate contexrually, thar
is, to recognize conversational content and intention almost in spite of their eter-
nally varying surface shapes. Conversation is not only a human right; it is a
human duty (Ruiz Mayo 1990). And Levinson even goes as far as to state that
“conversation is the prototypical kind of language use™ {1983:284; my empha-
sis), What is important in conversation 15 not a purported or (self-Jimposed
ideal of *correctness’, but such qualities as being entertaining, humorous, knowl-
edgeable, witty, conspicuous (MNerhch and Clarke 2000 in press). Conversations
may even (though this may strike some as strange) have a well-defined aim; viz.,
that of self-presentation: consider, for instance, the all-important role of conver-
sation in Jane Austen's novels, where potential suitors may be given the boot even
before they can get a foot in the door, because the heroine finds their conversa-

tion ‘dull’.

6.3 What happens in conversation?

As we saw in the preceding, conversation is a way of using language socially, of
‘doing things with words” together with other persons.
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We can look at this use of language from two points of view. The first is that
of conteni: then our attention will focus on what the conversanion is about, on
the topics discussed, and how they are brought into the conversation; whether
or not these topics are overtly announced or maybe presupposed, or hidden in
other ways; whart kinds of topic lead to other ropics and why; and so on. Here,
we also focus on the topical organization of conversation and how the topics are
managed, either by overt steering (“So, what’s all this talk really about?”, said,
e.g., at a meeting), or by covert mamipulation, often in the form of indirect speech
acting, such as when Governor Felix told 5t Paul: “Go thy way for this time;
when | have a convenient season, | will call for thee™ [Acts 24:25; meaning: °l
don’t want 1o have to listen to this talk® [about ‘righteousness, temperance, and
judgement to come’|’. A further point to be considered is the function of con-
versation in creating an ‘ambience’, a context in which the conversationalists are
able to pursue their (overt or hidden) goals; this is often the funcrion of the kind
of conversation called *small ralk” or “chit-char’.

Alternatively, one can focus on the formal aspects of conversanon: how
conversation works, what rules are observed, how ‘sequencing’ is achieved
{gaining and giving up the “Hoor’, ‘turn-taking’, pausing, interrupting, and so on;
these terms will be explained below). These aspects are often structured in a
speech act-theoretical framework: pairs such as greetings and return greetings,
guestions and answers, summaonses and compliances, advice-givings and thanks
and so on are seen as conversationally coherent on account of their underlying
speech acts,

The following sections will discuss some of these formal aspects; conversa-
nonal content will be raken up later in the chaprer (secrion 6.3.3).

6.3.1 How is conversation organized?
6.3.1.1 The beginnings of CA

In the midst of the theoretical turmoil that followed in the wake of Chomsky's
linguistic revolution in the late fifties and early sixties, a group of non-profes-
sional language workers were looking at what people did with their words,
when they were not busy producing sample sentences for curious linguists. These
‘non-linguists” of various observances felt that the professional linguists’ custom-
made examples were unnatural, since these ‘utterances” were not embedded in
actually occurring talk; actual talk, by contrast, was typically found in everyday
CORPETSAion.

Moreover, it was discovered that, contrary to the received bias of official lin-
guistics, conversational talk was not in the least incoherent or irregular; the
absence of a formal set of rules for generating the set of ‘all and only correct’
conversanional utterances was not tantamount to conversation being un-ruled, or
even unruly. The rules that conversation was found to obey, however, turned out
to be more like the rules thar people had devised for other social activiries: they
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were the practitioners’, the local people’s rules, and they resembled the rules that
had been discovered by researchers in sociology and anthropology for all sorts
of social interaction, much more than they resembled hinguistic rules. Since the
emphasis was on the methods that the members of the speech community
themselves had devised for dealing with the orgamization of talk, the label
‘ethnomethodology” was artached 1o rhese studies.

As Bilmes puts it, “[ajithough rules are ‘real’, even for the ethnomethodolo-
gist, there is a sense in which they are a resource for the member but not for the
ethnomethodologist™ (1986:5; my emphasis). In other words, such rules are
‘people’ rules’, rather than linguists™: they belong to the members of a society,
rather than to the pracutioners of a saence,

Not surprisingly, the main focus of amention for the conversation
analysts became, from the very begmning, the organization and structuring
of conversation, and not so much its ‘correctness’ {form- or content-wise).
To capture the {mostly unconscious} structonng thar people practice when
CArTYIng On a conversation, it was necessary to develop a rechnigue that was in
many respects rather different from the classical transcription techniques of
linguistics.

To name but one example: laughter s usvally not considered a linguistic
phenomenon; however, in conversation, laughter often plays an extremely im-
portant role, either as a means of marking off a sequence (telling one's con-
versational partner that one has ‘got the pont’ of a joke), or as a signal of
embarrassment {*] don't really want 1o pursue this point any further’), or as a
weak kind of apology, or as whatever clse fits the context of a parmicular
conversation. Since in linguistics, there were no accepted ways of transcribing
laughter, the ethnomethodologists naturally had to create their own transcription
systems and devices. For them, transcnbing conversation was not a matter
of rendering all phonetic nuances in the most faithful way, in order 1o describe
and classify the phonemes of a language and their variants, but rather, a
rechnique that should be able to help us identify the ways in which people estab-
lish the ‘“traffic rules’ of ralk, vsing linguistic (as well as other, e.g., gestural)
MCAns.

The metaphor of ‘trathe rules’ is a highly appropriate one in this connection,
since the main point of conversational structure is to keep the flow of conversa-
non gong, to avoid conversational ‘accidents’ (‘clashes’) and conversational
‘traffic jams’, in which the participants feel themselves gridlocked in sterile verbal
exercise. Also, the technigues of good conversation management include some
form of ‘road assistance’, by which a conversation that has halted, or has trouble
maintaiming the proper speed, can be helped along.

All such traffic rules and repair mechanisms fnd their embodiment in what
Sacks and his followers have called the *management of the conversational turn’
(see, e.g., Sacks er al. 1974). The nexr section will discuss this concepr in more
detail.
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6.3.1.2 Turns and turn-taking

According to Harvey Sacks, the founder of the conversation analytic method, the
basic unit of the conversation is the “turn’, that is, a shift in the direction of the
speaking “low” which is characteristic of normal conversanion {in opposition o,
€.&., the conversational monologue, that well-known party horror). Furthermore,
in normal, civilized, Western-type conversanion, conversationalists do not speak
all at the same time: they wait for their “turn’, also in this sense of the word. As
Sacks puts it, “A central . . . feature [of conversanion|] 15 that exactly one person
= at least one and no more than one - talks ar a ome™ (199511, 223).

Yielding the right to speak, or the ‘floor’, as it is also called, to the next speaker
constitutes a turn. Bur how do people go abour allocaring rurns to each other or
themselves? This is where the so-called ‘rurn-taking mechanisms’ come into the
picture.

Turns occur normally ar certain well-defined junctures in conversation; such
points are called *“transition relevant places’ (TRPs). A TRP can be exploited by
the speaker holding the floor. This may be done directly, for the purpose of allot-
ting the right to speak to another conversationalist of his or her choice (“Now,
we'd like to hear Jim's view on this™). This is whar Sacks called the first general
rule of next-speaker selection: “current speaker selects next speaker™ {1995:I1,
223). Alternatively, the current speaker may proceed more indirectly, by throw-
ing the floor wide open to whoever feels like getting into the fray (“Any other
opinions or further comments on this matter?™).

The second general rule of next-speaker selection is when “a next speaker
sclects himself™ (Sacks 1995:11, 224). Obviously, in this case onc may want to
obviate the possibility that a speaker just goes on self-selecting; the question is
then “when somebody else can decide that they're going to start talking™. This
is where the concept of ‘transition relevant places’ becomes important.

As to TRPs, we have on the one hand, the natural breaks occurring in every
conversation: a speaker has to pause for breath, or runs out of things to say, or
simply declares his or her contribution to be finished: all those points in the
conversation are places where a natural “transition’, a relay of the right to speak
to the next speaker, may occur. On the other hand, there are the formal rules of
next-speaker selection that regulare the turn-taking, as we have seen.

Obviously, a speaker may just ignore an upcoming TRP and hurry past it
Many old-time conversarional practitioners {such as politicians) have the habit
of ignoring a natural break that would have occurred at the end of, say, a sen-
tence (with the corresponding intonational pattern before a full stop); instead,
they create an ‘unnarural break® (e.g., in the form of a mid-sentence pause).
Such a break is not recognized as a TRP by the other participants, and thus allows
the speaker to continue full speed across the next upcoming, real TRP Others
employ the rechmque of *masking’ a TRP by emitting “turn-threatening” noises
(such as ‘Aaahhm’) at potential transition points, thus warning other speakers of
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their intention to continue past the TRP as soon as they have regained their
breath.

Another mechanism regulating the complenon of a speaker’s turn is in force
during, e.g., story-telling: the current speaker announces that he or she has a
story to tell, and that the other speakers are expected to wait unul the current
speaker has completed his or her entire complex turn {or ‘turn completion unit’;
see Lerner and Takagi 1999; Kjzrbeck 1998). Possible occurring TRPs are also
ignored here, but this nme by understood common agreement: ‘Let the guy/lady
have histher say.’

All such mechanisms of ‘selection’ (selfi- or other) are among the most
important moving parts of the ‘turn-management system’, the conversational
machinery owned and operated by the actual and potential floor-holders
and -getters.

Omn the other hand, the non-Roor-holders in a conversational situation are not
mere silent bystanders. First of all, their contribution to the conversation s an
important element of the ‘traffic management’ that [ talked about. Depending on
differences of culture and language practices, the phenomena that are often gath-
ered by the common denominator of *back-channeling’ may vary in shape and
frequency, but they are always of great importance for the flow of conversation.
The *back-channeler’ provides support for the speaker in the form of short utter-
ances (“] see™, “Right”, and so on), or of various, more or less articulate noises
(regular phonetic ones as well as others). Certain languages have specialized in
back-channeling of the latter kind; thus, Japanese reportedly has some 1350 dif-
terent back-channel devices (called aizachn), varying from regular urrerances such
as bai or ee ('yes’) and soo ('l see’) to vocalic and consonantal sounds of great
variety, including grunts and {oral or nasal} sucked-in breaths.™

Bystanders can also intervene in the conversanon directly, for example by
taking the floor (preferably at a TRE, so as not to be accused of interrupting the
speaker). This kind of turn-taking is probably the most familiar among speakers
of any language, as there are strong cultural taboos in many communities against
usurping the right to speak, not only in a formal, ofhcial or religious contexr,
but also in everyday conversational practice. *Wair for your turn’ is advice thar
1s instilled as a maxim in children from a very young age in American society;
nevertheless, the rule may not be entirely universal. In other cultures, the anath-

ema of interrupting is not felt so strongly, and conseguently not inculcated so
forcefully.™

6.3.1.3 Previewing TRPs

Managing the conversation has a lot to do with one’s ability to foresee what's
Roing to happen around rhe next bend in the conversational parh, the next ‘turn’.
The content-related aspects of this management will be dealt with later; here,
I will point to some of the formal aspects of what sometimes has been called
‘predicrabiliry’.
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Predictability has a lot to do with whar Sacks has called the “adjacency rela-
rionship™ (1995:11, 43), which is a bit like the cement holding chunks of con-
versation together, despite their being spread out over time (and occasionally,
space). Heres an ethnic joke demonstrating adjacency under rather adverse
conditions:

Two silent Finns go on a hunting trip. Early in the morning, one of them says:
‘Nice day today’ - to which the other doesn't reply. After a couple of hours,
they go separate ways. Towards evening, when the rwo friends meet with other
hunters in the sauna ar the lodge, the ‘addressee’ is heard to murter: ‘People
talk way too much around here.”

in rthis ‘exchange’, the normal routine would be to have the second conversa-
vonal partner reply something like *Yes', or “Right” or *A bt chilly’, or whatever
else is expected in such a situation. Regular adjacency would imply for the second
part of a pair not to be separated from the first by half a day’s silence {as report-
edly is not unusual among Finns: Sajavaara and Lehtonen 1996); certainly it
would not normally allow a second pair to be entirely absent {even among Finns,
as in the above joke). Normal adjacency (as in the classical case of the ‘greeting”)
would require a more or less instantaneous response; a “minimal pair’ would be
‘Hi', "Hi', which, despite its brevity, is some kind of conversation, as Sacks
remarks (19901, 34-6). Other typical so-called ‘adjacency pairs’ are ques-
tion/answer, request/offer (or request/denial), order/compliance and so on: given
one part of the pair, the other is normally predictable. {On the content compo-
nent of such adjacency pairs, see section 6.3.2.2.)

The expectancy included in the adjacency relationship operates also in other
environments. Here, we can meet more or less clearly predicrable *rurn signals’
in the form of changes in the speed of delivery (this 15 why we often are able to
predict the end of somebody’s speech ar a public occasion), or of intonation and
word-choice patterns, as in certain styhized types of conversation and other dis-
course. Conversational “closers’ (e.g., on the telephone: ‘OKY, "OK") serve as
what has been referred to (after the arnicle of that name by Schegloff and Sacks
1973) as ‘opening up closings’; conversational starters {"Excuse me’, “Yes?')
exhibit similar predictable patterns.

In relephone talk in particular (but also elsewhere), signals such as *OK’, *well’
or other ‘summarizing devices' often announce an uvpecoming closure of the con-
versation. Such ‘pre-closings’ (or, in general, *pre-sequences’) will be dealt with

in the next section; usually, such signals are accompanied by changes in intona-

ton and/or speed that are as difficult to descrnibe exactly as they are easy to detect.

Such ‘hnal’, or intended-to-be-hAnal, markers can be used as manipulative
devices, not only preventing others from joining the conversation, but signaling
that what should have been one’s next TRP should be considered the end-point
of the interchange, rather than an opening up of the floor for a new speaker. If
I say something like:
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To sum this all up, let me add a last comment . ..
or:
Concluding our discussion, we should not omit . . .,

| am basically telling the other speakers thar enough has been said on the matrer,
and that no further speakers are welcomed on the floor. Such ritualized
pre-closing signals are available for people leading meetings in conventional,

standardized environments, where they can routinely pronounce phrases
such as:

Let us all pray (toswards the end of an imvocation)
or:
MNone higher? Firse, . . . Second, . . . Third {af anctions)

or;

Are you ready for the question? | Roberts’ Rules of Order's tormula for closing
the discussion at a meeting)
and so on.

But also in everyday conversations, many such sequences have a rirualized
character thar wholly or partially excludes a *normal’ reacnon. For example,
greetings of the type:

How are you?
are routinely followed by the predictable:
Fine, and you?

Such utterances have lost their original content of ‘inguiring about somebody’s
health’, and have become purely formal devices for starting a conversation. Sull,
these formal pre-sequences can be ‘revived” at will by inept conversationalists,
who ignore their ‘pre-character” and will answer a “first pair part’ of greetings
like the one above by a lengthy and detailed account of their bodily and mental
state of health.

Often, soch misunderstandings are caused by intercultural differences (see
section 10.2.1) in the nature of the greetings: a more elaborated mguiry into the
health of the greeted person, such as:

How are you feelin’ this morming, ma'am
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tends to elicit an elaborate response more easily than, e.g., one of the abovecited
forms. An amusing instance of such a cultural misunderstanding is found in the
tollowing extract from Dawvid Lodge’s novel Paradise News:

The waitress, whose name, Darlette, was displayed on a badge pinned to the
front of her apron, put a jug of iced water on the table and said brightly, ‘How
are you this evening, sir?”

“Oh, bearing up’, said Bernard, wondering if the siress of the day's events
had marked him so obviously that even toral strangers were concerned for his
well-being. But he inferred from Darlettte’s puzzled expression that her enquiry
had been entirely phatic.

‘Fine, thank you', he said, and her countenance cleared. (1992:119)

Here, the problem lies in the nature of the greeting, “How are you this evening,
sir?’. For Bernard, a Brinsh tourist in Hawan, this is a question about his well-
being, to be answered in some sort of (admittedly perfuncrory) manner. For
Darlette, his answer is baffling. Her question had not been a real question, but
an instance of ‘phatic communication’, in Roman Jakobson’s rerms {1960).™

Similarly, if somebody asks us if we are doing anything tonight, we expect the
other person to come up with suggestions as to whar we possibly could do
together. Innumerable jokes are built around failed expectancies of this kind {pos-
sible answers other than “What have you got in mind?" or ‘Let's get together’
could include, e.g., ‘Bruce's coming around’, *Mind your own business’, or even
a flar "Of course, I'm always doing something’). The fact that in certain cultures,
the mere expression of admiration of another person’s property may construed
as an invitation to an (obligarory) offering of that property as a gift, followed by
an equally obligarory acceptance, points to the strength of such conventional pre-
dictability, also as regards the more content-oriented rurn-allocating mechanisms
that will be discussed in the following sections.™

6.3.2 How does conversation mean?

The next few sections will focus on questions having to do with the way con-
versational techniques are used to convey meaning. True conversation, of course,
never is the mere exchange of formalities (even though certain conversational
activities, such as greetings, come pretty close in many societies). What we want
to know is how the way one talks with people functions in human communica-
tion, both through the mediom of the simple formalisms thar we have looked at
earlier {such as turn-taking), and by including other, more claborate techniques.
The latter can only with difficulty be explained on formal terms alone; which is
why it is necessary to include also the content. T do not believe (contrary to many
conversation analysts, such as Lerner and Takagi 1999) that such marters should
be left alone until the end of our analysis; as | will show below, content is an
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integrating part of our analysis of conversarion, as it is of all human language
activiry.

6.3.2.1 Pre-sequences

As already indicated above, certain utterances are usually {in some instances, even
always) felt to be *precursors’ to something else (another utterance, or perhaps
a sequence of urrerances). The classical examples are the so-called *arrention
gerters’, such as:

Hey
You know something?

Excuse me
and so on, to which the usual answer would be:

Yes
What?

or something in the same vein.

After this inirial exchange has been concluded, the real business can be dealt
with. Utterances which serve as “precursors’ to others are often called prre-
sequences. They can be considered as purely formal tools of conversation man-
agement, but usually, they are more than that, and occupy a position which is
midway berween the formal and the content aspect of conversation. Pre-
sequences may inclode pre-announcements {such as “Whaddyaknow', ‘Guess
what'), pre-invitations {e.g., ‘Are vou doing anything to-night?'}, pre-threars
{*Warch ir’} and numerous others (cf. Levinson 1983:3441).

Some of the most frequent pre-sequences are of the type sometumes called
‘inquirers’. These usually precede a request of some kind; their function is to
make sure that the request about to be made is indeed, from the point of the
requestee, within the limits of the possible. For example, before purchasing an
item in the shop or requesnng informanion about something, help with a sk,
or any favor ar all, we inquire about the available possibilities of obtaining thar
iem, information, help or favor,

For instance, a well-known pre-sequence in shopping would be:

| wonder if you have X?
Do you by any chance have X?
Does your shop carry X?

{where X is some item that | might want 1o purchase).
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When the shop clerk answers in the negative, the sequence usually comes
to an end then and there {unless some informanion is requested or offered as
to where else to buy the desired wem). However, if the answer is affirmative,
the “pre-sequence’ usually (though not necessarily) changes its ‘activity type’
(Levinson 1979) from being a pre-sequence of an informartory kind to being a
prelude to an act of buying. This act can, under the circumstances, be
almost unavoidable, depending on the iem (and, of course, the social conditions
of the purchase). Thus, it may be all right for an American restaurant guest to
ingquire:

Wairer, do you have any oysters on the half shell ronight?

and subsequently, after the waiter has checked and come back with an afirma-
tive response, decide not to have oysters after all, but lobster. In France, however,
a request such as:

Are there any Coquilles St Jacques?

normally binds the guest to consume a portion if the waiter is able to confirm
that there are indeed scallops on the menu.™

Since pre-sequences in a way have a life of their own, they are not always
counted as sequences on a par with any following, independent sequences 1o
which they play an ancillary role; instead, they may appear to be half-submerged,
somewhat “under the surface’ of the conversanion, so to speak. The following
exchange is an example:

Are you doing anything tonight?

Why are you asking?

| thought we might maybe catch a movie.

Well, no, nothing in particular. What do you want to see?

Afrer the initial pre-sequence (‘Are you doing anything tonight?'}, the sequence
15 interrupted by the question "Why are you asking?', which is answered first,
betore the answer to the pre-sequence question is made available. Whereas such
overlapping is rather normal in the case of pre-sequences, it is by no means
limived ro that case. The phenomenon in question is usually caprured under the
label of ‘insertion sequences’ (Sacks 1995:11, 528), about which more in the fol-
lowing section,

6.3.2.2  Insertion sequences, ‘smileys’ and repairs

Even though the ‘adjacency’, or immediate neighboring relationship, typically
holds for two utterances belonging to the same exchange, there are cases where
such immediacy is not maintained; the resulting ‘gap’, however, does not damage
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conversational coherence, and Sacks’s well-known rule “no gap, no overlap’
{1995:11, 527) remains in force. How is this possible?

Typically, what we are dealing with here is called msertion; often, insertion is
used 1o effect whar Erving Goffman (1967) has called a “remedial exchange’, such
as a repair (Sacks 1995:11, 525). In an insertion sequence, the normal flow of
conversation is not stopped; conversationalists behave as if they were aware that
the “‘curns’ in their talk are operating at different levels, and thos the main stream
of conversation may continue its course, even though part of it 1s shunted off in
order to let the conversationalists attend to actual or potential, upcoming diffi-
cultics. After the obstacles have been removed, conversation continues as before;
the original turn-taking counters either have not been affected by the insertion
sequence or are reset following it. Thus, in the middle of a conversational
exchange, one may be presented with a greeting, or a request for information,
or an order, none of these having anything to do with the flow of the exchange.

In the following exchange (from Halliday 1978), different conversational goals
are being pursued by different activity rypes: greenng, buying/selling, exchange
of information about the weather (maybe just a case of *passing the time of day’)
and leave-takings. All these activities are intertwined, rather than following each
other strictly in sequence: e.g., in the buying sequence below, the conversation-
alists insert a ‘weather information exchange’. Notice in particular the pre-
sequence that ‘pre-empts’ (see section 6.3.2.3) the actual (speech) act of
‘buying/selling’, replacing it by an indirect speech act of ‘inquiring about the
availability of the item to be purchased':

Morning Tom!

Good morning, sir!

Have you got a Guardian lefr this morning?

You're lucky; it's the last one. Bit brighter today, by the looks of it

Yes, we could do with a bit of a dry spell. You got change for a pound?
Yes, plenty of change; here you are. Anything else roday?

Mo, that's all just now, Tom. Be seeing you.

Mind how you go. (Halliday 1978:219)

Normally, one does not perceive attending to such ‘other business’ {greetings,
requests, orders erc.) as interfering with the business at hand; w is similar to relling
vour party on the other phone line that you're busy, or to uttering the stan-
dardized phrase (valid in all sorts of situations): *Just a moment, please.’
Consider the following sequence (situation reconstructed from memory: me,

the father, being home alone wirh a sick kid):

I (on the phone to departmental secretary at university): So | think I'll be in
tomorrow, when Jacob's a little better. And if you could maybe ask Bob King
to take my phonetics class. .. |[in @ loud voice] HEY STOP THAT RIGHT
AWAY
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SECRETARY: You want me to stop WHAT?

I: Sorry, | was ralking vo the car - Hold on . . .

SECRETARY: 777

I: The damn car was fixin’ to sit on the baby's face . .. As | was saying, Bob
promised to take my phonetics class woday if necessary . ..

While there s no proper "sequencing” of replies in this conversation, yet, if we
know the situation, its content and coherence are obvious, despite the interrup-
non caused by the insertion sequence.

In cases where such sequences deal with non-life-threarening marrers, though,
we may observe other reaction patterns, with potential loss of coherence and
even content. The classic case is the scenarnio where the shopkeeper or clerk picks
up the phone and starts talking to a customer on an incoming line nght in the
middle of your mterchange, and most of the time without so much as asking you
for permission or offering an apology. While this is usvally perceived as non-
cooperative behavior, interestingly (maybe in part due to the relative newness and
relatively recent common availability of the telephone service), there seems to be
as yet no generally accepted way of conversationally dealing with such situations,
even in cases where the inserted conversation (often about obviously privare, non-
business-related matters) tends to go on and on.

In general, telephone conversations are still largely an unexplored field, despire
the pioneering work of Schegloff and Sacks in the early seventies (Schegloff 1972;
Schegloff and Sacks 1973). Even though the inital interest in conversational
exchanges originated in Sacks's work with telephone calls to the Los Angeles
Suicide Prevention Center (see Sacks 1995:1, xlviii), one has to remind oneself
that there 15 a crucial difference berween tace-to-face and telephone conversa-
tions. The former utilize a great number of non-verbal communicative methods
for regulating the interchange: think of the role that eye contact plays in estab-
lishing or changing turns, or of the importance of body postures in figuring out
what (or if) the other person is going to say (something); for instance, getting up
from one's chair is an accepted body-language pre-sequence to saying goodbye.
In contrast, there is no established way of communicaring such signals by rele-
phone. (On body moves, see further section 8.4.3.)

The same holds, mmfatic mutandis, tor another new medium of comm-
unication: the electronic message service, better known as "email’. In this medium,
only the writing component can be used 1o represent language, as no sounds or
visual cues are available; yet, by the speed and mmediacy of the electromic
medium, the illusion of a fast-paced, ‘real’ conversation is created, which, despite
its written character, is very different from the customary slowness and distance
in other forms of written communication, such as letrers. Even so, the intimacy
it creates is in many ways deficient and illusory, especially when it comes to
expressing one’s emotions {cf. the ‘failing middle register’ that Janney mentions:
on the email, one can only talk (in small letrers) or SHOUT {in capitals);
1996:204).
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The way people have been trying to deal with this problem indirectly illus-
trates the importance of body language as an accompanymg and modifying
feature in all conversation. Especially in the fast-developing types of electronic
commumnication known as the ‘muolt-user domain’ (MUD) or “chat room’, the
need for a “wired’ substitute for such language has made computer buffs invent
the ‘smileys’, viz., combinations of regular ASCIl symbols and alphanumerical
characters, standardized to express a certain feeling or attirude rowards what is
being written. In some cases, this attitude is equivalent to a smile; hence we have
the name ‘smiley’ for this ‘cede’, originally formed as a vertical implementation
of the ubiguitous smiling figure of the sevennes: :-). Purming a ‘smiley” {a.k.a. an
‘emoticon’, with an interesting neologism for this communicational category)
next to what you're writing means something like: ‘Don’t take this too seriously’;
in other words, a “smiley” is a visual mitigating device. {There are reportedly close
to 150 such codes around among computer users, and a whole new subculture
of "emoticons’ is developing. |

As we see from the examples given, sequencing may be interrupted, or even
stopped altogether, whenever other business needs to be attended to {which may
or may not be related to the conversation at hand). Evidently, natural disasters,
or even minor mishaps (like in the cat example above), need immediate attention
and require that the conversationalists adjust their interchange to the emergent
situation in the outside world. In general, although interruptions and insertions
may happen at all tmes during all kinds of conversations, many of the actual
phenomena are related to a particular culture (for instance, the above-described
‘telephone intrusions’ are much more familiar in the US than in Europe}, and
cannot be properly understood without some insight mto the particular prag-
matic presuppositions that are ar work.

In many cases, an insertion 1s motivated by a need to repair a ‘damaged’ con-
versation. Damages can be of various kinds: misunderstandings (including *mare-
rial” failure to understand what is being said due to noise etc.), failure to observe
normal sequencing (as in the case of non-adjacency, or of speaking out of turn,
or whenever the conversation is hampered by ‘non-sequiturs’ of a more prag-
matic kind {as when | ask a friend whose husband has recently passed away, "And
how's John#'}; in all such cases, a repair sequence may be initiated.

One distinguishes berween self-initiated repairs (where the speaker momen-
tarily relinguishes the current floor, and erects a temporary structure where repair
operations can be performed), and other-initiated repairs, the larter mostly con-
sisting in corrections offered to the speaker, e.g., “You mean of course...’,
inserted directly into the speaker’s discourse, correcting his or her vocabulary or
pronunciation, questioning the utterance’s presuppositions and/or setting them
right, and so on. In general, self-initiated repairs are ‘preferred” to other-initiated
ones (Schegloff et al. 1977; see turther the next section).

Repairs are also used as straregic devices: correcting oneself, in particular, can
be a way of gaining time for thinking, or a means to prevent somebody eise from
jumping into the conversation at an upcoming TRFE. At other times, what seems
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to initiate a repair sequence by force of a request for imformation, an apology
etc. contains in reality a speech act of a rowally different kind.

As an example, consider the other-initiated repair in the following (con-
structed ) conversation between a Macho Male (MM) and a Feminist Female (FF):

MM: So I was trying to pick up this chick when . ..

FF: Excuse ME, did | hear that night?

MM: Awfully sorry, | mean, woman . . .

FF: PICK UP?

MM: Awfully sorry, | mean, meer . . .

FF: So you're trying to imply that there actually are women around who
would go our with a MALE CHAUVINIST PIG LIKE YOU?

In this case, both repairs are other-initiated, and the speech acts of ‘asking for
confirmation” or ‘excusing” are in reality threars, acknowledged as such by the
speaker in his apology-cum-repair. The dialogue ends with a rather heavy-handed
‘presupposition correction’.”

6.3.2.3 Preference

Imagine you're in a foreign country, where you speak and understand some of
the language, withoutr being fluent. You're staving in a friend’s house and the
phone rings. Whar do you do?

My guess is that you'll leave it alone. Not only are there the difficulties in
speaking a foreign language on the phone {always more complicated than in face-
to face interaction), but what are vou expected 1o say? And even if you know
how to deliver the first line of a relephone interchange {the *first pair part’ of an
adjacency pair; see below}, what does the other person say in return? And what
COmes next?

A rypical relephone exchange in Enghsh could go hike this:

ClaLier): jPhone rings]

R|esronpenT): Hello

C: May I speak 1o Alexander Kirkwood, please
R: Just a moment, please

There are, of course, numerous variations on this scheme - bur as a general rule,
there 1s mimmally a rtwo-part interchange before the caller can proceed on busi-
ness. Let’s consider some of the possible variations of the first pair part: R may
start with a selt-sdentification (either by name or by phone number}, in addition
to the “Hello®; the ininal formula itselt may be more or less expheir, in accor-
dance with local and familial custom. Thaus, in Italian, one says Promto *Ready
|to take your call]’, in Czech, the opening gambit is Prosim ‘1 beg |the favor of
vour call]’,; in Spanish, one says simply Diga "Say |your message|” or the more
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old-tashioned Mande ‘Command |[me to answer you|’, and 50 on. Some of my
older Norwegian acquaintances used to answer the phone by naming themselves
by their family name, followed by the expression Varsdgod, literally ‘Please {or:
Feel free o) [say somerhing]’.

The follow-ups {or *second pair parts’) of such opeming sequences are more
controversial. For instance, does the caller have to offer proof of identity beyond
a (perhaps recognizable) voice? How does it feel for the respondent to have to
deal with an unidentihed caller? Many respondents prefer to know who their
caller is before they go any further into the conversation; on the other hand,
many callers prefer to remain anonymous as long as they don’t know who is at
the other end of the line: *Do | have the party with who I am speaking?” (as
Lilty Tomlin, in the persoms of Ernestne, used 1o say m her famous telephone
opening in the long-defunct American, show Laugh-in).

In general, what we notice is that there are relatively uncomplicated cases,
where the second part of an opening is expected in the context and goes straight
through, whereas other sequences trigger a need for checking, backtracking,
‘mental searches’ (‘I know this woman/man, but where did | meet her/him and
what the hell is herthis name?"}), and so on.

This observation does not hold for telephone interchanges only, but for all
conversational interaction. Take a first-part greeting such as “How are you?' Here,
a second part in the form of a simple return greeting {e.g., ‘Fine - and you?') 1s
expected, whereas a lengthy account of sleepless nights or boring highway travel
on the way to work is clearly to be avoided.

The next question 15 whether we can say anything about the form that such
interchanges preferably take.

Consider the following two conversations:

{In the liguor store)

{a)

SALES CLERK: You're over 21, aren’t you?
CusToMER: Sure,

SaLes cLErk: OK, here's your beer.

{b}

SALES CLERK: You're over 21, aren't you?

CustosMer: Well, er, yes, my birthday was actually yesterday, and
we're having a party tonight . . .

SaLes cLErx: All right, may 1 see your [D?

The customer’s return in {b) is clearly problemartic, given the circumstances
{the case may serve as an illustration of what happens to those who break the
First Rule Of Dealing With Authorines: ‘Never volunteer information’ - acrually
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an instantiation of Grice's maxim of quantity; see above, section 4.2.2). The fact
thar superfluous information is offered in the second part of the turn makes this

type of answer mappropriate, as well as ineffective. As a resule, the salesperson
gets suspicious and wants to see an [D.

Bur the story doesn’t end here. If we look more closely at the customer’s urrer-
ance in (b}, we notice a couple of other things. The elaborate response in case
(b} 1s in stark contrast to the simple “Sure’ in (a). In (b}, there is hesitation in the
customer’s reply, and he starrs his sentence over again (a “false start’; *er’); there
15 an expletive (*ves'), there is a so-called *hedge” (showing a certain insecurity:
“Well"), there is a lot of irrelevant informanon (what does the sales clerk have o
do with the customer’s birthday and hus party) - all this is against the norm and
beside the point, and serves as an indicator of something being “glossed over’,
conjured away by ralk.

Generalizing from these examples, we ger the following picture: in conversa-
tional interchanges, not all second parts in an adjacency relationship are of equal
structural complexity. Some are extremely simple, such as acknowledgments or
confirmations (*Yes’, OK’), others show vanous degrees of structural build-up
(like elaborate excuses, long explanations etc.).

Here are some further contrasting instances; this time the interchange has the
form of a request and an {indirect) denial:

[Simple-structured second part|
A: Could you help me lift this box, please?
B: QK [goes over and belps A lift box]|

|Complex-structured second part|

A: Could you help me move tomorrow morning?

B: Well, er, let me see, | have to take Cindy to nursery school and take my
mother-in-law who just has broken her arm to the doctor and Fred my handy-
man is coming over to fix the awic window, so . . . couldn’t we make it some
other day, perhaps, or does it have to be tomorrow?

Such complex, negative responses 1o requests are different from positive ones in
a nomber of respects: structure, word count, *hedges’ and hesitations (like ‘er’},
and probably with regard to some other features as well, such as articulation,
speed of delivery, pitch and so on. The ranking “acceptance-rejection’ from struc-
turally simpler to structurally more complex implies that one has to work harder,
use more linguistic resources to say “No' to a request than to say *Yes'. A ‘No’
{as in the example above) may have to be shored up with lots of background
material, in order to convey the impression thar one does not just decline to
perform the requested action, but that the ‘No’ is due exclusively to circumstances
beyond one's control, which then have to be specified. This specification takes
time and requires a greater effort ~ something which may surface as hesitation,
pauses, false stares, repairs and so on.
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The term used for this ranking is preference; another, perhaps more suitable
term would be ‘markedness”. A "marked’ sequence is structurally richer and more
complex than an ‘unmarked’ one (often rermed the “default’): it's whar we do
when nothing else is specified, like driving along at 55 m.p.h. when there are no
stop signs around, children to watch, speed signs to observe, and all the traffic
lights are green. Marked behaviors (like making a rarn, going ar excessively slow
speeds, stopping in the middle of the highway, not driving on when the light turns
green and so on) have o be announced, preferably before they happen (e.g., by
turning on one’s signals). Marked behaviors are, furthermore, dispreferred
because they require more effort on the part of the users, which usually resules
m a noticeable deviance from what is expected or accepted. For the same reason,
finally, dispreferred behaviors are often lacking in effectiveness.

Some of the features mentioned above appear also in other contexts where
dispreferred responses turn up. Most conspicoous are pauses (self-interruprions,
possibly followed by self-repairs with or withour explanation, e.g., *what [ really
want to say is, er, yes. ..}, the already-named “false starts’, repetitions, wordi-
ness, as well as features of a ‘prosodic” kind: speed of delivery, stress, intonation,
irregular breathing (both m and out); maybe even such extralinguistic features
as flushing, trembling and the like.

All such phenomena could lead one ro believe that the whole matter of pref-
erence had s orginal seat in the physio-psychology of the individual language
user. However, as Levinson remarks, this is not so: preference is a format of utter-
ances, not a psychological state of the uttering individual. And he defends himself
against accusations of circularicy by pointing to a well-established correlation
between the external phenomena [ just mentioned, and the facts of ‘(dis)pre-
ferredness™: we find “recurrent and reliable parterns™ of correlation berween the
two domains, that of ‘preference” and that of the *kind of action’ performed.
Thus, e.g., in the case of offers or invitations, an acceptance is in preferred formar,
whereas refusals normally are in dispreferred formar. Here is an illustration of
the correlation that Levinson has in mind {1983:336):

FIRST PARTS
rEquest otter/ assessment question blame
INYITAON

SECOND PARTS

Preferred: acceprance acceptance agreement expected dental
answer

Diﬁ.pr-l:l"l:rrtd: refusal refusal disagreement um:xp:ctl:d admission
aAnswer (o moan-|

Om the whole, one can say that certain kinds of openings and responses are
always and defimrely preferred, while athers are usually and more or less deh-
nitely dispreferred. On the relephone, a complex opening such as “Who 1s the
party I'm speaking to rhere?” is dispreferred {compared 1o a simple "Hello'); sim-
ilarly, a complex and self-contradicrory answer such as “There is not a soul here
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right now’ is normally dispreferred, and only acceptable either as a joke, or in a
particular context such as the answering machine (especially it followed by
instructions hike: ‘Please idennfy vourself, stating name, business, time of day and
telephone number’). The same goes for complex responses and responses that
carry oo much information (like in the request demial quoted above), or suggest
dubious or undesired intentions by prolonged silence or significant heavy breath-
ing, and thus do not allow the gradual building up of a conversation. Here's an
example of such an {unsuccessful) informational overload on the second parr of
a telephone greeting:

| Phone rings]

Bruce: Hello

CavrLer: Hello, 'm Julie from the Patriot Ledger. How are you today?
Bruce: I'm fine, thanks, but 1 already take two newspapers and | think a third
would be superfluous.™

Here, the caller, by providing full self-identihcation and affiliation informarion,
precludes further business; if she hadn't mentioned the name of the newspaper,
she probably would have been able 1o continue the conversation and perhaps
persuade Bruce to subscribe.

6.3.2 From form to content

The previous sections concentrated on the formal means conversationalists have
at their disposal for structuring their talk, measuring their interventions and con-
trolling the “floor’. As became apparent already there, these formal devices (in
particular those having to do with what is called *sequencing’; see below) often
are inseparable from what the forms in question express. A request s followed
by a compliance or a rejection, not only on the formal level: chere is a reason for
pairs occurring together, to wit, the fact that both members of the pair deal with
the same conrent.

In the following, I will examine some of the contenr-oriented mechanisms of
conversation. Doing this will also provide some insight into the pragmatics
involved; a fuller discussion will be reserved for later.

6.3.3.1 Cobesion and coberence

Intuitively, we are able to distinguish coherent talk from incoherent babbling,
Linguists distinguish berween ‘cohesion’, which is the way words formally hang
together in sentences and the like, and ‘coherence’, which captures the content-
based connections berween the words that make them produce sense. Stubbs
expresses this distincnion as follows: “Cobesion has o do with relations berween
surface linguistic forms . . . whereas coherence refers o relations between com-
municative acts™ (1983:126-7).
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In other words, cohesion establishes focal relations berween syntactic irems
(reference, concord and the like), whereas coherence has to do with the global
meaning involved in what we want to express through our speech activity.™ As
o conversation, while the local sequence of turns creates a certain amount of
cohesion, it is by no means sufhicient to guarantee coherence. To be coherent, a
text must obey the Coberence Rule, as defined by Tsui: ®in order for an urter-
ance to form a coherent sequence with the preceding utterance, it must either
fulfil the illocutionary intention of the latter, or address its pragmatic presuppo-
sitions™ (1991:111; cf. 123).

While local cohesion certainly is a valuable help in detecting and managing
textual coherence, it is by no means a guarantee. Below, | provide a piece of text
that shows no coherence at all, although it is locally pretty well organized as a
sequence of ‘turns’. (I will address illocutionary intentions below; pragmatic pre-
suppositions and other pragmatic aspects of coherence will be discussed in section
7.2.32)

The following interchange (berween a psychiatrist and his parient, an 80-year-
old, educared, middle-class woman) 1s taken from Rosenbaum and Sonne (1986);

it 15 a typical instance of schizophrenic discourse (or maybe even several
discourses):

Iinterviewer]: Is it something you have experienced?

Planent]: Mo, yes, it"s been said to us.

I: Aha.

P: Yes, it's been said.

I: Who said it to you?

P: Well, I can hardly remember who. There are many young gentlemen here,
many young people who have been separated, and they have said it - they
have told something about it. Yes.

I: Where are these young people?

P: Well, they are three hundred things after all, so we are, we had people all
over space, yes. There were . . . the whole of space was hlled with people and
then they were put into three skins at our place.

I: Three skins?

P: Yes, they were put into the body, bur I think that two of the skins are ready,
they should be ready, they should be separared. And there were three hundred
thousand who had no reason, or soul, or reason. But now they are so...,
now It seems that there are some who have neither soul nor reason and they
had to be helped, and people have 1o be helped, | can’t do it here in this where
we are, we have to be in...if | am to take care of these things. These. ..
that's what the ladies say, they are aware . ..

P: I've helped them in @ster Segade |a major thoroughfare in central Copen-
hagen], we helped them in that way.

I: In Oster Segade?
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P: Yes, we helped them in that way there and there were many who slid away
and many who were helped. Yes.

I: There were many who shid away and many who were helped?

P: Yes, | don't know how many, [ don't know. Bur there are many trisks and
svilts, | think there are most trisks and svilts [meaningless English words
calqued on equally meaningless Danish ones; cf. “trilms’, below]. That is those
who are made our of svile clay.

I Our of svilt clay?

P: Yes, it is out on space. They make them in trilms.

I: Trilms?

P: By trilms. And then they go through three levels. Some only go through
two. Some go through three. Yes. When they make them. {1986:9ff)

The coherence in this piece of conversation is strictly *local’: it turns around
the limited formal orgamization of the talk by referring to items that have been
mentioned in the mmedately preceding context. Thus, while there 15 a certain
amount of text cohesion, the patient-interlocuror has to rely heavily on the inter-
viewer’s “prompting’ role to be able to proceed in 2 mimmally ordered fashion.
Thus, whenever the interviewee halts, the interviewer can only get her started
again by repeating some of her last words.

Although it 15, of course, strictly true that one never completely knows what
the other party is going to say in an interchange, the above ‘conversapon’ is more
incoherent and less predictable than most. Whart are, e.g., "trisks” and “svils’ and
‘trilms'? Or what about ‘sliding’ - into what? {Later on, it turns out that the
people slide into “sugar-pools’.) What is this piece of conversation really “abour™?
And even as cohesion goes, the only way to make it continue is for the nter-
viewer to repeat some of the words that have just been uttered by the panent,
more or less like a Rogerian therapist, or his or her computer equivalent, ELIZA,
would do. The mterviewer just keeps the speech flow going, withour having an
inkling of where its going.™ As the interviewee herself remarks at a later point
in the conversation, it s as if there were a sound tape playing in her head:

P: ... we have a tape that speaks. It's a tape speaking now . . . It an old tape
speaking.

I: It's an old tape speaking?

P: It’s an old tape speaking when . . .

I: When you are speaking now?

P: Yes, thats a tape too. (Rosenbaum and Sonne 1986:12)

The ‘tape metaphor’ nicely symbolizes the ‘text cohesion’ thar after all is present
in this piece; however, there seems to be not much of a coherence in the sense
defined by Tsui.

Contrast now the following interchanges, all of which, ar first blush, seem to
lack ‘text cohesion'; vet in a bigger framework, they end up making sense.



156 Micropragmatics

A: What's the time?
B: (a) Twelve noon.
ib) Time for cotlfee.
{c} 1| haven't got a warch, sorry.
(d) How should 1 know.
(e} Ask Jack.
if} You know bloody well what time it is.
(g) Why do you ask?
{h} Whar did you say?
{i} What do you mean? (Tsui 1991:115)

Of all these answers, only {a) strictly qualifies for the coherence criterion
named above {a common illocutionary intent is observed in the adjacent pair
‘request for information [about physical time}-compliance by giving the
requested informanon’). However, this does not make the rest of the answers
irrelevant, masmuch as they all make sense in some current context {that is, they
address some common presuppositions in the pragmatic background of the
speaker and hearer). For example, take the ‘coffee’ reply, (b): people usually have
coffee at the same time every day; hence ‘time for coffee’ equals some, more or
less precise, indication of real clock nme. Similarly, if one happened to hive in the
East Prussian city of Konigsberg towards the end of the eighteenth century, a way
of telling the nime “Twelve noon’ would be to reply: “Professor Kant just walked
by"; Kant's daily noontime constitutionals on the city walls were so punctual thar
people could use them to set their watches by.

In normal conversation, even unexpected answers come as no surprise, once
we're able to place them in their proper sequence, either in physical reality or in
the context of the discourse. If we're unable to do either, we may ask ourselves
if the person we're ralking to perhaps suffers from some psychic disorder, alrer-
natively whether he or she intends vo convey a totally different content than what
we seem to perceive (e.g., ‘1 don’t want to talk to you', “Get lost’, or some other
such message).

In the case of the schizophrenic discourse quoted above, some of the sequenc-
ing rules have been violated; this is somerhing we notice while unsuccessfully
trying 1o understand that conversation. As Tsui remarks, “the violation of the
rules [governing coherent sequences] results in incoherent discourse which is
noticed and artended to by interlocutors, and . . . the violation of these rules can
usually be accounted for™ (1991:111; my emphasis).

While sequencing plays an important role in the structuring of our conversa-
nons {not only on the level of formal signals, but also on the level of what the
utterances mean, and of how they function), the mere fact thar urrerances follow
urterances with a certain amount of regularity and cohesion is in itself no guar-
antee of coherence, as the above examples also have shown. Sequencing clearly
cannot just be a matrer of constructing utterances according to some abstract
rules of ‘conversarional syntax”; the rules are at best reconstructions of what actu-
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ally happens in an environment of users building up the conversation. Hence,
even though *conversations are {in part) composed of units that have some direct
correspondence to sentences”™ (Levinson 1983:294), the analytical methods of
sentence grammars have only limited validity in the domain of conversation. By
confrast, sequencing {in particular as manifesred in Levinson's ‘paired utterances’;
1983:293) is at the basis of the already-mentioned “adjacency pairs’, about which
1 will have to say more in the next section.

6.3.3.2 Adjacency pairs and content

As we have seen, charactensnc of conversation is its adjacency in pair-wise struc-
tures. The word ‘conversation’ itself evokes the ritually performed and metrically
codified verbal exchanges that we are familiar with from the chorus of classical
Greek drama or from monastic antiphonal psalmody and hymn-singing. Here,
the parties alternate in responding, the alternating, adjacent pairs being marked
in the text by the symbols ¥ and ‘&', for versws and respomsum, respecnively.
The term versus is from the Larin verb vertere, ‘to turn’ {cf. how we refer 1o the
front and back (‘turned’) side of a page: recto, respectively verso) and recalls the
wrning and returning of the lead in chanting that is so charactenistic of choral
psalmody (just as rurming the pages is characteristic of reading). In the same vein,
*con-versation’ consists in people’s paired (turn-wise) *col-laboration’, including
the repetitions and extensions that these turns naturally lead to.

This collaboration (as Harvey Sacks was the first to show us) doesn't just
proceed at random, but obeys certain rules, governing not only whar follows
what, who can speak when, and so on, but also whar a conversarion is about.
Thus, adjacency pairs, dehined earlier as rwo subsequent utterances constituting
a conversational exchange, or ‘turn’, are characterized as to function and content
by their rype. The type of a pair is given by a common illocutionary intention
{or “force’, as Awstin called it); pairs can thus be, e.g., ‘greeting—greeting'’,
‘order—{verbal) compliance’, ‘request’-'providing the requested item (e.g., infor-
mation, permission etc.}’ and so on.

Conversation analysts such as Sacks et al. (1974) distinguish between the ‘first
pair part’ and the ‘second pair part’ of any adjacency pair. For instance, the first
pair part may be a summons; then what constitures the second pair parr has to
be an urterance which deals with comphance {either positive or negarive), as in
the following exchanges:

Could you please close that window?
Sure.

and:

Could you please close that window?
Mo way.
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The second pair part may contain more information (eg., ‘In a minute’, or “No,
I'd rather have it open’); but that wouldn't aftect the exchange and thus the type
of the adjacency pair.

In general, the notion of ‘type’ is useful when it comes ro predicting whar the
answer could be, and how it is managed: in a way, it defines the ‘base line' for
the second pair parts that are possible. But it does more.

Following the theory of adjacency pairs, given a first part of a pair, a second
part 15 immediately relevant and expectable. Furthermore, according to Schegloft
{1972), if a second pair part is not found in the context of the conversation,
then the first pair part is judged officially not to exist, and the first speaker may
repeat the hirst part (e.g., by iterating the summons, maybe with some emphasis:
‘| asked you to close the window®, “Would you PLEASE close that window' and
s0 on}. Such repeated first parts do not normally oocur in conversation (e.g., one
doesn’t repeat a greeting, unless one wants to make a point: *1 have not been
greeted’).

The absence of a second pair part is nouceable, and has certain conversanional
effects, as in the case of *pretending it didn’t happen’. Suppose somebody makes
a socially impossible request, such as asking the boss’s wite for a dare at the
company outing. The painful silence which ensues makes the unfortunare
requester feel embarrassed; yer it is also a means of telling him (by not giving
any indication that anybody has heard whar he said): “Listen, you did something
unfortunate, but we're prepared to pretend it didn't happen.’

Formally, one can express the same ‘denied reality’ using an explicit (and
strictly speaking, self-contradictory) second pair part such as “We didn't hear thar,
did we?* And an even stronger second part would contain an indirect speech act
of reprimanding: ‘1 don't believe what I'm hearing’, meaning: ‘1 heard you, but
[ can't believe my ears, since | definitely think you shouldnt have said what you
did.” In such cases, as noted earlier, the most effective way of stating what is
really bemng expressed, viz., that the speaker is a socially incompetent oaf, s mot
stating it (explicitly).

The difference between the strict notion of “type’ (based on the shared
illocutionary intent of the interchange) and a more relaxed view (based on
the pragmatic properties of the reply, viewed as an understanding of the effects
of the interchange) may remind us of our earlier distinction berween direct
and indirect speech acts. While traditional speech act theory (as outlined by
Austin} pur great emphasis on the acrual verbs expressing speech acts
{SAVs), later developments allowed for speech acts to be realized in all sorts of
indirect ways and still produce the same effects (cf. the classic example: ‘It's cold
in here’, pragmatically understood as an effective request to close the door or a
window).

In such a pragmatic view, neither the adjacency pair itself nor the illocution-
ary intent act making up its ‘type’ is focused upon; rather, it is the entire (lin-
guistic as well as social) user behavior that is invoked to provide an explanation.
The following section will elaborate on this {see further chapter 11).
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6.3.3.3 Types and coberence

A typical adjacency pair is a question, together with its answer — but what is its
‘type’? To solve that problem, one has to know what constitutes a leginmare
answer to a guestion, given its particular illocunonary mtent.

Consider the following interchange:

(. Is Lennart there?
A. You can reach him at extension 882 36.

Strictly speaking, this pair does not constiture a regular ‘queston—answer' type:
the information requested by the speaker (whether or nor Lennart is ‘there’, i.e.,
at the listener’s locanion) is not given, except indirectly. By contrast, a ‘regular’
answer, such as ‘No, he sn"t’, or ‘I'm sorry, he sn't’, or simply "‘No’, while staying
strictly within the bounds of adjacency pair typology (‘second pair part provides
the information requested in first pair part') would be very uninformative.

The easiest way out of this dilemma is to assume that whatever follows a ques-
tion simply is the answer, Under this assumption, there strictly is no speech act
of answering, no ‘answerhood’ {except as a nonon that is so vague and all-
encompassing that it is useless for describing what actually occurs as answers w
guestions). As Levinson aptly remarks, “rthere is no proposed illocutionary force
of answering™ (1983:293). In other words, ‘answering’ is not a speech act;”' it
can only be properly defined on the basis of, among other things, the preceding
guestion.

Another way of viewing the ‘answerhood' of the above reply would be 1o say
that the question in reality was not about whether or not Lennart was at the
given location, but just represented an indirect way of asking: ‘Do you know
where Lennart is right now?’, or simply: “Where 1s Lennart? In that case, we
could still maintain that the type of the pair was safeguarded and thar cherefore,
the question—answer pair was coherent, also with regard to s illocutionary
intent: ‘requesting information’.

In a strict adjacency pair typology, such an interpretanion of the speech acring
mvolved here is not recognized as legal. If one rakes the point of the onginal
question to be the extraction of information about Lennart’s presence in a par-
ticular location (‘there’}, then the ‘bald on-record’ answer ‘No {, he sn%t) is
correct, but not too helpful. By contrast, an answer that specifies where [ can
reach Lennart (‘extension 88236°) provides me with the information | need;
whether or not Lennart is ar the original, presumed location has now become
irrelevant.

Conversation analysts have tried ro solve the problem of ‘unexpected second
pair parts’ by invoking the distinction berween sequences and pre-sequences,
miroduced above. Thus, in the case of the gquestion:

Is Lennart there?
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we are dealing not with a request for information, but rather with a pre-request
tor something else (the permission to speak with Lennart, an effort to be pur
in touch with Lennart, and so on). This pragmatic coberence, as it is somerimes
called, cannot be explamed in a strictly sequennal framework (Jacobs
and Jackson 1983a:65). One could perhaps say thar the question whether
Lennart is there inquires about a “felicity condition” for the real request: clearly,
if Lennart isn't there, then it makes no sense to try and talk to lhim ‘there’,
The clever interlocutor perceives this, and infers that the real reason for
inguiring about Lennart’s location is the speaker’s desire to see him, or talk to
him on the phone; therefore, he neglects (‘pre-empes’) that original question and

answers what he thinks is the ‘real’ request by indicating where Lennart may be
reached:

You can reach him ar extension 88236,

Conversely, there are cases where a pre-request mistakenly is interpreted as
“the real thing’. A good example of this is the following, due to Jacobs and
Jackson {1983b:302):

(A customer walks up to a check-cashing counter)
Customer: Can [ cash a check?

ATTENDANT: I'll be right there.
CustoMmer: That's okay. | was just wondering whether it was too late or not.

Here, the first utterance is interpreted as a pre-seguence to a check-cashing
encounter, where it in reality was just a request for information. The uptake has
been too quick: cooperanon ook the form of second-guessing. Sometimes this
results in unexpected reactions, as in the delightful example also provided by
Jacobs and Jackson (1983b:301-2):

(The scene is Sally and Scott’s bome m Champaign, lllinois, where Sally and
Scott both teack at the unversity. Sally s trying to get a plarne owt of Cham-
paign, and bas just finished talking to ber travel agent on the phone. She sits
down in the living room, wearing a coat to leave for the university. Scott is in
the mext room, preparing for bis class: be bas beard some of the comversation,
looks wp from bis books and asks:)

Scotr: Could you get out of here?

SALLY [INDIGNANT]: What do you mean, could I get outta bere?!?

SCOTT [LADGHING]|: Mo, uh, heh-heh-hehhhh, could you get outta Champaign,
er. ..

The above is an example of ‘paranoid uptake’: again, the second pair part is
OK in the acrual pair sequence {when Scott’s utterance is interprered as an indi-
rect speech act of “asking someone to leave’), but makes no sense as a sequel o
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a sincere request for information {which in fact it was; witness Scott’s laughing
reply).

To come back to the problem: given a question, what can the answer be?, we
note that a strictly sequential adjacency concept, based on a narrow speech act
typology of ‘questioning’, does not provide a useful solunion. Any question can
have numerous “answers’, all of them relevant to the (possibly hidden) point of
the question. Here is a further illustranve example:

(). What does Joe do for a living?
A. {1} The same as always
{ti} ‘Oh this and that
{1ii) I've no idea
{iv) Whart's that got to do with it?
v} He doesn'r. (Levinson 1983:293)

Here, all five answers are “to the point’, meaning thar they make sense as answers
{depending on the context, naturally}, even though they do not provide any ‘real’
answer to the question, eXcept in somMe vague, eVAsSIVE way.

But notice that while only answer (i) strictly qualifies as a typologically accept-
able reply, it contains no information whatsoever about Joe's business (except in
the case of a guestioner who is more or less familiar with Joe and what he usually
does for a living). As to the other answers, they state (appropriately, with respect
to the question) that Joe doesn’t do anything in particular for a living (i1); thar
the addressee doesn't know the answer (i) that the question is rejected by the
addressee as improper or irrelevant (iv); and that Joe is a lazy bum {v]. All these
answers are (again dependent on the context) perfectly acceptable, yet they
are not all {especially {iv} or (v}) in strict accordance with the principle of pair
adjacency.

The reason that we don’t get our nonon of conversational coherence upset by
answers like the ones quoted above, and thar such replies are considered per-
fectly good answers,™ is that they somehow deal with the comtent of the ques-
non: they do not just address its illocutionary force, bur also its pragmanc
presupposttions (see section 7.2.3.2).

For a discourse to be coherent, it is not enough, or even necessary, that an
urterance and its predecessor or successor, combined into an adjacency “pair’,
abide by the strict rules formulated by the conversanion analysts and based on
an orthodox speech act interpretation of the utterances in question. Pairs are
important because they ‘steer us’ toward a good understanding: “given an answer,
the question is relevant™ {Levinson 1983:293). Bur also, conversation is much
more than just combining pairs in sequences (not to mention the fact thar those
pairs can easily expand into ‘threes’, “fours’ and so on, and thar ‘sequence’ in this
sense does not have to entail “immediately following or preceding’}. Tsui's “Coher-
ence Principle’ {quoted in secrion 6.3.3.1}, with its double emphasis on both
illocutionary force and pragmatic presuppositions, is stronger than, and
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hierarchically supenior ro, the notion of paired adjacency. Adjacency is a case of
coherent sequencing, but not all sequencing needs to be dehned strictly 1n terms
of adjacency.

Of the rwo components thatr make up the coherence principle, pragmaric pre-
suppositions will be discussed in a broader, pragmatc context in chapters 7 and
10. As to the other component, illocutionary intention, this will be examined
more closely in the next section.

6.3.3.4 Conversation and speech acts

The regular, ‘paired’ structure of conversation has a parallel to the regularity with
which certain speech acts manifest themselves as insttutionalized acts (cf.
Austin’s original discovery of speech acts of the type ‘I baptize thee'), and to the
“pbvious regularities™ that operate in speech act behavior: “answers follow ques-
tions, greetings follow greetings, erc.” (Levinson 1983:289).

Consider now the following conversational exchange, in which John says to
Mildred {ar a party they’re both attending; example modified from Levinson
1983):

It's getting lare, Mildred.

Among Mildred's possible answers, we could imagine at least the following
three:

Are you really thar bored?
Do you want to go home?
S0

MNow, if we want to determine the ‘type’ of this exchange pair, we have ro find
out what John's urterance really stands for: is it a statement about the time of
day {of course relative to the usual coordinartes: “late’ is not an absolure indica-
tion of time, such as, e.g., ‘00:15 GMT'}); an expression of boredom {*Let me tell
vou frankly that I'm bored oot of my mind’}); an act of vengeance or punishment
{Mildred may have been flirting with John's neighbor); a secret code for: *Remem-
ber to take your pill’; or something entirely different?

In other words, we must try to establish the ‘illocutionary intention’ (or
‘point’} of John's remark. What kind of speech act does it represent? A state-
ment, admonition, request, threat, confession? - it all depends on such things as:
how well Mildred knows John {whether they are married, or just dating); what
sort of a party it is (a formal dinner, or a drop-in or gate-crashing affair); and so
on. To borrow a rerminology oniginally developed in another context: one must
know the script for this parnicalar interaction in order to assess the contextual
value of this particular utterance.”” A ‘party script’ would include information
about people’s conversational behavior ar parties: they may joke, fght, argue,
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flirt, discuss linguistics, eat potato chips, get drunk, and so on; alternatively, they
may even enjoy themselves,

The funny thing about Mildred's possible answers in the above conversation
is that they all, in a way, are OK; that is: in the context, they make sense.* Espe-
cially if we look at their possible outcomes, they must certainly be valid, effec-
tive answers: John may get upset, and just walk off, or he may hand Mildred the
car keys, or they may continue the conversation (which in all likelihood then is
BOINE to [urn into an argument, with its approprate, but egually unpredictable
speech acting and its inappropriate, but equally predictable ending).

The above shows, first of all, that speech acts are not particularly good rools
to work with when it comes to understanding an umerance in context: which
speech act one actually is looking at depends very much, if not exclusively, on
that particular context.

Second, classifying conversational adjacency pairs in terms of ‘illocutionary
intention’ is a problem in itself (see above); however, it certainly is not going to
be less thorny if we limit ourselves to situating those pairs in their immediate
appropriate co{njtexts, without taking their perlocutionary effects into account.

What counts is how a speech act fumctions. If John's remark to Mildred func-
tions as a starement, then ir is thar speech act (or some variant of it, such as a
reminder); if it functions as an expression of boredom, then it is that expression,
and so on. What we're really looking at here is a pragmaric act (see further chapter
B); as Levinson says, “the units in question seem to be functionally debned by the
actions they can be seen to perform in context™ (1983:291; my emphasis).

In light of the above, the discussions about the type of conversational inter-
action are in reality a bit beside the point. What is important is not whar a speaker
decides to question, order, request etc., but the effects these speech acts have on
the conversarional interaction.

Austin was already aware of this when he talked about the ‘uptake’ as a nec-
essary condition on the *happiness’ (or felicity) of speech acts (1962:10). If we
extend Austin’s condition to imclude not only the other gualifying conditions of
a speech act, but also its effective results in context, the problem boils down to:
“What does an individual utterance end up meanming, when considered in its total
context?’ For example, is a particalar request (e.g., ‘asking for a march’) really
a speech act of *asking’, or maybe a come-on remark, a plea for human under-
standing and sympathy or a prelude 1o armed robbery? Such a total context goes
necessarily far bevond adjacency organization and speech act typology; for
further discussion, see chaprer 8.

Review and discussion

1. The following conversation transcription is due to Jan-Ola Ostman (who gave
it as part of an exam in the winter 1990 linguistics course at Helsinki Univer-
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sity; the questions below are my own). This transcript looks very much the way
vou will find conversations rranscribed m works and articles on conversanional
analysis {CA). Among the conventions used in CA, the following occur in the

extract {for a full account of CA transcniption conventions, see Levinson
1983:369-70, appendix to ch. 6):

1, exclamation mark: exclamatory intonation

i, interrogation mark: rising intonation

=, equal sign: larches utterances without gaps

=, dashes: pause

::), colon(s) (after vowel): (degrees of} lengthening

underlining as in syllable: stressed syllable or word

#, double slash: pont of overlap (corresponding to point where next turn
begins

[, left square bracker, vertically across rwo or more lines: alternative way of
marking overlap

In this piece of conversation, four people, called here A, B, C and D, are having
an afrer-dinner conversation in the host’s living room. Two of the people have
been shopping at the new mall; the two others did not come along. They exchange
experiences and comments, and contribute ‘small talk’.

The lines below are numbered for casy reference; they do not necessanly rep-
resent conversational “turns’.

1. A. There was an astonishing rrafhc in Walnut Creek // roday
2. C. Oh, Babby! // Did you like the you know - Bishop’s Blooming Market=
3. A. Huh?
4, A, [Well?
5. B, =l [went with her?
6. C. Today?=
7. B. =Yeah?
8. D. Oh excuse me? - is that the pew one=
9. C. Yeah |the one on North Street
10. D. [=that they were gonna open last=
11. A. =That's the one -
12. A. Anyway? - They had a hysge no a mazrvelous parking #/ lot there=
13. B. For three hundred [cars
14. A. |=with space for three hundred // cars
15. C. So, did you find yourself a typewrit /f er?
16. B. A rape-recorder [dear!
17. C. [A tape-recorder?
18. A.  |Oh po? They were faxr too expensive /f for me=
19. C. Oh yeah?
20. A. =Well? - These days everyone’s affected by the gil crisis, aren’t they?
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Questions:
{A) Organization of the conversation:

Try to identify the various turn-taking mechanisms as defined by Sacks and his
followers. In particular, pay attention ro his rule that maximally one speaker
speaks at the same time (see secnon 6.3.1.2).

How many turns are there in this excerpt? Are there cases of overlapping ralk?
Should the rule of 'no gap, no overlap’ perhaps be slightly modified? How would
you characterize the transition in lines 1-27

Sacks ralks abour TRPs, ‘transition relevant points’, or: pomts where a turn
shift can be expected or is possible (secrions 6.3.1.2 and 6.3.1.3). Study the
case of C in Iine 15, who “butts in® with *So,...". How is this made possible
and acceptable for the other participants? Is there any way to ‘preview’ this
TRP? (Hint: look at who have been holding the floor for the past four lines.)

How would you characterize A's turm in 112 Isn't it strange thar A ‘self-selects’
in hne 12, and just continues with his ‘Anyway, . . ."? What does line 11 do, in

CA terms? (Hint: consult section 6.3.2.2 on ‘insertion sequences”.)

Can you identify any clear cases of corresponding hrst and second pair pares?
(Cf. section 6.3.1.3.)

Did you find any ‘repair sequences’ (section 6.3.2.2)?
(B} Content of the comversation:
Is this conversanion coherent? In what way? (See section 6.3.3.1.)

In terms of turns, who are the leading conversationalises, and who are the lesser
contriburors? Who are the ones that interrupt most ofren?

In terms of speech acts, can you point to any adjacency pairs in this conversa-
non, such as greetings, question—answers, requests for information-information
provided, apologies-acceprances and so on? {Cf. section 6.3.3.2.)

Did vou notice any “back-channeling’? (Cf. section 6.3.1.2.)
{As for ‘preference’ phenomena, this extract is not too clear. Refer to the next
exercise. )

{C) Context:

{a) About the conversation:
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In what way can we say that this conversation is typical of a particular kind of
people?

How would you characterize the conversation i terms of ‘hively’, ‘dull’,
‘interesting’, ‘'not  interesting’, ‘engaged’, ‘uninterested’? How abour the
conversationalises?

What is the topic of this conversation?
What are the intentions of the conversationalists?
ib) About the people:

Who of the four know each other, and how well? Are any of them strangers to
each other? Are any of the four married {to any of the others)?

Who s the host, and who is “Bobby"?

Does any of the four have a social position that is markedly different (higher,
lower) from any of the others?

Can you fAgure out who are the shoppers, and who did not go? Who went our

to buy (“find’} what? Did this person find and buy what he or she was looking
for?

Can youo guoess the respective ages {(within ten or hfteen years) of the
conversationalists?

Who are presumably male, who presumably female among the conversational-
ists? (Hint: consider who is most impressed by the new shopping mall vs. who
is wowed by the number of cars that fit in the ‘marvelous’ parking lot.)

2. Preferred vs. dispreferred responses

While the phenomenon of ‘(disjpreferred’ response sequences is probably
universal, the way (dis)preference is realized is not. In his treatment of ‘prefer-
ence organization’, Levinson {1983) concentrates on morphological and syntac-
tic features; prosodic properties (with the exception of pause) are not treated
specifically, even though some (such as “in-breath’) are mentioned in passing
ip. 337).

Some languages have extensive prosodic means of signaling preference;
breath mechanisms especially are often emploved in this connection. Scandina-
vians manifest assent or ‘aizmchi’ (see section 6.3.1.2) by producing an in-
breathed ja (‘yes’); the Japanese show the difficulties involved in what they are
talking about by sucking in their breath sharply, either though the mouth
(producing a hissing sound) or through the nose {producing what sounds more
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like an inverted snort; the behavior seems 1o be restricted o males). For good
reasons, the utterance itself is not breathed in Japanese {like the implosive Scan-
dinavian ja), as this might result in a shortage of breath and hamper normal
conversarion.

Below, the Japanese ‘hiss’ is reproduced as a number of <<<<s (the number
indicating length), typically (but not necessarily) followed by an urterance such
as taiben desu, “it's hard, terrible, erc.’ In conversation, this dispreferredness
marker often assumes the shape of a short, nasal breath intake of different
strength, often almost inaudible, and usually accompanied by a slowing down of
the tempo and a lowering of the voice pitch. The following conversation pro-
vides several examples:

(A and B are colleagues at work. A wants to pass on some concert tickets to
B, because be can't go bimself)

A: ... konban ongaku-wa kippu-ga arun-desu-ga, doo-desu-ka
il got nckers for tomight’s concert, would you be interesred?)

B: Soo desw-neee << ... |slow delivery, pitch descending, then a short moder-
ate nasal in-breath, followed by a pause|

{(Well, | don™t know . . .)

koo-yus ongaku-wa doomo-neee <<<< ... [slow delwery, pitch and intensity
decreasing, last syllable of doomo inasdible, sharp nasal in-breath, followed
by a pause}

{Thar kind of music, vou know . ..

Katoo-san-mi agetara doo-desu-ka, Kurashikku-ga suki-da-soo-da-kara . ..
ively speed, bigh pitch, engaged imtonation|
(How about Miss Kato - wouldn't it be a good idea to offer her the tickers?

She s probably more interested in classical music). (Mizutan: and Mizutani
1986:237; my transcription and translation)

While preference as a phenomenon of conversational organization probably
is universal, its individual manifestations in different languages may display a
great deal of vananon. The audible markings of ‘dispreferredness’ in Japanese
are of a very different kind than we are used to in English - yet, they are extremely
effective in structuring one’s conversational preferences. Small wonder, then, thar
many Japanese carry this marking device over into other languages, where the
effect may a very different one. (See further chapter 10 for intercultural prag-
matic differences of this sort.})

Duestions:

Which of the following would you associate with a sharp breath intake through
the mouth, when occurring in a conversation in your own language: extreme
emotional upset, approaching physical danger, physical pain, other?
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Do the conversarionalists in the above transcript use other markers o signify pre-
terredness or dispreferredness? Which markers do they employ and where do
these occur in the text? (See section 6.3.2.3 for hints.)

3. The following dialogue occurred at the US Immigration Service checkpoint in
Lester B. Pearson International Airport, Toronto, Canada, on January 10, 1993:

IMMIGRATION OFFICER: Where do you live?
PassencER: Evanston, lllinois.

OFFICER: Are you an American citizen?

PassENGER: No, I'm a resident.

OrFicer: May | see your Green Card?

PaASSENGER: |bands over card]

OFFICER: [examunes card, punches something into bis computer, hands back
card] Do you have a driver’s license?

PASSENGER: Yes.

OrFricer: OK, pass on.

PassEnGER [astonished]: Bot don™t vou want to see it?
Orricer: No, just pass on.

Questions:

On the basis of what you have read about ‘preferred second pair parts’ in sec-
tions 6.3.1.3 and 6.3.3.2, how would you evaluate the passenger’s question? Why
was the passenger astonished?

In terms of pre-sequences {section 6.3.2.1), what kind of follow-up would one
expect when one is asked a question such as ‘Do you have a driver's license?’,
uttered by a policeman or a customs officer? (Cf. the classic example ‘Do you
have the time?")

Why does the ‘pre-empting’ of the regular second pair part {which normally
happens in cases hke these) not operate in the dialogue above? (Hint: ask vour-
self whar kind of information it was that the customs officer really was eliciting,
and how this relates to the actual question asked.)

4. There is a Japanese city by the name of Nikko, situared about fifry miles north
of Tokyo, where one Ainds a great number of famous and beaurtiful shrines and
temples, all gathered in a big complex in the foothills of impressive, cedar-clad
mountains. Walking through this immense compound, a tourist sooner or later
may have to respond to nature’s call. Looking around for any familiar words or
symbaols (pictographic, architectural or otherwise), and not finding any, the
tourist then addresses himself to a young, kimono-clad temple arrendant, who
seems to be in charge of visitor information. The following dialogue ensues:

TourisT: Is there a toilet around here?
ATTENDANT: You want to use?
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TourisT (somewhat astonished): Sure | do,
ATTENDANT: Go down the steps.

Somewhat puzzled, the tourist then discovers the stairs, and lo and behold, there

15 the men's room. Now what can we learn from this little story?

COhuestions:
How would you caregorize the speech acrs being used here?

In terms of adjacency, what type(s) of pairs are invelved? (Cf. section 6.3.3.3.)

Where does the misunderstanding arise?
Whar framework would you invoke to characrerize such a misunderstanding?
Could we appeal to CA for a sufficient explanation? Or should we not even try?
And if CA can't help, what would we have to invoke instead in order to obtain
a ‘normal’ understanding of the tourist’s request ? (Hint: consider the presuppo-
sitions that may be involved.)

(Mote: There are additional factors involved in this intercultural scenario; for
further details, please refer to chaprer 10.2.)

5. Consider the following vext:

The telephone rang.

‘Is that Dr Bailey?'

“Yes.'

‘Is Roland Michell there?”

‘It’s for you.'

Who?

“Young, male and well-bred. Who is that, please?”

“You won't know me. My name 15 Evan Maclntyre." [A. S, Byatt, Possession;
A Romance, London: Vintage, 1990:432)

Ouestions:
What do you think of this conversanon? Is it coherent? In what sense? Does it
show cohesion? (Cf. section 6.3.3.1.)

As to turn-taking, how are the different turns marked? In particular, how are the
different conversationalists, referred to by the various ‘whos’ and “yous®, identi-
fied? (Hint: for cach urterance, consider who is the addressee, in addition to who
is the addresser.)

Is there anything unusual in this turn-taking, compared to regular conversation?
(Hint: think of who has the floor, and how the floor rights are yielded across the

wires., |
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In particular, can you think of other telephone openings, not just in British bur
also other cultures, including possibly your own?

What do you make of the utterance “You won't know me'? Does it represent a
turn? Or otherwise, what is its status?

6. Here's an old joke:

{Two psychiatrists, Drs Sapirstein and Barmstome, pass each other in the
ballsway of the clinic. The following dialogue is reported to bave ocewrred:)

Dr SarrsTeN: You are fine, how am [?
Dr Barsstone: Thanks, you're OK too.

Cluestions:

Considering this as a case of conversational expectancy {as in ‘turn-taking’}, whar
15 normal, what is odd about this interchange? (Hint: separate out the *formal’
and the ‘content” aspects; cf. sections 6.3.1.2 and 6.3.2.3.)

What kind of “paired sequences’ do we have at work here? Is the expectancy of
the “first pair part’ met by the ‘second pair part’?

What is presupposed for our proper understanding of this interchange as a joke?
{Hint: try 1o describe, with the joke as your point of departure, the psychiatric

profession, and what psychiatrists do for a living, to somebody from another
culrure. }

{Optional): Whar is implied in the doctors’ names?
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CHAPTER SEVEN
Metapragmatics

7.1 Object language and metalanguage

The prefix meta-, in accordance with the etymology of the Greek word, indicates
a change or shift (as in meta-morphosis, literally *trans-formavion’). In particu-
lar, as applied to the use of language in philosophy and in the sciences, the prefix
indicares a shift of ‘level” in the language we are using or the activities we engage
in. For instance, when [ am just playing tennis, | am at the level of play; but if |
start discussing with the referee whether or not the ball | missed was inside the
white line, or even start berating him for his faulty judgment (as we all have seen
a player like John McEnroe do), [ shift, ‘'move up’, 1o the ‘meta’-level of tennis;
what | am talking about here is the legitimacy of a particular activity on the
‘object” level.

In the same way, a ‘metalanguage’ indicates a language that is about language,
one level *up’ from the language itself, the “object language’ (the terms were orig-
inally invented by the Polish logician Alfred Tarski in the thirties). A metalan-
puage indicates, comments on, examines, criticizes etc. what happens on the level
of the object language.

In everyday life and language use, when we put things in {verbal or literal)
parentheses or in quotes, we use metalanguage. E.g., | can urter:

... as | was saying, it should be next week. (Wardhaugh 1998:299)

Here, we have a ‘verbal parenthesis’ {*as | was saying™} announcing, in meta-
language, thar whar follows is a repear sequence or a concluding statement; the
scope of the metalanguage {even if not formally indicated) being usually under-
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stood as boonded by the mtermal cohesion or the content of whar is said or
repeared in the ‘object language’.

The following literal citation is clearly marked off; the inverted commas func-
ton as metalanguage statements saying, “This is a quotation”:

(Anmie bas been seeing ber shrink, who suggests she come five times a
week)

AnnNIE: | don't think I mind analysis at all. The only question is: Will it change
my wife?

Awvy: Will it change your wife?

Annie: Will it change my life?

ALvy: Yeah, but you said “Will it change my wife?™!

Annie: No | didn'e. | said “Will it change my life?”, Alvy.

Awvy: You said: *Will it change my WIFE. Will it change my ..."

Anmig: Life. 1 said “Life™. {from the Woody Allen movie Ammie Hall
Yamaguchi 1997)

In the excerpt above, the actors “state’, using the metalanguage of quotes, what
they consider as being the other person’s exact words, They quote for the sake
of argument: in order to argue properly, you have to document your adversary's
words verbatim, just as in the medieval Scholastic dispures, where it was manda-
tory to repeat the exact {*object’) wording of your opponent, and only then add
your own (‘meta-') comment or reburtal to i, strictly in forma, as it was called
(i.e., formally worded as a syllogism).

A metalanguage of this kind is often called “reflexive’, since it reflects on what
is being, or has been said; in particular, self-reflexive comments such as "Oops’,
‘vou know', "if you see what | mean’, “how shall | express myself”, ‘frankly speak-
ing", and so on have lately artracted muoch attention; see the recent literature on
‘discourse markers’ and related phenomena (e.g., Schiffrin 1988).

Applying this ‘meta’-thinking to the professional stady of language, we may
say thar whenever we busy ourselves theorentically with language, in particular
whenever we try to describe a language by writing up grammarical and other
riales, we create a metalanguage, usually called linguistics. Limguistics is a meta-
language inasmuch as it 1s about {an object) language.

But we can move a step up. We can start discussing the linguistic rules and
descriptions themselves, for instance with the aim of discovering which are the
best ones for a particular language. If [ say to a fellow hnguist: *“My grammar is
better than yours', or *Your rules dont work', then | am talking one level up
from where those rules and descriptions are located. Since the latter belong to
linguistics, the characterizanion 1 give of another person’s linguistic endeavors
belongs to a higher level, properly called *metalinguistic’ in the sense of: “thar
which deals with linguistics as its object’. (Another frequently encountered term
is ‘metatheoretical’, implying a discussion of motivations for preterring one (lin-
guistic) theory to some other.)
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At this point, it is not trivial to ask why it is necessary to engage in this kind
of metatheoretical actvity. In particular, when 1t comes to pragmartics, what meta-
level(s) are we talking about? In other words, where does ‘metapragmatics’ come
mnto the picture, and what can we use it for?

The next section will provide some answers to these questions.

7.2 Pragmatics and metapragmatics

As we have seen in chapter 1, pragmatics 15 the study of humans communica-
tively using language in the context of society. Consequently, ‘metapragmatics’
must be, in accordance with whar was said in the previous section, a discussion
of ‘object pragmarics’ on the next higher level. This level is where we discuss the
way we define and do pragmarics, and where we debare issues such as why one
definition of pragmarics 15 berrer than another, whar kind of relationship prag-
martics has to semannics, how many principles we want to work with in prag-
matics, whether or not we should include an acrivity such as conversational
analysis in our pragmatic studies, and so on. On this level, furthermore, we can
choose to focus on definitional questions (as we did in chapter 1); alvernanively,
we can concentrare on the conditions thar govern the communicative use of
language in society (and indirectly, our ways of doing pragmancs).

A simple example may clanfy what | have in mind here. In chapter 5, we dis-
cussed the vanous speech acts thar humans use in communication. Describing
this human activiry, we are engaging in pragmatics. However, if we ask ourselves
what principles govern the use of speech acts, and how they relate to other human
communicative activities, we are touching upon metapragmatic questions. The
same is the case when we ask for an explanation why, for instance, the speech
act of promising among the llongots or the people of Pohnpei seems to have a
very different pragmatic value than it has in Western societies (as we saw in
section 5.1.2).

We should be careful not to assume that a description (however painstalong)
of linguistic activities auromatically will lead us to a pragmanc view of those
activities. To take the case of speech acts, there is no direct path from the lin-
guistic shape of a particular act to its pragmanic value. An act of promising using
the ‘canonical’ verb fo promuse may be pragmatically less effective than a similar
act performed indirectly, perhaps not even using actual ‘speech’, but some stan-
dardized, pre-established convention: raising a hnger or an eyebrow at a fish
auction to signal an act of bidding, or even moving the entire body, as in the case
of the Roman senators, who voted by marching to the night or to the left of the
senate archway {(pedibus eundo in semtentiam, liverally: “letting one’s feet do the
vouing'). As we will see in section 8.4.2, the pragmaric act of promising depends
for irs success not just on the “correctness’” of the corresponding speech act; a
pragmatic act (specifically, a pragmeme) can be described as a matrix of fearures,



176 Macropragmatics

among which the act’s inguistic realization is an mmportant but by no means
unique element.

In other words, we cannot talk about pragmatics as if it were some simple
kind of *natural metalanguage' for linguistics. The reason is that pragmartics takes
the totality of commumcation into account, whereas hingmstics only focuses on
the narrow language aspect. However, merely extending the scope of linguistics
will never make it pragmatic, let alone metapragmatic; for that, we need the soci-
etal perspective, letting our gaze sweep ‘rop-down’, so to speak, rather than
‘bottom-up’.

The following sections will deal with the various ways in which the term
‘metapragmatics’ itself has been used.

7.2.1 Three views of metapragmatics

According to Caffi (1994a:2461), there are three ways of dealing with metaprag-
marics: one, as a theoretical discussion on whar pragmatics is, and what it should
comprise; two, as a discussion of the conditions and possibilities that enable people
to act by using words, to *do” pragmarics by acting pragmatically; and finally, three,
as the pragmatic pendant to the metalinguistic level referred to in section 7.1, which
is often captured under the label of ‘reflexive language’ (Lucy 1993},

Caffi’s tripartite distinction is based on the following considerations. First off,
pragmatics has often been likened 10 a ‘waste-basket’ in which linguists and
philosophers have deposited the unusable and unclassihable {(but not discardable)
items from their respective inventories {as we saw in chapter 1). As Caffi says,
“pragmatics is tolerant™ {1994a:2462): it does not exclude, on principle, any rea-
sonable activity that human language users engage in {cf. Haberland and Mey
1977). But this rolerance may also result in a lack of wentity: how is pragmat-
ics different from other disciplines thar deal with human language behavior, such
as conversation analysis? Tolerance (even when practiced in the name of charity)
may cover a multitude of sins, as another authoriry (St Paul) warns us. Metaprag-
matics needs 1o address this guestion, which comprises more than just the de-
finittional matters discussed in chapter 1; in particular, we need to show how
the methodological and conceptual apparatus of pragmatics ditfers from thar of
linguistics and (linguistic) semantics. {See further the next section.)

Second, we are faced with the fact thar pragmancs, by itself, cannot explain
or motivate its principles and maxims. The reason thar pragmaticists operate
with, e.g., a Communicative Principle, or a Cooperative Principle (with its artend-
ing four maxims) or a Coherence Rule {Tswi 1991}, cannot be found inside of
pragmatics; neither can such principles be straightforwardly deduced from the
observation of pragmatic regularities.

Merapragmatics in this sense deals with the condinons that determine the
‘sayability” of statements, promises, requests etc.; such conditions cannot be
restricted to a single, local context of use, as the conversanon analysts want us
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to believe; even less can we rely on a strictly linguistic co-text. The world in which
people live is a coherent one, in which everything hangs together: none of its phe-
nomena can be explained in solation. For instance, in establishing and explain-
ing coherence in utterances, pragmatic presuppositions are important factors (as
we saw in section 6.3.3.3), and they need 1o be discussed by comparing them to
simple logical or linguistic presuppositions.

In general, metapragmatics, taken in this sense, should worry abour the cir-
cumstances and conditions that allow us to use our language or prevent us from
using it (or from using it adequately, as the case may be). An investigation into
these conditions is necessary and timely, and involves a consideration of socieral
import, yet it cannot be dealt with on the level of the observed phenomena alone;
which s why we must refer to metapragmarics for a discussion of such problems
{see further section 7.2.3; cf. also chaprer 11).

A third consideration has to do with the way language is able to reflect on
itself, make statements about itself, question irself, improve mself, quote itself and
so on. Such reflexive, meralinguistic uses of language were whar first artracred
the arention of the philosophers, as we saw above; but they are also a suirable
vantage point from which to consider metapragmatic language uses.

To take a simple example: we do not only specify pragmanc principles (cf.
chapter 4), but we also comment on those principles from a metapragmatic point
of view (in Caffi’s first sense; typical question: why do we need a Politeness Prin-
ciple?). Moreover, we want o interpret and apply the principles in acrual use,
which includes a metapragmatic discussion (in Caffi’s second sense) of their valid-
ity in particular cases (typical question: under whar conditions 1s it OK to disre-
gard the Politeness Principle?). As users, we can, within limits, make and break
the rules of language: for instance, we can choose not to be polite, and “flout’
the Politeness Principle, if our circumstances are such thar we think our aims and
goals are better realized by not being polite. And finally, we may even publicly
announce our flouting by saying, e.g.:

You did a great job, and I'm not being polite,

making the larrer half of the utterance into a typical self-reflexive, metapragmatic
statrement (in Cafh’s third sense; typical question: whart did you mean by saying
that?).

The three aspects of merapragmatics highlighted here will guide us through
the remainder of this chapter. In particular, 1 will come back to the question of
reflexivity in section 7.2.4.1.

7.2.2 | Metatheory

Above, | quored Cath as saying that pragmatics is “tolerant’; it does not exclude
any activiry that has ro do with the users of human language, considered as users.
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But this tolerance should not be misinterpreted or abused: pragmartics should not
engage in methodological looseness, in the sense of ‘anything goes’. Only a
serious metapragmatic reflection on itself, s aims and methods, can prevent
pragmatics from becoming the infamous ‘waste-basket” - conceptually akin 1o
Alan Perlis's famous charactenzation of the ‘universal tar pit® of computation:
the Turing machine as 2 model of the human mind, in which everything is pos-
sible, but nothing interesting ever happens.®

The metatheoretical concerns of pragmarics have manifested themselves in the
attention that has been paid, from the very beginning, to questions of rules and
principles. Earlier {in chaprer 4) [ discussed these from a more pracrical point
of view; here, let me add some thoughts on their metapragmanc fonction and
characrer.

7.2.2.1 Rules

Interestingly, the term ‘metapragmatics’ does not occur in several of the major
reference texts on pragmatics which have appeared during the past twenty-thirty
years, such as Gerald Gazdar’s Pragmartics (1979), Stephen C. Levinsons Prag-
muatics, Geolfrey N. Leech'’s Principles of Pragmatics (both the lamer from 1983)
or Jenny Thomas's Meaning in Interaction: An Imtroduction to Pragmatics
{1996). In his recent addition to the pragmatics textbook liverature, Under-
standing Pragmatics (1999), Jet Verschueren devotes an entire section to what he
calls ‘metapragmatic awareness’; however, his treatment covers mainly the
problem of *making linguistic choices”, as well as our awareness of those choices
and our ability of reflecting on them (1999:187); n other words, we are facing
the third possible interpretation of the term in Caffi’s schema.

Outside of linguistics proper, the notion of a ‘metapragmaric stance’ in
matters of language use emerged early, and attracted the attention of a number
of anthropologists and anthropological linguists such as Michael Silverstein (in
publications from 1976 onwards; see especially 1992, 1993) and Alessandro
Duranti {1996). Often, these authors tie the metapragmanc issue in with “index-
icality’, in a further development of what Charles 5. Peirce had called the *index-
ical meaning of signs” (Duranti 1996:37f; Silverstein 1993; see further section
7.2.4.2).

As an exceprion to the lack of involvement in metapragmatics on the part of
most of the pragmatic linguists mentioned above, one of them, Leech, offers an
interesting metatheoretical discussion on the concept of rules in grammar and
their motivation; in this connection, he also mentions the term ‘metagrammar’.
While maintaining the arbitrariness of language (in accordance with Saussure’s
theory of the linguistic sign), Leech points out that the assumpuon of arbitrari-
ness i the grammar does not necessarily entail the absence of a non-conventional
motivation of the grammar: the rules are conventional {or arbitrary), but the
reason by we have those rules involves what Leech calls “extralinguistic con-
siderations™; and he continues: “The rules of a grammar (that is, of the grammar
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of a particular language) are arbitrary [read: conventional]; but there s also a
‘metagrammar’: an explananon of the typological or universal characrenistics of
grammars in general” (1983:25). As an example, Leech quotes the imperative in
English: since the “subject’ of an imperative 15 always understood as “vou’, there
15 no harm in not expressing this subject, since “nothing [is] to be lost by its
omission” (p. 25).%

While the argument in iwself does not carry oo much weight, either from a
grammatical or from a typological point of view, the case aptly illustrates a typical
‘metapragmatic’ kind of reasoning abour grammar, in particular about gram-
matical rules. What Leech calls ‘metagrammar’ is in fact a reasoning about rules,
an effort to ‘rule’ certain rules in order {that is to say: being in accordance with
the conventions of grammar), even though they may seem motivated non-
convennonally.

There are, says Leech, rwo ways of talking about such cases: “the first stares
the rule as a matter of convention, and the second states that given that this rule
exists, it is a reasonable [assumption?), on extralimguistic grounds, that u does
so" | 1983:26; my addition and emphasis). Even though he does not use the term,
Leech’s ‘metagrammar’ thus becomes a metapragmatics in Caffi's first sense, as
defined above. The grammarical rules themselves are conventionally placed inside
the grammar; but if we want to discuss whether or not such a convention is “rea-
sonable’, we have to move up to the metalevel. In addition, the moment he starts
discussing grammatical rules in relation o their users, Leech must have recourse
to the “extralinguistic considerations’ that he ‘reasonably” (and perhaps a tnifle
apologetically) appeals to; such metapragmatic considerarions are properly sub-
sumed under Cath's second sense (see turther section 7.2.3). Finally, there is the
question of the users’ reflexive awareness of such considerations, in particular to
what extent “language users know more or less what they are doing when using
language™ (Verschueren 1999:187; original iralics); this is a metapragmatic gues-
tion in Caffi's third sense.

As we see, Leechs metagrammar, being part of metapragmatics, fundamen-
tally involves metapragmatic reasoning and reasonability (metatheoretical,
extralinguistic and reflexive, respectively). The reasonability of the metagrammar
15, turthermore, a sser reasonability: it is the users thar deem the rules reason-
able. This is established by the simple fact that no rule can be used withourt a
user; for a pragmaticist, the use of the rules of grammar is by definition subject
to a general metarule incorporating the users and their (linguistc and extralin-
EUISHC) context.

7.2.2.2  Principles and maxims: the case for “economy’

What holds tor grammarical rules is a fortiors true of the pragmaric principles
and maxims that were mentioned in chapter 4: their rationale cannot be discussed
within pragmartics (and is, on the whole, seldom discussed). In particular, the
principles according to which people cooperate in their use of language, are polite
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to each other, or make economic use of scarce linguistic means - Grice’s Coop-
erative Principle, the Politeness Principle, as propounded mainly by Leech, or the
Economy Principle, as well as a number of others - are invoked by many authors,
but therr motivation or explanatory force are almost never questioned; the same
holds for the maxims subsumed under these principles. {An exception is found
in Sperber and Wilson's 1986 work, which explicitly criticizes the Gricean Coop-
erative Principle; cf. above, section 4.3.2.)

Leech is among the few who roundly take the metapragmatic aspects of the
principles and maxims into account. According to him, *[plart of the essence of
Grice's CP [Cooperative Principle] is s extralinguistic morivation in rerms
of social goals™ (1983:27). If the essence of a pragmatic principle such as that of
cooperation 18 in its ‘extralinguistic motivation’ and its ‘social goals', then that
principle belongs on the metapragmatic level, as we have seen in the previous
section; chapter 11 will go into more detail as regards the social character of
these goals, and how they function as extralinguistic motivation of the various
principles. For now, | will leave the Cooperative Principle aside, as it has been
discussed and criticized extensively elsewhere in the lierature (cf. Mey 1987h),
and rather focus on the seemingly less controversial, since less often dispured,
principle, that of *economy’ in language use.

Often, a ‘Principle of Economy’ is formulated (e.g., by Sperber and Wilson
1986) as the human propensity toward achieving maximum effect with least pos-
sible effort. If we want to apply such a principle {whose validity is said to be
general, and whose rationale is strictly outside pragmatics) to the area of prag-
marics — that is, if we want o maintain thar a principle of economy is at work
in people’s use of language —, then we have to ask ourselves under what condi-
tions and in which contexts of langnage vse the positing and application of such
a principle would be acceptable, or even plausible. In other words, we will have
to invoke metapragmartics.

As a behavioral norm, a principle 1s something by which we abide no matter
what: a ‘person of principles’ is not easily swayed; a ‘principled account’ is one
which holds up in the face of even serious objections and so on. Consequently,
we should expect “economical use of language’ to be the norm, not the excep-
non, in language use. In actual language use, however, such 18 not the case, and
naturally enough: language economy is practiced only where it is economically
necessary or desirable. Thus, in the old days, when we used the services of com-
panies such as Western Union in the US or KDD in Japan to send a velegram,
where every word cost money, a ‘Principle of Economy® imposed the well-known
‘telegraphic style’ on our communication, and for a reason: our economy.

But how about everyday use of language? When we see competent language
users in action, it makes little sense to talk abour ‘economy’. Good speakers or
able stylists take pnde in expressing themselves in well-wroaght, ably crafied
poetry or prose; their clever use of msightful similes and judiciously applied
tropes, of ornate embellishments and effective repetitions, is a far cry indeed from
all sorts of economy, principled or not.
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Contrariwise, the person expressing himself or herself ‘economically’, that
15, in as few words as possible, may be obeying certain self-imposed or externally
motivated restrictions, but is certainly not going to be complimented for
saving on words. The noble savage speaking in monosyllables or uttering a
final ‘*Howgh' is by no means a role model for the modern, civilized language
user, whose corresponding ‘penurious’ speech acts of solemnly confirming
what has been said (using expressions such as *Amen’, *So help me God® ewc.)
are severely restnicted as to their allowed usage, both contextually and content-
wise, Which leads me to believe that the whole idea of an ‘Economy Principle’
is based on the same kind of misunderstanding that elevates simple language
and restrained behavior o the level of virtues, m force of some ill-understood
notion of a frugal life-style as the ideal of good housekeeping, linguistic or
otherwise,

In spite of its conceptual poverty, the Economy Principle carries an amazing
prestige. It is often used as a kind of final, incontestable argument - whatever it
appears under the guise of the “‘Law of Least Effort’, the ‘Efficiency Principle’ or
a general ‘Principle of Economy'. Here is Searle, discussing one of the prepara-
rory conditions for the speech act of promising: “1 think there i1s operating in our
language, as in most forms of human behavior, a principle of least effort, in this
case, a principle of maximum illocutionary ends with minimum phonetic effort™
{1969:60). And o guorte an older source, this is what a celebrated French
linguist, the late André Martinet, had to say on the subject: “the lnguoist must
keep in mind . . . the principle of least effort, which makes him restrict his output
of energy, both mental and physical, to the minimum compatible with achieving
his ends™ (1962:139).%

Compare also the following: “PRINCIPLE OF EFFICIENCY: Given nothing
to suggest the contrary, whenever a further urterance would be redundant
one can infer that the speaker need not make the utterance but that he
will operate as if he had made it and will expect the hearer ro operate
similarly® (Fraser 1975:195). Here, the crucial guesnon has o do with
the word ‘need’: what kind of ‘need” are we talking about here, and where
does it come from? A need for ‘economy’, efficiency, or other kinds of verbal
parsimony does not exist unless it s imposed by outer circumstances thar are
not only “exrralingwistic’, bur ourside of the norma! conditions of operating
linguistically.

For instance, a need for ‘economy’ in language use typically anises whenever
the difference between life and death is a matter of seconds. Speed and efficiency
in communicating are crucial i such a serting: one calls our “Fire!™, and not *1
hereby announce to you that a great fire has broken out in the dining-room.”
Similarly, where other restrictive conditions, such as the state of one’s postal
expense account or one’s balance in the bank, impose an *economical handling
of scarce resources’, a ‘Principle of Economy” in one’s use of language may make
sense; in all other cases, it doesn't, (For a more detailed cringue of the ‘Panciple
of Economy’, see Mey and Talbot 1989.)
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7.2.3 |l Constraining conditions

Metapragmatics {in the second sense defined above) specifically studies the con-
ditions under which pragmatic {i.e., users’) rules are supposed to hold. That is
to say, metapragmarics worries about the conditions that allow us to use our lan-
guage or prevent us from using i, or from using it adeguately. It comes as no
surprise that such conditions may vary greatly from times to nmes and from
places to places, and that there cannot be any truly ‘universal principles’, in the
sense of principles that are valid for any linguistic practice anywhere at any given
time. At most, we can say that there are, in any given culture or group of lan-
guage users, certain principles thar the members of the colture, the users of the
language, agree on as working guidelines in their language practice.

Saying this does not make a metapragmatic discussion of principles uninter-
esting for the study of language use; however, it purs such studies in their proper
perspective. Thar is to say, it provides a healthy antdote against all forms of eth-
nocentrism that so easily creep up on the linguist or pragmanician who is looking
for correspondences across languages, and (almost unavoidably) rends to estab-
lish such correspondences using terms deeply anchored in his or her own culture
or language.

The much-quoted and widely accepred Cooperative Principle 15 a good
example of this tendency. In particular, some of its maxims, such as that of ‘quan-
nty’, can be guestioned for their ethnocentric bias towards what sometimes 1s
called “Standard Average (Western) European/North American’. In many other
cultures, the virtues of linguistic parsimony are not extolled to the same degree
as 15 allegedly the case in our society. As examples, compare the research {referred
to in section 4.2.2.3} that has been carned out on Malagasy language and culrure
regarding the alleged universality of conversational implicature (Elinor Ochs
Keenan 1976), or the studies done on many of the peoples of the Canbbean and
the Pacibic, who respect and value verbal prohciency more than ethciency (see,
among others, Allwood 1976; Reisman 1989; Keating 1998; Sidnell 2000 in
press; on the intercultural aspects of pragmatics, see further chaprer 10).

The following secrions will deal with metapragmanc conditions as constraints
embedded in the circumstances of ouor linguistic pracrice.

7.2.3.1 General constrainis

The world of pragmatics is not predictable in the same way as morphological or
syntactic worlds are. Thar is to say: no strict rules and condmions can be ser up
for a pragmatic universe, neither can any stringent hypotheses be formulated and
tested that would create the illusion of a well-formed world, as it is done in a
rule-based grammar (*regular’, in the original sense of the word).

A pragmaitic approach to langoage cannot be captured by the exact methods
of mathemartics or physics. As Nunberg has observed in a thoughtful (but untor-
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tunately little-quoted) article, the criticism that pragmaric explanations on the
whole lack the rigor of explanations in syntax and phonology is “imappropriate,
as 1t arises out of a native [naive?] conception of what a pragmatic explanation
should look like, based on the assumption that semantics and syntax ought 1o
have the same methodology™ (1981:199).

As the main reason for this misdirected critique, Nunberg mentions the impos-
sibility of using the scientific testing procedures of linguistics on phenomena such
as conversational implicature: the allegation that we are dealing with a pragmatic
phenomenon, rather than with a ‘genuinely’ linguistic one “is not subject to
empirical confirmation i the sense of the natural sciences™ (p. 220). The uln-
mate reason that we need an ‘understanding’ ( Versteben, m the sense defined by
Max Weber 1978), rather than a scientific explanation in the traditional sense,
is that the pragmaticist “has to be able to put at least part of his foot into his
subject’s shoes™ (p. 220). O, to quote Cafh's elegant aphorism, “The program
of metapragmatics (its manifesto) might be the sentence that Socrates would have
added to his momo ‘[ know [that] | dont know®, had he not been forced by
the tyrants to drink the hemlock: ‘1 don't know enough that | do know'™
[19942:2465).

Pragmatics views the world as a world of language users {Nunberg’s "subjects’);
metapragmatics tries o capture the general condinons vnder which these
users work. Rather than speculating on what the user possibly could {want to)
say, it investigates what the user actually can and normally will {be expecred
to} say. Instead of imagining the “possible worlds' of abstract semantics, we
tocus our attention on the feasible world of down-to-earth pragmancs. In other
words, we constram the world of use in accordance with our {explicit or implicit)
knowledge of the users and with the expectavions that follow from that
knowledge.

Etforts ar computer modeling of human language behavior have made us
aware of the importance ot user goals, as embodied in devices such as scripits (cf.
Schank and Abelson 1977). Scripts have very littde 1o do with rules in the tradi-
tional sense; rather, they are realizations of certain general constraints which
guide us as we strive to realize our goals under normal conditions. The goals and
expectations that are incorporated in such constraints are essential to a prag-
matic understanding of human activity, much more so than are correctness of
sentence construction and observance of the rules of grammar (cf. Mey 1991b).
OF course, we may choose to deviate from the normal case, while staying within
the general set of expectations, but then we have 1o qualify the constraiming con-
ditions. Alvernanively, we may want to create a new set of constraints, another
script.

Carberry, who works with computer modeling of human search strategies in
information retrieval, observes that such strategies:

utilize pragmatic knowledge, such as a model of the informarion-seeker's
inferred task-related plan and expected discourse goals. The power of this
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approach is irs reliance on knowledge gleaned from the dialog, including dis-
course content and conversational goals, rather than on precise representa-
tions of the preceding utterances alone. (1989:76; my italics)

Linguistic actors rely on what is implicit in the scenario (the ‘script’), as well
as on what is explicitly stated (in the dialogue). However, their activities do not
necessarily obey the rules for using certain distinguished, ‘canonical speech acts'
— on the contrary: in order to “state” something, | usually avoid using the speech
act verb fo state, as Caffi perceptively remarks (1984a:456). Thus, what we are
looking for in metapragmatics is, in Caffi's words, those “units of action which
are constitutive of a given interaction™ (p. 464). That s, the whole framework
of discourse is invoked, both on the general level of a story, an argument, a report
etc. and on the individual level of this particular story, argument, report etc., all
within the hmitations of the interactants and the conventions agreed on berween
them {see also Cafh 1984a).

The problem with the available models {both computational and other) is that
they tend ro be “derérministic and idealistic™ (Borutti 1984:445), and that they
are valid only for the general cases. In pragmancs, however, we are not always
and only interested in people following the normal roure; an elegant error can
be much more interesting than a plain truth, as Nietzsche said. Whar route we
choose depends not only on what goals we pursue, but also on what we want w
do along the way. As Borurt reminds os:

in order to understand discourse, the procedures of making meaning normal
and constant are very important . . . To obtain a correct representation of the
subject’s discourse, we must consider the hnguistic strategies of the speaker,
the effects he or she i1s planning, the anticipanon of the hearer’|s] mental reac-
tions, his or her pre-existing context of speaking, etc. (1984:445)

7.2.3.2 Presuppositrons

The notion of presupposition was originally developed in a semantic environ-
ment; as such, it does not hold up to our pragmatic expectations. For one thing,
semantic presuppositions deal wirh truth or falsity: they are defined as *holding’
{that is, being true), even if the sentence containing the presupposition is false {as
we have seen in section 1.5).

Such a strictly truth-conditional definition of presupposition fails on several
counts: first, there s more to sentences than the abstract truth value they carry,
when viewed as logical propositions. Second, sentences, when spoken, cannot be
considered in isolation from the speaker and the listener{s), who are relevamt
factors in any situation of language use. Third, we do not live our lives, or speak,
by truth conditions alone: ‘truth’ is ar best one among many other concerns
that people have. Pertinent questions such as “What good does it do?' or "Whar
is it 1o me?” cannot be answered in a purely semantic theory of presuppositions.
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Characteristically, one of the first to discover this pragmanc fact was not a lin-
guist, but a philosopher, Robert Stalnaker, who introduced the term “pragmanc
presupposition’ in an influennial early article (1977 [1974)). Stalnaker established
the fact that an urterance needs a context in order to be correctly interpreted,
also with respect to its truth or falsity {which was what Stalnaker, being a philoso-
pher, was mainly interested in). Take every philosopher’s favorite example:

The car is on the mat.

This sentence, regardless of whether it is true or false {thar is, whether or not
there is a certain cat on a certain mat), presupposes that there is some cat, and
some mart: namely, the cat and the mar thar the sentence refers to. But the sen-
tence doesn't tell us a thing about what this particular cat represents in a par-
ticular connecnion (such as what this cat means to its owner), or about the context
in which somebody (e.g., the owner} could have uttered the sentence in question.
The owner may have cried out in despair: “The cat 15 on the mat!’, thereby con-
veying a message to the person in the household who was closest to cat and mar;
the message may have been the eguivalent of ‘Quick! Joey is doing it again - get
him off Aunt Euphemia’s mar!" (said about a particular car who, under certain
conditions, such as being in an agitated stare of mind, sees fit to spray on a par-
ticular mat, a prectous heirloom from a much-cherished, long-deceased great-
grandaunt). This utterance is quite different from the *same’ sentence pronounced
by the philosopher who uses it as an example, when musing about the nature of
presupposition.

Speaking of cars, the following notice could be found on a lamp-post in
Evanston, ., one day in late August of 1992:

FOUND: GRAY CAT
LOST SINCE JULY
PHONE: 491-7040

What do we make of this? Suppose the usual, semantic presuppositions hold: we
know that there is a cat, and that the car is gray. We know furthermore that
people when they say things like *Gray car found” usually speak the rruth; when
they put up a sign like the one above, they normally do not play tnicks. This we
can conclude by way of conversational implicature (see section 3.2.3). Simalarly,
by a conventional implicature (see section 3.2.4), we can safely assume that the
author of the message is the same person as he or she who actually found the
cat {the utterance ‘found’ conventionally implies “found by someone’ - usually
the urterer).

In the rerminology of speech acts, the message counts as an act of informing
the community about the fact that a cat has been found; and it also counts
as a speech act of offering, namely, to give the cat back 1o s owners {that's
why there is a phone number included in the message). But we still have a long
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way o go before we can understand the real *meaning’ of this rather strange
MEssage.

We need, first of all, ro explain the sitwarion tself: whar do people do when
they find a cat? Or maybe even more fundamentally: what do cars do when they
start touring the neighborhood, and fnd themselves new homes? (I'm not asking
wihy they do it; that is beyond our pragmatic universe.) In our society, there are
a number of unwritten conventions that deal with ‘pet behavior’, understood as
both the behavior of the pets themselves, and that of the humans dealing with
them. As to the larter, it is tacitly assumed that on finding a stray cat on the
streets, or on discovering that you have acquired a new house guest who turns
up every moming and asks for milk and loving care, you do something about it
you ask around who might have lost a car, you maybe insert an ad in the local
free paper and you put up notices around your house.

These are all pragmatic presuppositions: they have to do with, or ‘index” {see
below, section 7.2.4), the metapragmatic conditions in which the language users
and their cats live and exercise their linguistic and human, respectively feline
rights; such conditions are often gathered to the common denominator of so-
called *shared’ (or ‘common’) knowledge.

However, this tells us only part of what's happening in his situation: the de-
naminator in question is strictly a mis-nomer. The knowledge we are speaking
about has not just to do with knowing things, but should rather be understood
in the broader sense in which the Bible talks about ‘knowing' (as in "‘carmal knowl-
edge’). In Caffi's words, “|p]ragmartic presuppositions not only concern knowl-
edge, whether true or false: they concern expectanons, desires, interests, claims,
attitundes towards the world, fears erc.™ (1994b:3324).

Furthermore, the word “shared’ in the expression “shared knowledge® contains
a possible misunderstanding as well. Take the case of our ‘gray car’. When I first
read the message, the last sentence had me truly puzzled: “Lost since July’. What
15 that supposed o mean? How could the person who wrote the notice at the
end of August have known that the cat had been lost for at least one month?
Diid the cat speak to him or her in human words, like cars do in fairy tales? Or
did the person possess preternatural insights, or have a revelanon, or did he or
she conclude from the state of emaciation the poor animal was in that it had
been on the road since July? *Lost since July' convennionally implicates that there
was a nme before which the car was not lost; bur how can one determine that
point of time with sufficient confidence to go officially on record, on a lamp-post
on a public street, as maintaining this to be ‘true'?

Clearly, if we choose to imit curselves to this much of available informarion,
we must give up. The shared knowledge that we possess does not allow us o
deal with all the implications and presuppositions of the sentence, either in a
truth-functional or in a pragmatic (let alone a metapragmatic) sense.

A semantic notion of presupposition (which includes, despite their name,
some of Stalnaker’s original ‘pragmatic presuppositions’) merely links sentences
together on the basis of what is true or false. A serious theory of pragmatic
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presuppositions goes beyond this, and inquires metapragmatically mro the ways
an utterance is understood in the context of the language users’ ‘common
ground’.

Here, it is important not only to record what people say, but to hgure out why
they say things, and why they say them rhe way they do. In the “cat’ example,
our metapragmanc inquiry rests on the pragmatic presupposition that pet lovers
will do anything to save a cat from a fare worse than death, namely: living in
the animal shelter on borrowed time. But consider now the following example,
an advertisement in the “For Sale’ section of the Chicago weekly Reader { August
29, 1992):

MOVING OUT OF country. Everything must go. Husband, dog, microwave,
tv, vcr, personal word processor, appliances. Grear deals. Call On, 312-404-
2391.

For brevity’s sake, let’s disregard the obvious presuppositions here {such as: there
are certain items that are put up for sale; *moving out of country” means: *leaving
the US'; and so on}, along with the usual conversational imphcatures (the author
of the ad intends to sell certain items: *must go" means in this context: “l want
to sell'; something which also can be independently inferred from the fact that
the ad appears in the ‘For Sale’ section of the paper). Even so, there are still a
number of pragmanc presuppositions that have to be sorted out.

One of the latter could be clarified by referring ro the institution of the
‘Sayonara-sale’, best known from Japanese contexts, where servicemen and
others going back to the US {or whatever their home country happens to be) wall
sell absolutely everything they have. The Japanese expression sayoomgra means
‘goodbye’; and indeed, the advertisement in question seems to represent a
farewell: to a previous life, to the current place of abode, to a lot of valuable
possessions = which is precisely the difference berween this type of sale and, say,
a regular garage or yard sale, where one usually only sells things one doesn’t need
any more, or at least can do without.

In the case of this particular “Sayonara-sale’, however, another, higher {or
metalevel) consideration enters the picture. What we register is a confher of pre-
suppositions: under normal assumptions abour buying, selling and advertising in
our society, one does not usually buy, sell or advertise husbands (and dogs only
under restricted conditions). So, how to understand this “sale’ of a husband? Is
the ad a polite invitation - to whoever happens to be first in line or on the phone
- *to take this husband of mine off my hands™?

In tact, none of our "shared” {or ‘common’} knowledge assumptions and cor-
responding presuppositions seems to be able to explain the story behind this par-
ucular ad. Apparently, some conversational maxim has been broken; and, as in
the case of conversational implicature, our rask is to Agure out which maxim has
been infringed upon (most likely thar of relation), and whar inference we are sup-
posed to deduce from this breach. In the case at hand, the infraction turns our
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to be governed by a metapragmatic constramt on the conditions for speaking (or,
as in our case, the writing of an ad or notice). In the case at hand, these condi-
tions are mn the last analysis subject to an extralinguistic influence, namely the
personal circumsrances and motives of the person inserting the ad.

One suitably constrained context in which this prospective ‘sale scenario’
could be realized is the joke: the whole thing could be a spoof, with nothing to
it, and the ad writer no more than a prankster{-ess). However, we run up against
yer another metapragmatic constraint here: in US society, there are certain things
you don't joke about, at least not in public; among them are marriage, death,
defecarion, sex, rehgion and money.

But now what if the ad were meant to announce an upcoming divorce? In this
case, we would be able to assign the proper speech act {*announcing for sale’) o
the ad; still, indirectly, it would seem to convey a strange message. Metaprag-
matically speaking, the reason is thar an advertisement such as this one contra-
dicts whar Caffi calls the *shared metapragmaric knowledge . . . of culture-bound
and group-bound action frames” (1994a:2463). An advertisement such as this s
not the usval *action frame’ for telling vour friends thar you're splitting up. Even
50, depending on the circumstances, this could indeed be a very nasty way of
saying that your marriage was on the rocks (especially if hubby didn't know he
was up for sale).

To conclude this section, a word aboutr how presuppositions and implicatures
are different, from a metapragmatic point of view. Analyzing the seemingly inno-
cent texts above has shown ws three things: one, pragmatic presuppositions are
necessary in order to understand what people are doing with their language; two,
in order ro reach rthat understanding, we need to use our skills borh of conver-
sationally implying and of pragmanically presupposing; and rhree, even with the
best of wills and the cleverest techniques, it sometimes is impossible to ferret out
all the pragmaric presuppositions and construct all the necessary implicatures in
order to make sense of what is being said or written. What we need to invoke
here is a metapragmanc ranonality of the kind dehned by Cafh as “a reflection
on the possibility conditions of action and interaction™ {1994a:2462).

The metapragmatic moral to be gathered from the above is that the *shared’
or ‘muotual knowledge’ that conversation presupposes is not always given; indeed,
only through conversation are we able to build up this knowledge, to supple-
ment it and to refine it. In this way, the hidden pragmartic presuppositions may
be brought out into the open, if necessary. But notice that there is an important
metapragmatic difference in this respect between such presuppositions and con-
versational implicatures: valid presuppositions tend to remain mostly implicit,
while valid implicatures rise to the surface and become visible in the course of
Conversation.

In daily life, we never think much about what is presupposed; we don't have
to go ‘presupposition-hunting” in order to understand an utterance. This happens
only when we get stuck and perhaps (triggered by some conversational implica-
ture) have to invoke a metapragmatic constraint; however, metapragmatically
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guestioning an interlocutor’s presuppositions is a dangerous sport, inasmuch it
may threaten the ‘face’ of my conversatonal parmner.

Contrariwise, in the case of conversanonal implicatures, we are able to under-
stand the utterance only if we make the proper inferences, based on our conver-
sational activity. Also, while we are obliged to act on those inferences, the nature
of this action, precisely because s necessity is manifest, s subject to discussion.
What is conversationally expected or requested may be refused or denied without
conversational penalty; our action can be a negative one, and the conversational
implicature rejected without prejudice o either myself or my parmer(s).

Whereas pragmatic presuppositions (as all presuppositions) are here to stay
ongce they are accepted (and not explicitly cancelled), conversational imphcatures
share the shifting framework of conversational interaction. We may put presup-
positions to work to create an implicarure; bur we cannot use an implicature
to create a presupposition {unless the implhicature is ratified by all parties and
becomes 2 new presupposition in its own right). Implicatures are mainly the
individual's own business; presuppositions require a collective, sometimes
even metapragmantg jushificanon. As Cafh remarks, in her luaid treatment of the
subject, “presuppositions are grounded on complicity . . . ; communication is
somehow like sitting down ar the card table: presuppositions can be a bluff”
(1994b:3321, 3323).

7.2.3.3 Speech acts and discourse

The problem of language use is as old as language nself: how to connect the
words of our language with the things of our world? All human language activ-
ity consists in “doing these things with those words’, that is, uniting what is said
with whar is done, joining speech activity with world action. Bur even if histor-
ically, the discovery of speech acts has been instrumental in paving the way
toward a berter understanding of our use of language, the actual input of speech
act theory to the analysis of “real’ language use has not always been impressive.
The reason for this failure lies in the purely philosophical, abstract characrer of
the speech acts as defined and described by the original theoreticians, Austin and
Searle. In metapragmatic terms, the never-asked, yet crucial question can be
formulated as: what are the societal (and other ‘extralinguistic’) conditions
that determine whether or not a parncular speech acr succeeds, is “felicitous’ or
“happy'?

A recurrent problem with speech acts has been how to 1solate and identify
them in relation to the actual urterances. As we have seen in section 5.3, there
certainly is nothing like a simple, one-to-one correspondence between the words
uttered and the speech acts performed (let alone the later’s perlocutionary
cffects). Speech acts function always in dialogue: requests are granted or refused,
promises are accepted or rejecred, threats are acknowledged or ignored, ques-
rions are {normally) answered and greetings returned; and so on. The appropri-
ate speech acrs enter the language scene, play their roles, and exir again, in a kind
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of mini-scenario for what is happening in language interaction in general. In this
way, speech acrs assist us in making sense of the more-or-less predictable
sequences that we all know from normal conversation. Rarely, if ever, is a greet-
g not returned {except by oversight); a congratulation is normally not rejected;
and so on. Thus, speech acts play a structuring role in the baffhng diversity of
human talk.

According to the canonical theory, as ser forth in chapter 5, certain theoreti-
cal conditions have to be fulfilled in order that speech acts can play this role;
however, most of these conditions are not met in normal contexts of language
use. The sitnation reminds one of what Jan-Ola Ostman once remarked about
the Cooperative Principle: no ordinary conversation would ever be cooperative
if the speakers stnictly followed the CP (1981:37). To take just one example: in
the case of a bet, we can list a number of expressions that count as correct verbal
‘uptake’, but there are ar least as many unpredictable, maybe never-heard-before
(sometimes not even verbally expressed) ways of acknowledging a bet thar snll
would count as correct uptakes. It s the result thar marters: once an utterance
is properly placed in its linguistic co-rext as well as in its entire world context
and its effects have become visible, the speech activity in question is established
and recognized as a situated, pragmatic act.

Thus, there is more berween speech acting and the user’s world than whar 1s
contained in speech act philosophy; the reason is that all hbuman language activ-
ity uloimately anderlies the laws of the greater universe of discowrse, understood
as the entire context of human language-in-use. Metapragmatics thus goes
beyond the philosophy of speech acts: it reflects on the discursive contexe of the
ugers and examines how it 15 active in the pn'l-ductitm of human lan.gu.agl: acts:
it regards the larter as condimoned by rhis context, inasmuch as they are, in
essence, pragmatic acs. (See further chaprer 8.)

Such an “active’ production naturally presupposes the existence of a particu-
lar society, with s imphicir and exphicit values, norms, rules and laws, and with
all its parncular conditions of life: economic, social, political and cultural. These
conditions are often referred to collectively by a metaphorical expression: the
*fabric of sociery’, understood as the supporting element for all societal struc-
tures and the necessary context for all human activity. Inasmuch as this fabnc
operates and becomes visible (mostly through language, but also in other human
activities), it is captured by the term ‘discourse’.

Discourse s here taken as a metapragmatic condition which not only refers
o the immediately perceived context of, e.g., a conversation, a job interview, a
medical consultation, a police interrogarion and so on; it also comprises the
hidden conditions that govern such situarions of language use. It raises questions
such as: how do people use their language in their respective social contexis?
What kind of freedom do they enjoy in their use of language, and how is that
use constrained?

Discourse is different trom fext in that it embodies more than just a collection
of sentences; discourse is what makes the text, and what makes it context-bound.
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But discourse is also different from comversation. Conversation is whar most
people do naturally, do socially and, so to speak, do all the time; it is the most
wide-spread form of language use and, in a sense, the embedding of all our lin-
guistic activities, both in our personal history and upbringmg and w our daily
lives. All the same, even if conversation 1s among the most important functions
of human language, it still is but one particular type of text, governed by special
rules of social use.

Thus, while it seems natural to wse the verm *discourse’ specifically in con-
nection with conversanon, ‘discourse analysis' and "conversarion analysis” are not
the same. The former includes the latter {cf. Stubbs 1983); hence, discourse analy-
sis should not (as is sometimes done) be understood as being a particular,
grammar-oriented kind of conversational analysis.®

In order to understand this bemrer, lets consider how discourse is treated by
the French philosopher Michel Foucault {whose ideas are at the ongin of much
of contemporary thinking on discourse). Foucault has characterized discourse as
the practice of making sense of signs. This practice goes beyond the mere inter-
pretive activity of understanding urterances: ‘making sense’ should be understood
here as an active crearion of meaning, as “practices that sysrematically form the
objects of which they speak™ (1972:44). The discursive space is a fertile chaos,
a tobwmwabobu, ready to accept the impact of language, of the Word (cf. Genesis
1:2; John 1:14). Conversely, the discursive space furnishes the metapragmanc
wherewithal for the production of meaning. Outside of this space, the medium
in which Foucault’s ‘objects’ are created, nothing happens: no human practice is
possible, since, literally, nothing makes sense.

The metapragmatic conditions that Foucault places on the human practice of
meaning production make discourse ditferent from a simple collection of (iso-
lated or co-textualized, “live’ or transcribed) sentences or utterances. Since these
conditions are embodied in the language users, they cannor simply be identified
with the restrictions imposed by grammar, by content (e.g., in the shape of truth
conditions} or even by the rules of conversational practice; transcending all these,
they represent the whaole of human sociality. The practice of discourse is the prac-
tice of society: the creative space in which Foucault’s ‘objects’ emerge, are con-
stituted and transformed is society (1972:32). Among the “objects’ produced by
society in its discursive practice, human social relations are paramount; discourse
15 thus simply “the ensemble of phenomena in and through which social pro-
duction of meaning takes place, an ensemble which constitutes society as such”
{Mumby and Stohl 1991:315; my emphasis).

Discourse creates and re-creates society’s bonds; it transcends the individoal
user and enables the single individual to exist and coexist with other individu-
als. Objects can be arranged in systems according vo their distncrive features jas,
¢.8., phonemes in phonology), or according to their distnbutional properties (as
morphemes in morphology and syntax); these same objects can then form struc-
tures, in which the classified items change their status and character by the fact
of being structured into, conditioned by, a rotality. Thus, a word is more than a
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sequence of phonemes; a sentence more than a number of morphemes and words
strung together; a text more than a concatenation of sentences. As represented
in all of these, discourse ranscends both the systems it emanares from and the
societal structures it creates {Foucault’s ‘objects’), allowing them “to emerge and
[be] contimoously transformed™ (1972:32), wn everlasung creation and re-
creation. Discourse cannot be considered in isolation from the systems and struc-
tures that support it and whose fulbllment it constitutes.

On the other hand, and in a2 very real sense, discourse has to do with “speak-
ing’. In particular, discourse is a speaking abowt, specifically understood as
speech-mediated acting. In Foucaults own language, French, discowrs is often
used in the sense of ‘official address, speech’ (as for instance in les discowrs chez
Thucydide, ‘the speeches in Thucydides’). In this interpretation, speaking is a
societal speech act, a pragmatic act of entering an official scene and delivering
an official message, like the one Pericles transmirted 1o the Athenians in his
famous discourse on the occasion of the first funeral ceremony for the war heroes
of the Peloponnesian conflict in 431 BC (Thocydides, Hist. 11:35-46), and in
which he dealt with what he saw as the unique political and cultural mission of
the Atheman commonwealth.

But also more generally, speaking is more than an idle pastime, a way of getting
to know your neighbors or of “passing the time of day’, as the somewhar old-
fashioned expression has it. All speaking connotes, and derives from, the power
that Foucault talks about. Metapragmatically, all speaking reflects, and is depen-
dent on, the structures of society, whose discourse is characterized by the exist-
ing relations of power.

The following may serve as an illustration of how societal power structures
discourse, and conversely, how discourse supports the power conditions it
creates and re-creates. Current social discourse in the US is blind to the issue of
class, and concentrates instead on such variables as race, gender, income,
education {and lately also fitness). The tenet of the “classless society’ pervades
all our speaking about issues of social equality, discrimination, minority
rights and so on. “Class 15 for Evropean democracies or something else = it
isn't for the United States of Amenica. We are not going to be divided by
class™ (from a speech by former US President George Bush; quoted Navarro
1991:1).

When we focus on some particular aspect of US society, however, as for
instance the relationship between mortality rares and class, it becomes clear that
class issues indeed are important. According to Vicente Navarro himself, who
works in the area of medical sociology, heart diseases with mortal outcomes strike
about two and a half times more frequently among workers in the steel industry
than among corporate lawyers (1991:4; the figures are 86 vs. 37 per 10,000,
according to the 1986 US census).

These figures do not take into account that the steel industry is predominantly
Black, while corporate lawyers are usually white. A race-based discourse inter-
prets the higher mortality among steel workers as related to their being (mostly)
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straings in a liverary work, and make decisions on our own goals and expecta-
tions in reading by incorporating those constraints in a script — possibly having
first unearthed them from the dark chambers of our subconscious - reflects on
our dealings with language on a day-to-day basis. The playwrnight “sets the stage’,
in the literal sense of the word, thar 1s, words the plot on stage by manipulating
the constraints of dialogue and stage directions; likewise, we model and change
the world of our lives, using the words that are at our disposal 1o ‘word the
world', as | have called it (Mey 1985:17%{f).

This ‘wording’ poses a double metapragmatic problem: that of matching and
that of changing. As to the first, the marching problem comes up, for instance,
when we start to realize that our use of language reflects the real-world situation
rather poorly. This can be either because the words belong to another, earlier
period (this, we normally can live with: nobody thinks of *sailing” as an unortho-
dox activity, even when mentioned in connection with such dehmitely “sail-less’
contraptions as atomic submarines), or because the words do not match our
altered consciousness of the world. If we feel constrained by such a state of
affairs, it usually means that either we or the constraints aren’t right. There just
is no way we can “sail to Byzantiom® in an atomic submarine. And this leads us
directly to the other problem, that of changing, as the following example will
show.

One of the constraints of contemporary English concerns the so-called
‘generic’ use of the personal pronoun third person masculine: be. The metaprag-
matic (mis-)‘'match’ here is that half the world's population is female; so how can
we refer to them by the masculine?, people sav. A solunion ("change”) is to intro-
duce the hybrid form s/be; alternatively, one could declare the feminine to be the
proper generic form and uniquely use she, also when males are around.

In this case, the change concerns not the real state of the world (which remains
more or less the same all the time), but the constraints we place on our use
of language in describing thar stare — clearly a metapragmaric affair. What we
do is to change the discourse about the world, in a limited scenanio, more or less
as we are wont to do in the case of the literary universe. We don't change the
world (at least not directly) by using the generic she; at best, we may change (or
‘raise’, as it used to be called) our consciousness about the problem. And of course
there is nothing wrong with that, as | have argued elsewhere (e.g., Mey
1985:365-8).

However, a naive belhef n the *magic’ of the metalevel in pragmatics could
lead 1o such absurdities as the proposed use of the ‘generic’ feminine in universes
where the majority or even 100 percent of the population are masculine (e.g., the
military or the Catholic priesthood). The existing world is one in which more or
less half of the inhabitants are female, half are male; and the function of a fem-
imine form, under the constraints that operate in that world, is first of all to denote
a female being. However, our world is also a world in which the societal power
is distributed neither fairly nor in accordance with a more or less equitable
sharing among the sexes. To change that, we will have to employ other means
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presence of their conversarional partner explicit to themselves, even though their
partner cannot se¢ them, and they cannot see their partner. The smiles and the
gestures continue to exercise their functions of maintaining and supporting the
user context, whether or not there are any conversational partners physically
present.

A classic instance of this ‘invisible partnership’ is found in a famous example,
originally due to Fillmore (1981:151). A person speaking on the phone i1s giving
instructions to his conversational partner; in the course of the conversation,
mention is made of a certain box, the size of which the conversationahst indi-
cates by vsing the American English word yea, accompamed by a gesture indi-
cating {(more or less exactly) size or height. Now, an expression like yea belongs
to a group of words that make no sense withour such a corresponding gesture.
While normally people use their hands to suggest the measore that the yea stands
for, in the case of a telephone conversation, one’s interlocutor cannot see this
gesture. Hence the utterance:

I need a box yea big,

when spoken on the phone, is meaningless under a strictly linguistic inverpreta-
tion {since it reflects no wisible or retnevable referent). Metapragmatically,
however, by reflecting on itself, yea, especially in tandem with the corresponding
gesture, serves to remind us that in conversation, things make sense only when
the presence of a (visible or imagined) conversational partner is taken into
account.

The earher-mentioned case of the “shifters’ (pronouns and adverbs thar change
their reference in relation to the speaker’s center of orientation; see section 3.3.1)
further illustrares the importance of partner presence in any normal conversa-
ton. To use an example provided by Levinson (1983:55), it is useless to say to
one's interlocutor:

Meet me here a week from now with a stick about this big

without some contextual ‘anchoring’ of the pronouns and adverbs (bere, mow,
this) in question. Deictic pronouns such as this, that presuppose a center of ori-
entation; if nothing is said, we assume that the center is in the neighborhood of
the speaker, or has somehow something to do with the speaker (#his is close to
the speaker, that is further away); analogously for adverbs of time and space,
ncluding elements such as yea.

The conversational participants and their shared ‘coordinates’ are an inte-
grated and necessary part of the language act; hence the obligatory assumption
of the always already “co-present conversarional participants™ that Levinson
{1983:284) singles out as essential to the pragmatic organization of texts. This
general organization may be further highlighted by the use of so-called *discourse
markers' (also named ‘pragmaric markers’, *pragmatic particles’, “discourse par-
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oicles’ and so on; Verschueren 1999:189). Their use 15 dehned as facilitanng the
production and receprion of discourse by assigning s individual parts their rel-
evance and weight in the context; for instance, if | preface my utterance with
‘Honestly’, my mterlocutor knows not only that | will speak my mund, but also
that the following utterance may be of a controversial or unpleasant nature, Pre-
fixing ‘However' to a sentence signifies that its content is in a certain opposition
to whar preceded; and so on.

Discourse markers, along with other direct indexes of discourse, belong to the
explicit level {Caffi%s third) of metapragmatic awareness. This is in contrast to
the cases where indexing, especially deixis, being implicit, is not contingent upon
direct interaction between co-present partners: the agents may be invisible,
distant in tume or space (as in the above example of yea, or even {as when we
are reading, or enter an Internet chat room), “virtual’. Rather than launching into
a full-size description of discourse markers (the literature has been growing
steadily for the past fifteen years or so; see Schiffrin 1988), I will concentrarte in
the next section on some aspects of this implicit metapragmaric awareness, as
seen in indirect or ‘invisible’ indexing.

7.2.4.2 Imnsible mdexing and indexicality

One could call the deictic pronouns (see section 3.3.2) instruments of ‘direct
deixis’; they indicate reference straightiforwardly, and do this i force of their lin-
guistic properties as indexing elements. If | know what the English word this
means in relation to that, | will not look the wrong way when given directions.
The same goes for bere and there and similar terms indicating place and time.
Again, other languages may exhibir more complicared systems than does English;
tor instance, Finnish distuinguishes berween a ‘where’ that merely specifies the
‘whereabouts’ and a ‘where” that is exactly “to the point’. Thus, when picking
blueberries in the woods, 2 mother may call out to her kids “Where{abouts) are
you?’ (because she doesn’t know the exact location), whereas the children would
reply, not Tddlld (*hereabouts’) but Tissd (“exactly here’ - since thats what
mothers want to know when they ask a question like the one above; Ostman
1995a).

Such formal complications do not compromise the general, denotational
value of the deictic elements involved. However, there i1s more to indexing than
being “denotationally explicit™, to borrow Silverstein's term (1993:45H):
there are always other, implicit factors that need 1o be recognized. To use an
analogy: the speech act of *promising’ presupposes implicitly the existence of a
promisee: a promise is always a promise to someone. In a sense, there are
no promises as such; a promise is always some promise, a promise uttered by
somebody in a particular context to somebody else. All this is implicitly con-
tained in the pragmatic act of promising, as opposed to the ‘naked’ speech
act and its corresponding verb (see further section 8.3.3). Simalarly, an indexical
expression implicitly refers to a lot more than just the element indicated by
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the pointing fnger or irs linguistic equivalent. To see this, consider the
following,

It is always (and trivially) true that [ say this, if taken as a logical proposi-
tion: “Whar [ say, | do say” (paraphrasing Pilate’s famous utterance; john 19:22).
In the context, however, such an unerance always conveys something more and
different, something which, moreover, usually is not altogether trivial. Just as
Dhixd (saad at the end of a speech) means ‘1 have fnished’, rather than ‘T have
spoken” (which is always true, not only at the end of a speech), Pilate’s Quod
scripsi scripsi {"What | have written | have written’} is by no means merely tau-
tological, but indexes the procurator’s official unwillingness to change his written
text {from: “The King of the Jews' to the formulation demanded by the high priest:
‘He said: “I am the King of the Jews™").

Here's another example, taken from work by Mikhail Bakhtin, While it is trivi-
ally true that sentences are repeatable (“Sentences are repeatable. Sentences are
repeatable”; Bakhtin 1994:108; cf. Morson and Emerson 1990:126), it is not the
case thar | can urter a sentence twice in the same way: ufterances are not repeat-
able, but are always different depending on who says them and under what con-
ditions. By the very fact of being uttered, the urterance indexes a person who
utrers; this indexicality is, however, implicit, and has ro be brought our by an
analysis of the discourse in which the utterance takes place (see Hanks 1992).
These implicit properties of the urterance reflect on the utterance irself, by index-
ing s sser relation: that i1s to say, they tell us something about how the utter-
ance is produced, respectively received. In other words, the utterance’s imphcit
indexicality is metapragmatic in nature.

For our understanding of the ways speech acts (and more generally, pragmatic
acts) build up the discourse, this metapragmatic indexicality is of the highest
importance (see further section 8.4.2). A particular instance is the case of reading.
When we are confronted with a written text, the universe of discourse is given
by that text and its metapragmatic ‘contextualization cues’."” The way we iden-
tify a particular character and his or her contribution to the dialogue is by way
of such cues; in particular, the concept of voice, understood as the placing of the
character and his or her utterances within the narrative, is of prime importance
here. “Voice’, in this sense, s a metapragmatic indexical; it will be discussed exten-
sively in section 9.4,

Review and discussion

1. Consider the following quotation from Levinson (1983:103-4):

the reason for linguistic interest in the maxims is that they generate inferences
beyond the semantic content of the sentences urtered. Such inferences are, by
definition, conversational implicatures, where the term implicature is intended
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1o compnise also pragmatics and the other linguistic disciplines. In this rosy view,
they all would make up one merry houschold, with all the members of the lin-
guistic family living happily together ever after.

Contrast this now with British linguist Ruth Kempson admitting that “prag-
matics has been the Cinderella™ of her Semartic Theory (1977), and ask your-
self the following.

Lheestiom:

On the basis of Caffi's remark thar “pragmatics is tolerant™, quoted in section
7.2.1, how could you define a minimal condition for a happy ‘cohabitation’
between pragmatics and the rest of linguistics to take place? (Hint: refer to section
7.2, end, and the beginning of section 7.2.1.)

3. In the Roman senate, it was customary to have voting performed not by indi-
vidual voice count or a roll-call type of vote, bur by having the senarors (the
patres conscripti} “vote with their feet’, by going to the one or the other side of
the hall in order to indicate their preferences. In recent times, | have seen this
kind of voting (in Latin called pedibus ire in sententiam, literally ‘use your feet
to ndicare the direction of your opinion’) practiced in a relevised high school
popular song contest on a beach near Kyoto, Japan.

Ouestion:
Which of the conditions defined for *classic’ speech acting could be made to hold
for this kind of ‘pedestrian speech act’?

4. In the spirit of the preceding exercise, consider how, in our age of shopping
by Internet, it becomes more and more common for people 1o have access w
copyrighted merchandise by mail and electronically. The legal problems involved
have spawned a whole new breed of ‘Internet lawyers’, whose main function it
is to watch over copyrights that are potentially violated by Internet and other
users (as an example, take the “sampling’ of copyrighted music that goes on
widely among people crafting home pages or creating new works of art from
electronic bits and pieces salvaged on the ner; cf. I. Mey 1996). Conversely,
manufacturers and copyright owners do their best to protect their products and
themselves, in the process creating a new species of ‘speech act’, as evidenced by
the following examples:

(Found on a package of Microsoft software for the Macmtosh, purchased in
Jamuary, 1998)

NOTICE:
Please read the enclosed license before using the software. By using the soft-
ware, vou are agreeing to be bound by the terms of this license.

{The Damisk version of this ‘speech act’ is even more explicit, see below; my
translation)
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IMPORTANT

Read the license agreements in the accompanying bookler before breaking the
seal and starting to use the sofrware. By breaking the seal you oblige yourself
o respect these license agreements.

While the intent of these messages is clear (‘Don't use the software except under
the conditions we have set’), the way these orders are communicated is some-
thing new. You are invited to reflect on the metapragmaric characrer of the mes-
sages above, and to answer the following.

Ouestions:
What kind of speech act are we dealing with here?

How is this speech act formulated? What are its conditions for *felicitous’ per-
formance, as compared with the condimions stated in section 5.2.21?

From a metapragmatic point of view, how can we argue that the particular con-
ditions for this hcense agreement to be put in place are in accordance with a
pragmatic view of speech acts? (Feel free to say rhat they are not; but provide
some form of argument.)

In particular, try to imagine how one could go about otherwise enforcing a
condition that is unilaterally imposed as a particular interpretation of an
act which is not in itselt a speech act. (See also chaprer 8, on ‘pragmaric
ACts’.)

5. In her 1992 article ‘Indirectness: A gender srudy of flouting Grice’s maxims’,
Suecllen Rundguwst brings statistical evidence for the fact that men, much more
than women, tend to *flout’ the maxims laid down by Grice for conversation.
(Refer to section 4.2.2.3 for the notion of *flouting’.) The following is one of the
situations that Rundguist invokes to justify her claim.

During a mealtime conversation, lamily members talk about held hockey, and
how ‘Mum’ has allegedly been active in this sport for a very long time. *Dad’
sees fit to offer some ironic comments on Mum's sporting achievements, and he
does this by flouting a particular maxim, that of quality: in other words, he exag-
gerates to the point of ndiculing the whole business. Here 1s the relevant excerpr:

[Mum:] [ used to spend a lot of dme playing held hockey, good sport.
iDad:] Yeah, Mummy was probably playing feld hockey when Herbert
Hoover ook office.

[Mum:] Yeah

|Dad:] Woodrow Wilson and Teddy Roosevelt.

[Mom:] Mhm

[Dad:] George Washington

[Child:] Abraham Lincoln

[Dad:} Aristotle and . . .
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[Child:] Thomas Jefferson
|Mum:] Yeah, ...even when they bombed Pearl Harbor | was. [Rundquust
1993:437)

As Rundquist remarks, Dad not only instigates the flouting, but manages o
engage everybody, including a child participant and finally *Mum® herself, in this
bout of *“Mummy-bashing’. Thos, Rundquist’s hypothesis is corroborated that in
general, “men initiate flouting of maxims much more than women do™ (p. 445).
This implies, according to Rundquist, that the classic theory of speech acts (as
shaped by Grice and Searle) fails to recognize one of its own preconditions,
namely the limited access to social power for women, as compared to men. In
particular, as in this case, a principle or maxim can be disregarded, or ‘flouted’
in different ways and under different conditions, depending on whether the
speaker is male or female. The males, being socially more powerful, are able to
define the conditions that prevail in a given social situation, including the righe
to *flout” a maxim: to be polite or not, to be relevant or not etc. Such a break-
ing of maxims says less abour cognitive content or conversational importance
than about who is in control of the situation. Rundquist’s conclusion is that prin-
ciples such as Politeness, Relevance etc. cannot be discussed in terms of cogni-
tion only, and that therefore, conversational inference cannot “be based entirely
on a cogmtive foundation™ (ibid. ).

uestions:
In what respect 1s Rundquist’s last remark a metapragmatic one?

In whar sense can her whole piece 1o be said to constiture a metapragmatic state-
ment? {Hint: consider Rundquist’s stance on the ‘preconditions’ of speech act
theory, as quoted above.)

What 1s the impact of Rundquist’s findings on a pragmanc theory of cognition,
viewed in relation to societal parameters? (Hint: refer back to Rosaldo’s and
others’ critique of the notion of the speech act of ‘promising’, as mentioned at
the end of section §.1.2.)

What particular societal factors do you think have come into play in this par-
ticular context of a family conversation? (Hint: consider the *historical pattern’
dicrated by the male initiaror, and what it takes to follow that lead.)

{Optional, cf. chapter 4): Discuss Rundquist’s findings in terms of (a) the Polite-
ness Principle, and (b} the Principle of Relevance.

6. On presuppositions and shared knowledge

in the following episode from Peamurs by Charles Schultz {Austin American
Statesman, September 6, 1990), Linus is trying to borrow a sheet of paper from
his nerdic classmate Marcie. Marcie turns down his request. The following dia-
logue is found in the three frames of the cartoon in question:
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CHAPTER EIGHT

Pragmatic Acts

8.1 What are pragmatic acts all about?

If you want to know whar a particular human activity is all about, you may start
out asking questions like: "What are the rules of baseball?” or *"What is cricker
like?” But pretty soon you'll get to the point where you want to figure out what
these sports enthusiasts actually are doing out there in the held. And, while it
may be hard enough to explain a sport such as baseball or cricket to someone
who doesn’t know the first things about ball games, cerrainly it will be impos-
sible to explain, or understand, anything interesting about baseball or crcket
without having access to watching people play.

Similarly, if you want to know what a particular religion is all about, you
are of course entitled to ask what its beliefs are; but you will be more
interested in, and enlightened by, the pracnces that are characrenistic of such a
religion. The same goes for politics and politicians. ‘Read my lips’ may be a
useful election slogan for somebody who promises lower taxes; but “check
my acts’ provides a better indicator of whar that pohltictan really stands
for.

We could apply this line of thought to the fast-developing feld of pragmarics.
Ask any pragmatician at a cocktail party what pragmatics is all about, and he
or she will rell you that it is a science that has to do with language and its users,
or some such thing. Bot if you want to know what pragmatics really stands for,
you must try and find out how the game s played, whar pragmaricians do for a
iving, and how they are different from the people active in other, more or less
related branches of language srudies. So, the question is: what would be a typical
pragmatic look at people using language? and the answer is: look at them as per-
forming pragmatic acts.
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Consider the following example. The Chicago alternative cultural weekly
Reader had an advertisement in its August 21, 1992, issue for a downtown cock-
tail lounge called Sweet Ahce. The ad carned the text

‘I brought some sushi home and cooked ir; it wasn't bad.”

Now what are we going o make of this?

Of course, this sentence is a joke: everybody knows thar sushi is eaten raw,
and thar you're not supposed to cook it. Coolung sushi may strike one as
funny, or stupid, or outrageous, depending on one’s point of view. In an infor-
mal way, we could say that the above utrerance makes no sense. And a linguist
might want to add that, since everybody knows that sushi is defined as being
eaten raw, a sentence such as the above 15 wrong, in the same way as are sen-
tences such as the earhier mentioned *Colorless green ideas sleep funously’, which
made a certain American linguist famous in the sixues (cf. section 2.1; the
example is from Chomsky 1957, and is by now one of the classics of the lin-
ZUistic repertoire ).

When asked about the odd wording in the advertisement guoted above,
the linguist might go on to say thar the sentence above contains a semantic
clash, and that's why it doesn't make sense: the semantics of one of its parts
(the sushi} contradicts the semantics of another part (the cooking). So far, so
good. Sull, one could ask, why use such a silly sentence in an advertisement for
a cockrail bar?

This is where pragmatic acts come into the picture. Pragmatics tells us i's all
right to use language in vanous unconvennonal ways, as long as we know, as
language users, what we're doing. That imphies letting ourselves be *semantically
shocked’, if there is a reason for it, or if it is done for a purpose. But what could
that reason or purpose be?

In this particular case, the joke has a euphoric effect, similar to that of a dis-
arming smile; it invokes the silly state of mind thar becomes our privilege after
the first couple of drinks. Which is precisely why this ad is effective as an invi-
tation to join the crowd at Sweer Alice's: the invitation is in fact a pragmatic act
of inviting.

Such a pragmauc explananon of a lingwistic fact will by some (mainly lin-
guists) be ascribed to an imability to explain hinguistic marters in normal ways,
making use of the standard methods of semantics or syntax; this kind of attitude
has led to the well-known characrerization of pragmatics as the ‘waste-basket of
linguistics” (as | have mentioned imter alia in section 2.1). Other, more sophisti-
cated approaches consider pragmatics to be the study of language in relation o
its users, as compared to the science of language in its own right: grammar as
studied by the linguists, or marketed as a corrective device, bringing out the
hidden schoolmarm in all of us. By contrast, pragmatics studies language as it is
used by people, for their own purposes and within their own respective limita-
tions and affordances.
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discourse, as narrated by Bernstein and Woodward. Thus, when Woodward
voices his impression of bemng ‘conversationally influenced’ toward making a
deal, the three lawyers are able to protest their innocence in unison: nothing was
farther from their minds, such a course of action would be totally reprehensible
and immeoral and s0 on. Whereupon Woodward muses that the only way he could
have perceived the offer was because he had been listening for it; in other words,
he was ‘set up’ by the conversational context for hearning an offer being made.
In the terminology of speech acts: in such-and-such a context, when such-and-
such is said, the wording may count as an attempt 1o bribe, and is undersiood
as such.

The case is analogous to the trick that you were taught on going into Mexico
in the old days: when the Federales pulled you over, you had to be sure that there
was a $20 bill tacked to the back of your driver's license, Whether or not this
*counted as’ a bribe depended entirely on whether the policeman in question was
‘set up’ to expect a bribe (and was willing to accept it: the “‘uptake’ is essential).
Technically speaking, no bribe was offered, except in retrospect: if the policeman
did take the money, then there had been an effort on my part at retroacnvely
bribing him. However, if the policeman then proceeded to arrest me for allegedly
artempring to bribe an official in funcrion, 1 could have proclaimed thar 1 never
had had the slightest intention of offering a bribe, but that the bill somehow had
got stuck ro my heense i the Mexican sun.

The next section will go into more derail as to the mechanics of *serring up’.

8.3.2 “Setting up’
The cases cited above illustrate three things:

1 For sequences like the ones described to *‘count as” a particular pragmatic act,
the circumstances {the “setting up') must be right.

2 There need not be any speech act involved (of either bribing, making a
request, or whatever else}; it is the context that determines the nature of the
pragmaric act.

3 Without *uptake’, there cannot be a pragmatic act; however, the uptake can
be canceled by another, subsequent act. For instance, the policeman could try
to stuff the money back into the driver's pocket if he had a suspicion that this
might be a ‘stng’ operation; this pragmatic act might be combined with
certain speech acts, e.g., of protest or of explicit demial.

An amusing instance of how to exploit such a *serting up” 1s found in the well-
known comedy by the Norwegian-Danish playwright Ludvig Holberg, Erasmius
Montansus. Erasmus, a village lad with philosophical aspirations, newly created
Baccalawreus Philosophiae at Copenhagen University, irritares everybody in his
village by trying to involve them in the absurdest of philosophical “disputations”.
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His favorite approach is to ‘demonstrare’ that people are not people, bur stones,
bulls, roosters etc. In berween, he preaches thar the world s round, notr flar
{as everybody in the village believes), even giving up his sweethearr for Dame
Philosophy in the deal.

Having alienated the poor girl, and having made his mother cry because he
has ‘proven’ that she in reality is a stone, he eventually gers entangled in a dis-
cussion with an army recruiter passing through the village. {Unbeknownst o him,
some of the villagers have conspired with this lieutenant to try and nd themselves
of Erasmus by having him inducted into the army.) During the conversation, the
recruiter successfully involves Montanus in a proposition according o which chil-
dren should beat their parents. He feigns disbelief in Montanuss disputational
qualities, and wagers a ducat on his not being able to prove such a nidiculous
proposition. The other rises o the bait, and produces an elegant syllogism
proving his point: “What one has received he ought, according to his ability, o
return. In my youth [ received blows from my parents. Ergo [ ought 1o give them
blows in return™ (Holberg 1914:172; Act V, Scene 2.

Upon which the hieutenant proffers the agreed-on ducat, which Erasmus,
being an honest person, refuses to take - it had only been a joke, he says. The
lieutenant insists — his honor is at stake, and as an officer and a gentieman,
he must pay his debts. Erasmus finally agrees to take the money, and in the
same instant, the recruiter clamps the manacles on him and declares him to
be properly indocted into the Royal Army. No mater how Montanus tries
to argee thar he did not rake the ducar as press-money (distinguendum est
fnter pumimos, i.€., ‘one has o distinguish berween money and money’), and that
hence his ‘uptake’ did not count, the officer has the last word, and ‘proves’
that Erasmus Montanus now is a true soldier (“Whoever has taken press-money
15 an enlisted soldier. You have done so, erpo ="} and, aided by his corporal,
drags him forcefully away, to the amused discomfort of poor Erasmus’s fellow
villagers.

Clearly, the effects of the *setting up’, that is, of the contextual conditions in
this case, are such thart there is only one possible ourcome of the situation. Nor-
mally, this uptake cannot be rescinded, except {as in the case at hand) by an extra-
contextual agency, a dews ex maching. And so, at the end of the play, the poor
lad is liberated from military service, having recanted and promised “never to
bother any one with disputations any more”™ (p. 176).

8.3.3 Pragmatic acts and speech acts

Pragmaric acts do not necessarily include specific acts of speech. In the cases
above, there were no uses of language that could ‘count as’ any particular illo-
cutionary act such as ‘co-opting’, *denying’, ‘bribing’ or “enlisting’. This is not to
say thar language could not have been, or never is, involved in such cases; only
that there are no specific speech acrs thatr can be held accountable for the action.
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‘Fishing for compliments’, for example, or “soliciting invitations’ can perfectly
well be performed verbally without ever saying anything that could be identified
as ‘a speech act’ of soliciting a compliment or an invitation. Jacobs and Jackson
{1983b:303) give the following example of such an interchange {“soliciting an
invitation'j:

(Fram, one of Sally’s friends, has called Scotr, Sally’s busband, on the phone
after Sally (who just bad a baby) bad returned from her vacation. The baby
is two-and-a-half months old.

Below, I indicates overlapping speech)

Fran: How's the baby?

ScotT: Oh, he’s fine. He's starting ro crawl now.

F: Oh really?

5 Well, not really craswling. He just sorta inches along,

F: Wow! [ haven't even seen him ver.

S: Yeah, he's down m Granite City right nffow::

F: Oh, with /Sally's folks.

S With the grandparents.

(3 second pawse)

S: Jus® a second Fran, I've gotta get my hot dogs off the stove.

F: Okay.

In this case, nothing 15 said ar any tume about ‘coming over’; neither is the
word ‘invitanon’ ever mentioned. Even so, the tenor of the conversation is clear:
Fran tries to secure an invitanon from Scott to come and see the baby; Scort
doesn’t want to commit himself (or mavbe Sally) to whart he sees as a somewhat
importunate intrusion into their private sphere.

Levinson (1983:279) has the following example of ‘fishing for compliments’:

{Interviewer to candidate for job):
Would you like to tell us, Mr Khan, why you've applied to Middleton College
in particular?

Here, the interviewer's intention 1s clear: he wants to give the applicant an oppor-
tunity to say something nice abour Middleron College. Mr Khan cannor very well
say rhat it was the only place he thought be had a chance, or that it was the only
job offermg in the Higher; he knows damn well he is expected to say something
positive abour the institution he is applying to: it's all part of the game.

To explain whats going on here, Levinson (1983:164) suggests that we might
add an “indirect force” to the literal force of urterances, so as ro account for their
‘indirect effects’. However, such an explanation won't do. First of all (as we have
seen in section 5.4.3), most usages of speech acts happen to be mdirect, so this
additional feature will not be sufficient to separate out the true pragmatic acrs.
Second, such an addition scems rotally ad koe, as there s no motivation for
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adding a particular ‘force’ beyond what we can read off from the indirect, prag-
matic aspects of such situations.

What | propose, instead, is to consider these cases in the light of a theory of
action that specifies, for any given situation, the limitations and possibilities the
situation is subject vo or opens up, as the case may be. What is wrong with speech
act theory, in general, as has often been remarked, is that it lacks a theory of
action; and even if it does have such a theory, the action in question “is thought
of atomistically, as wholly emanating from the individual™ - to quote an author
{Fairclough 1989:9}) who, among others, has singled out precisely this lack as one
of the main weaknesses of early pragmanc thinking.

In general, human activity is not the prerogative of the individual, setting
‘goals” and devising “strategies’, or charting out courses of action like a captain
on his ship, a Platonic rider on her or his beast of burden. Rather, the individ-
ual 1s sitvated in a social context, which means that she or he 1s empowered, as
well as limited, by the conditions of her or his life. The idea of the person as a
‘free’ agent, engaging in all sorts of “free’ enterprise and deciding *freely’ on means
and ends - thar idea was never anything but hction, even in the days of Enlight-
enment and pristine undiluted capitalism, when ‘Live Free Or Die’ seemed to
represent a serious alrernative,

The next section will discuss pragmatic acts from the point of view of a theory
of action.

8.3.4 Pragmatic acts and action theory

We can look at pragmatic acts from two points of view: that of the agent, and
that of the act. As far as the individual agent is concerned, there are his or her
class, gender, age, education, previous life history and so on. These are the factors
identied by the ethnomethodologists under the caprion of ‘MR’ (*‘member
resources'), namely, the resources thar people dispose of as members of the com-
munity; with regard to commumicarion, these resources are “often referred o as
background knowledge™ (Fairclough 1989:141). Another way of characterizing
such resources is as constraints and affordances, imposed on the individual in the
form of necessary limitations on the degrees of freedom that he or she is allowed
in SOCIETY.

The other point of view is that of the acé; here, we are particularly interested
in the language rthat 15 used in performing a pragmatic act. The question has
two aspects: from the mdividual’s perspective, [ can ask what language | can
use to perform a specific act; from the perspective of the context, the gquestion is
what language can be used to create the conditions for me to perform a prag-
maric act.

As to the former perspective, following Verschueren (1987, 1999), we may
mvoke the adaptability of language, by which the individual members of society
rely on language as their principal tool to adapt to the ever-changing conditions
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surrounding them and, n doing so, “generate meaning”, as Verschueren calls it
(1999:147). As to the lamer perspective, the tradinonal speech acts are among
the tools that we have at our disposal to control our environment, respectively
adapt to it in various ways. As Levinson aptly remarks, the function of a promise
as a speech act is to put one context to work to change another: speech acts are
functions from context ro context (1983:276).

More specifically, Verschueren (1999:14%), in dealing with adaptability and
linguistic choices, distimguishes among three ways of choosing the appropriate
{*well-adapted’) linguistic means: one 15 to appeal to the actual crcumstances
legitimating a particular choice, as they appear in the presuppositions thatr 1 am
able to recognize {e.g., uttering ‘I'm sorry to hear about your dog’ presupposes
that something bad has happened to the other’s dog); another is to create, or
invent, the circumstances thar make a particular choice appropnate, as it happens
in the case of conversational implicarures {e.g., asking at a newsstand *Do you
have the Herald Tribune?” implies that | want to buy the newspaper); and finally,
an utterance may be well adapted only to certain circumstances that have to be
actuahized before the act becomes possible, suitable, legally binding or otherwise
effective. For a typical case, consider the administering of the sacraments in the
church, where the speech act 1 baptize thee' becomes effective ex apere operato,
that is, contingent upon the pragmatic *act having been performed': the baptismal
formula depends, for its effect, on the acrual flowing of the water on the body
of the person 1o be baprized.

In all these cases, the pragmartic acting can be considered as adaptimg oneselt,
linguistically and otherwise, to one’s world. And rightly so: in the final analysis,
all our acting is done in that world, and within the affordances it puts ar our
disposal. (See further sections 8.4.1 and 8.4.2.)

A pragmatic view of speech acting serves to replace, or ar least readjust, the
earlier focus on the individual speech acts as our unigue (or at least, chief) means
of verbal control of, and adaptation to, the environment. As the examples given
above have shown, in pragmatic acting it is impossible to pinpoint a particular,
predetermined use of any canonical speech act. Thus, when people practice
indirect denial’ or *co-opting”, the speech acts used are not commensurate with
the pragmatic acts performed {just like when I invite people into a communiry
of consumers by asking an innocent question such as *Whar kind of man reads
Playboy?*).

For the same reason, pPragmatic acts cannot be simply considered to be some
particular subtype of the indirect speech acts discussed in section 5.4. For

example, m a dinner-table situanon, there s a difference berween an indirect
request such as:

Can you pass me the salt?
{compare the direct request *Pass the salt’)

and ‘*hints” or ‘prompts’ such as:
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action; a lack of common affordances elimimates the possibility of acting socially,
be it in speech or otherwise. Our acting on the scene, inasmuch as it depends on
that understanding, only makes sense, and is possible, if the scene has been estab-
lished as common, that is, ‘affordable’ for us and by us.

But not only does the scene determine our acting; conversely, our actions deter-
mine and reaffirm the existing scene. We profess adherence to our common plat-
form by acting within its confines, by obeying its limitations, by realizing our
possibilities on the scene. Qur acting (and this inclodes the speaking of our roles,
our ‘speech acting’) is always a situated action, that is, an action made possible
and afforded by and in a particolar situation, on a particular scene. The nexr
section will explore in more detail what this has to say for the question of prag-
matic acts.

8.4.2 Situated speech acts

Eacher (section 5.4.1), | have drawn anmention to the so-called “indirect
speech act problem’: how can it be that our speech acts more often than not are
executed by verbal expressions having very hittle to do with the liceral interpre-
tation of those expressions, but rather much with their conventional interp-
retation {either as idioms, or by using certain rules of inference; Levinson
1983:268-72)? What | would like to suggest in the line of an answer is, n
accordance with whar has been said in the previous sections, thar those so-
called ‘indirect’ speech acts derive their force not just from their lexico-semantic
build-up, but from the sitmation in which they are appropriately uttered,
And T want to generalize this solution to comprise not only indirect speech
acts, but speech acting in general, thar is, any way of using words in order to do
things.

Speech acts, in order to be effective, have 1o be sstnated. Thar is 1o say, they
both rely on, and actively create, the situation in which they are realized. Thus,
a situated speech act comes close to what has been called a speech event in ethno-
graphic and anthropological studies {Bauman and Sherzer 1974): speech as cen-
tered on an institutionalized social activiry of a certain kind, such as reaching,
visiting a doctor’s office, participating in a tea-ceremony, and so on. In all such
activities, speech is, in a way, prescribed: only certain utrerances can be expected
and will thus be acceptable; conversely, the participants in the situaton, by their
very acceptance of their own and others’ utterances, establish and reaffirm che
social situation in which the utterances are uttered and in which they hnd them-
selves as utterers.

The emphasis is thus no longer on describing individual speech acrs {as it was
for Searle and his followers). What the speech event does is understandable only
in terms of the language used; conversely, the individual speech acts make sense
only in the event. More recently, this view has gained further support among
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PRAGMEME
ACTIVITY PART — TS~ TEXTUAL PART
(INTERACTANTS) (CO(N)TEXT]

SPEECH ACTS INF REF REL WVCE 55k MPH “M'...
INDIRECT SPEECH ACTS
CONVERSATIONAL ("DIALOGUE") ACTS
PSYCHOLOGICAL ACTS (EMOTIONS)
PROSODY (INTONATION, 5TRESS, .. .)
PHYSICAL ACTS:
BODY MOVES (INCL. GESTURES)
PHYSIOGNOMY (FACIAL EXPRESSIONS)
(BODILY EXPRESSIONS OF) EMOTIONS

& (NULL)
PRACT

ALLOPRACT

PRAGMEME, PRACT, ALLOPRACT

In the above scheme, the column to the left lists the varions choices that the lan-
guage user has at his or her disposal in communicating; it should be considered a
feature matriz, whose cells can be either filled or empty. The language user may
choose one or several of the available options; if all the cells are empty, the matrix
goes o zero ('), representing the borderline case of *silence’ (which is not the
same as ‘zero communicanion'; see Jaworsks 1997; Karzon 1997, On *dialogue
acts’, see section §.4.3). The right-hand side of the schema symbolizes the elements
that are present in the textual chain; the listing s not complete, but in any ordi-
nary length of text most of the elements will be found concurrently existing.

In the row to the right, "INF' stands for “inferencing’, ‘REF" for ‘{establishing)
reference”, "REL for ‘relevance’, “VCE' for “veice’, *S5K" for ‘shared situation {or
dialogue} knowledge’, *“MPH" for *metaphor’, while ‘M’ denotes a ‘metaprag-
matic joker’, an element that directs our artention o0 something happening on
the metapragmatic plane. Here, the notion of ‘indexicahty’ thar we discussed in
section 7.2.4.2 plays a major role. For instance, a German subjunctive has the
potential of indicating rhat the vext is attributed to another source; a parucular
use of tense in English may indicate that the speaker is embarking upon whar is
called “free indirect discourse’ {see further section 9.3; more on this in Mey
1999:ch 5.4); in many languages, a different word order may tell us that the
center of arrention has shifted ro the transposed element; and so on. Since it is
not possible to catch all of the manifestations of the “joker” in one formula, 1
refer to this element by the innocent abbreviation *M” (for ‘metapragmatic’).

A welcome corollary of looking at speech acting as “practing’ is that the ven-
erable and vexing dilemma of ‘illocutionary’ vs, “perlocutionary”’ force vanishes
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B You could start the trim from rthe
corner couldn’t you. If you had trees or
something in your paving something
in the paving thar cuts

A [A moves bis band in] A: BM Take-turn
But looking at it from a very
practical point
[As elbows go down on the
table, B moves back|
of view if people getting if you ger
out of the car here how do you get
to the office, . . .

The two mteractants are members of an architect firm: A {senior, to the right in
the picture) and B (juniog, to the lefr). They discuss the outlay of a parking lot
to be constructed for a client. There has been a suggestion on B's part to plant
a line of trees across the lot to create a pathway to the offices (*If you had trees
or something . . ."}. At this point, A cuts in, “self-selects’ the next turn (probably
because he thinks B's suggestion is not addressing the marrer properly), and starts
to talk about how people actually will get from their cars to the offices (*from
a very practical point of view . . . how do you get 1o the office™).

Looking at hgure 1, we see how in frame (1), B s bringing in his proposal,
assuming a neutral body stance: body relaxed, hands down. This stance s
proper to the pragmatic act of “plain assertion’ or ‘suggesting’. When A wants
to interrupt, he prefaces his turn-taking by moving his hand into the engagement
space in frame (1), at the same time bringing his body closer to B's, and in the
end plunking his elbows down on the central part of the common work space,
the table. These three body moves together produce a very ftorceful result: B
almost retires from the scene, lifts his hand and pencil (frame 3) and moves
his body away, and his arms up. Thus, the turn-taking is not only prefaced by,
but also accompanied, and n fact realized, by, the bodily movements of the
mterlocutors.

Norce that in CA terms, the poinr ar which A interrupts has not the shghrest
athnity with or similarity to a rransinon relevant place (TRP; see section 6.3.1).
The interruption cuts straight across B's line of talk; B isn't even allowed 1o finish
his sentence jrecall that A is the senior partner in the firm where B s employed).
To execute such an irregular, non-TRP turn shift, more is needed than just an
announce or a verbal interruption: the body move not only supports but in tact
realizes an otherwise difficulr, perhaps impossible change of rurn.

In the next example (hgure 2, which follows on in the video sequence from
the previous onel, we see how the pragmanc act of focusmg the interaction is
realized with the help of body moves. In a focus move, the interactants agree on
a point to be discussed. Focus mav involve a reconhgurarion of the engagement
space, for instance when one of the participants has artempted 1o withdraw, or
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nal actions performed by single individuals must fail, mmasmuch as it does not
take into account the degree to which this rationality itself is supra-individual,
“pre-set’ by sociery.

As to the rules and principles thar were discussed in section 4.1, neither of
these notions does justice to the concept of pragmatic acting. A rule specifying
the conditions for a particular speech act (requesting, promusing etc.) cannot
collect all the forms of speaking we encounter when people actually perform
requests, promises etc. Similarly, a principle dehning cooperanion cannot explain
why an act that ‘flours’ a maxim under that very principle may be a highly
successful cooperative move, as in the case where | choose not o comply
strictly with a certain request {e.g., for information), if I perceive that complying
with the request is not relevant to the real intention of the requester (cf. the
example in section 6.3.3.3: *Is Lennart there?”; *You can reach hum ar extension
BR136°).

In section 7.2.2, | proposed to replace the notions of principle and rule with
that of ‘constraint’. Rather than letting a principle tell us how to cooperate in
executing a speech act, or having a rule define what counts as a particular speech
act, we pick a comstraint which, given the acrual speech situanion, will idenrify
the possible ways of obtaiming our interacthional goals.

A metapragmatic constraint is not imposed by conversational structure or con-
versational context. True, we have rules that prescribe the correct sequence in
conversation (such as the so-called “adjacency rules’); while such rules are able
o tell us what can happen in conversation, they tell us nothing about the outcome
of a conversation, its success or failure. By contrast, a constraint that represents
the wider structure of society is based upon, and reaffirms, the relationships of
dependency and hegemony that exist in any actual speech sitwation, and thus
guarantees the outcome of my pragmatic acting.

Applying this to our discussion, pragmatic acts are pragmatic because they
base themselves on language as constrained by the situation, not as defined by
syntactic rules or by semantic selections and conceptual restrictions. Pragmatic
acts are situation-derived and situation-constrained; in the hnal analysis, they are
determined by the broader social context in which they happen, and they realize
their goals in the conditions placed upon human action by that context. As such,
they correspond pretty closely to what Levinson, in an early article, has called
‘activity types’ [or, with a less felicitous term, “social episodes’): “they [the ‘prag-
memes'] constrain what will count as an allowable contribution to each activity
for ‘pract’], and on the other hand, they help to determine [*set up’] how what
one says [one’s ‘speech acts’], will be *taken’™ (Levinson 1979:393; my addirions).
In other words, the “setring up’, as | call it, both creates the affordances for the
pragmatic act and tells us whar kind of pract we're dealing with.

As examples, consider the pragmatic act of ‘co-opting’, as realized in the ad
text “What kind of man reads Playboy?’ This pract is only effective in a situa-
rional context setting up prototypical, prospective male Playboy readers. Hence,
the visual display exhibired along with the ad reinforces this prototypical *setting’:
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racing cars, expensive clothes, good-looking women and so on. Only in that
context, and given those conditions, does the pract effectively address a particu-
lar audience as consumers of particular products.

Or take the case of somebody saying: ‘Real programmers do it on the console.”
Here, a situational context is evoked m which a self-styled ‘real programmer’
spurns the use of computer language to facilitate contact with the machine, and
goes the rugged way of talking to the computer in {what at least comes close 1o)
machine language.™ By this evocation, [ invite in, and ‘co-opt’, all those who are
supposed to feel the way [ do: | establish a “little ciecle of friends’, one of the
most powerful ways of discriminaning socially against outsiders. Again, no speech
acts (direct or indirect} are being used that could be made responsible for exactly
this discriminating effect.

I conclude that pragmaric acting is explotting one’s societal empowerment,
rather than exercising ‘power’ in the usual sense. “To empower’ means: mvesting
somebody with power, to put a person into a power position. Since my position
derives from sociery, society’s empowerment limits my acting potential at the
same time as it enables me to acr as a free agent, operating within the constraints
that society has imposed. The pragmatic act is the ‘social default’ in a given sit-
uaton,

This paradox of *mstitutionalized freedom’ reminds us of the way in which
Herbert Simon (one of the founding fathers of Artificial Intelligence; 1969) used
to describe his famous ant. The ant is said vo display intelligent behavior when
he goes about inding his way back to the ant-hill; yet, since the ant has nowhere
else to go, his intelligence is merely an instance of social and pragmatic ‘ant
default’. The ant acts socially by obeying the laws of the hill; and he acts prag-
matically by staying within the ant colony’s empowering limits, by which the
complexity of his task is simply allocated to the environment (cf. the related
notion developed by Gibson under the name of ‘affordance’; see section 8.4.2,
above).

Using Bolinger’s colorful image (1980), if our pragmatic use of language can
be likened to the firing of a “loaded weapon’, then we should take care to remind
ourselves where, and by whom, and for what purpose those pragmatic cannon
balls were cast. In other words, the question is: “Whose language are we using?’
(Mey 1985).

The next chaprer will examine one particular instance of pragmanc
acting, namely, as it 1s realized in the world of writing and studied in literary
pragmatics.

Review and discussion

1. You are in Pisa, Italy, and want to have a meal in one of the local restaurants,
La Stanzina, which has been recommended to you by some of your friends.
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3. In January, 1998, the following two-page spread could be admired in the Swis-
sair Gagette: an aproned, mini-skirted waitress in a semi-fast-food restaurant is
depicted, tray in hand, looking straight at you with a quizzical, sexy half-smile,
like you just had said something to her which wasn't quite in the line of duty or
obligation. The caption reads:

I'™M A DAMNED GOOD WAITRESS,
IF YOU WANT TO SEE AN ACTRESS, GO WATCH A MOVIE.

In the extreme bottom right-hand corner of the right-hand page, a barely visible
vignette reads:

Winston. Reliable

This vext is formed as a circle, in the manner of an official imprint (e.g., a costoms
or post office stamp), suggesting an impression of ‘reliability’ (or ‘warranty’).

The advertisement’s only mention of the word ‘cigarette’ or ‘tobacco’ is in the
customary “Surgeon General's Warning', appearing in a white box in the top left-
hand comner of the left page, stating that “cigarette smoking is detrimental to
vour health™ etc.

Ouestions:
How do we know that this picture in fact is an advertisement?

How do we know thar the ad is for a tobacco product (cigarertes), even though
no cigarettes or cigarette-smoking people are shown, and not even the words
“‘tobacco’ or ‘cigarette” are mentioned {except in an official, non-sponsored, ‘neg-
ative” way)?

On the basis of what has been said in section 8.4.2, establish the character of
this text as a pragmatic act. Whar kind of situated acting are we looking at? How
do we know this? In other words, how do we know thar this act is an instanti-
ation of a particular pragmeme, and which?

As far as speech acting goes, are any speech acts being used here? What
kind?

How do they relate to the sitnation’s pragmeme? Are they part of the pragmeme’s
instantiation? (Refer to the schema in section 8.4.2.)

How does the reader establish the link between the visible image and the ‘invis-
tble* content of the message? What specific role does the waitress play in this
linking? Whar does her utrerance contribute to the pract in question?

4. Of bulls and briefs
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In the late eighteenth century, after much pressure from a number of European
{in particular, the Portuguese and French) governments, the Holy See decided to
dissolve the Order of Jesuirs (the Comparita de Jesus or Society of Jesus, founded
by Ifigo (St Ignatius) de Loyola in 1536} world-wide. Without going into the
particulars of this unique event in the history of the church and in the practice
of canon law (other ‘suppressions’ of religious orders had been mostly local, such
as that of the Carthusians by Emperor Joseph 1l of Austria-Hungary in 1782),
one can safely say that the dishanding of the Jesuits was a political, rather than
a disciplinary act of serictly religious characrer.

The instrument chosen ro effect this suppression was a so-called ‘papal brief".
For a papal brief {or bull} to be vahid as a legal instrument (e.g., of proclaiming
an interdict,” of condemning a heresy and so on}, it has to be read publicly in
the presence of those whom it concerns. Without such a reading (called a “pro-
mulgation’), the document is null and void, as far as its legal effects are
concerned.

The interesting point about this particular legal instrument, the papal brief
Domimsis ac Redemptor, issued by Pope Clement XIV in 1774, was that it could
not be promulgared world-wide, as intended by the pope. In Russia, the strong-
willed and hard-headed Empress Catherine the Grear was not going to allow the
intrusion of any papal nonsense onto her territory — which, ar the time, after
Poland’s third partition, contained most of ‘Polonia Minor and Mazowia®, cor-
responding to those parts of present-day Poland that are closest to Russia. In
those newly acquired parts of the Czarist empire, being predominantly Roman
Cartholic, there were several Jesuit residences; and these continued ro funcrion
without special interference from the Orthodox Church or the Russian authori-
ties. Thus, Poland’s partition, a disaster to the nation, became a blessing for the
Jesuirs: since the brief never was promulgated in any of the Polish Jesuir *houses’,
these residences could nor formally be dissolved, and continued in effecr to exist
until the Order’s glorious restoration by means of Pius VII's papal bull Sollics-
tiwdo ommiem Ecclesiarum in 1814,

The point that this story is meant to emphasize is that no speech act by itself
can be of any effect if the circumstances are not right. The act of suppressing the
Jesuits could not be effected by the papal words alone; the words had to be
spoken as part of a pragmatic act of suppressing, incorporating the various con-
ditions that hold for such legal documents to become effective {such as their

public promulgation, or their being published in an official source such as the
British Hansard).

Chuestions:

The first question then is: how do the various elements present in the schema in
sechion 8.4.2 hgure in the pragmeme of "suppressing’? Before you start answer-
ing this question, a few further comments are in order. First, as to the pragmatic
acts performed by the popes under various nomenclatures, one might ask why a
‘brief’ was wsed for the Jesunw Order’s suppression, as against a “bull” for its
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restoration. The question is of interest both legally and pracucally. To rake rhe
latter hrst: as the name indicates, in the hierarchy of documents, a brief ranks
lower than a bull; in speech act terminology, a different force is ar play in the
two cases. 50 perhaps Pope Clement wanted to speak and ‘walk softly’ because,
afrer all, he was ‘carrying a big stick”? This may well be part of the explanation
since, given the controversial nature of the papal measure, it seemed important
not to make too much noise while executing it, or to artract too much attention.
In conmection with this, consider also the other important, legal, difference
between the two papal kinds of order: whereas a brief reguires only two signa-
tories to be valid, a bull needs twenty. Hence it seems likely thar His Holiness
Pignatell preferred not to have to shop around for too many signatures, and
therefore stayed with a brief, rather than do it the bullish way. This larmer dif-
terence has directly vo do with the pragmatic character of the papal act. In speech
act terms, we are looking at the *felicity conditions’ that govern the issuing by a
pope of a particular legal instroment.

Hence the second question: how would you fit in the elements that derive from
classic speech act theory with the theory of pragmatic aces as explained in this
chaprer? (Reter again to the schema in sectnion 8.4.1.)

As a final charactenstic of papal pragmemes, one could mention their need 1o
bring the order of speech acting into correspondence with that of pragmanic
acting. Whereas within executive documents such as bulls and briefs, the vanous
speech act verbs are wsed in more or less normal fashion, a remarkable thing
happens toward the end of the document. There, all the SAVs that have been
used throughout the bull are repeated in their nominalized forms. For instance,
if the bull has ‘commanded’ somebody to do something, then at the end you will
encounter the phrase: ‘Let nobody dare to go against this command”; if there has
been a speech act of ‘revoking’, then the corresponding verbal noun {*revoca-
tion’) is mentioned in the bull's final clauses; the verb *abrogate’ is matched by
the noun “abrogation’; and so on and so forth. The “legalistic speech acting” which
is characteristic for briefs or bulls is apparently felt to be insuthicient {as it in fact
15} without a formal appeal to the grand context in which these acts are executed.
For this reason, the final clauses of any papal bull are of the following, stan-
dardized form:

If anybody should be so bald as to go against these letters of command, admeo-
nition, abrogation, revocation, . . ., ler him know thar he will incur the wrath
of Almighty God and of His Holy Apostles St Peter and St Paul. Given in
Rome, ar the Holy Apostles Perer and Paul's, in the Year of Our Lord . . ., in
the . . . th year of Our Pontificate.

This solemn coda places the addresser and the addressee in a larger, worldly as
well as celestial, legally binding context, by which the pragmatic act receives its
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situated seal in terms of place and time, invoking the power relations that con-
stitute its affordances.

The last question is, then, whether you can use what has been said above to
have the pragmatic act subsume, but not abolish, the speech act. Just as the papal
word is powerful, but has o be heard 1o be effective, a pragmatic act has to be
executed using the means of language and other communicarive devices that we
have at our disposal. Explain how this is done.

5. An ad for Miller Lite Beer runs as follows:

MILLER LITE
IT'S IT AND THAT'S THAT

(Reader, Chicago, August 28, 1992)

Duestion:

What do “it’ and “that’ refer to here? How come we have no problem identify-
ing their referents (see section 3.3.1) even though no in-text clues are provided?
(Hint: the sentence is for all practical purposes taurological, i.e., contains no
informanon whatsoever and is always necessanly true.)

6. On the shuttle bus thar carries you to and from the ciry parking lot at George
Bush Intercontinental Airport in Houston, Texas, you will notice a sign saying:

No tiprpang, Pfensz

Underneath this sign, to the right side of the driver's seat, there is a small plate,
half filled with coins and one-dollar bills. You, as a pragmatic linguist, will imme-
diately notice the discrepancy between what the sign says and what in fact
happens. Hence the following.

Questions:
How would you characterize this situation in terms of ‘pragmatic acts’? (Hint:
focus especially on the “setting up® effect, discussed in section §.3.2.)

Which of the two “norices” do you think has the stronger effect? (Hint: if you are
unable to decide, consider the next question hrst.)

Does the “ser-up’ offer you a real choice?



CHAPTER NINE
Literary Pragmatics

9.1 Introduction: author and reader

In chapter 6, | raised the question of how useful pragmatics (in particular, speech
act theory) is in explaining the human acrivity commonly known as ‘conversa-
tion'. Whereas conversation can be regarded as one of the principal ways in which
humans produce oral, spoken texts, in addition w this ‘oracy’ (as it is often
called}, we have the phenomenon of “literacy’, interpreted either as the ability to
read and write, or as the actual production and consumption of written texts.
And while in the preceding chaprers, our emphasis was on language as it is spoken
{especially in conversation), the question now up for discussion is whether the
pragmatic mechanisms that we uncovered have any validity, or explanatory sig-
nificance, for literary texts.

The question: what is the significance of pragmancs for the study of written
text?, or more broadly: how does literature relate to pragmarics? has to be seen
from che angle of the wser, in keeping with the general notions about prag-
matics that [ introduced in chapter 1. But who is this user, when 1t comes to
literature?

At first glance, we seem to recognize the reader as the user par excellence:
it is he or she who acquires the products of someone else’s literary activity,
and by consuming {‘reading’) them, satishes a personal need, and indirectly,
provides the author, the producer of the text, with a living. As [ have
argued elsewhere [(Mey 1994d, 1995), this relationship is nor just one of
buying and selling a regular commodity; authors and readers, while being
distinguished by their different positions on the supply side, respectively the
demand side, of the literary market, have more in common than your regular
sellers and buyers. It is the degree and kind of collaboration which is displayed
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in the literary ‘market’ that makes it different from a pure exchange of
commaodities.

Buying goods in the marketplace puts me under no special, direct obligation
to the producer. Of course, for my own benefir, | must respect the intentions of
the producer, often expressed in *Directions for Use’, *Consumer Manuals’ or
similar pieces of documentation. As to my further relationship o the producer,
there is the warranty, a document that {provided | follow all the rules and regu-
lations) guarantees my product against production faults and producer negli-
gence. Apart from thar, no real cooperation is either necessary or desirable:
producer and consumer part ways, and probably never will meet again, unless
something untoward happens, The ideal sales situarion is that in which post-sale
contacrs are reduced to a minimum.

In the literary world of producing and consuming, the situation is very dif-
ferent. You don't just buy a book: you buy an author to rake home with you.
The work that the author has done in producing the text has to be supplemented
and completed by you, the reader. Reading is a collaborative activity, taking place
berween author and reader: reading 15 an innovative process of active re-creation,
not just the passive, pre-set and pre-determined use of some ‘recreational
facility’.

As a comemporary novelist has expressed it cogently and succinctly: “|A
novel| is made in the head, and has to be remade in the head by whoever reads
it, who will always remake it differently™ (Byatr 1996:214), Similarly, Morson
and Emerson, writing in the Bakhtinian tradition, state that: “the potential of
great works is realized by an act of creative understanding from an alien per-
spective reflecting experiences the author never knew, and so Shakespeare grows
in meanming by virtue of what his works contain but could only be realized by
active understanding from a new perspective”™ (1990:310).

It follows thar the reader, as an active collaborator, is a major player in the
literary game. His or her influence extends beyond the acquisition of a text and
its subsequent assimilation through the visual and psychological processes thart
we usually associate with reading. The reader’s contribution consists in entering
the universe that the author has created, and by doing so, becoming an actor,
rather than a mere spectator. By acting, however, the reader changes the play:
what the reader reads is, in the final analysis, his or her own co-production along
with the author. [ have called this interaction a dialectic process (see Mey 19944,
1999), inasmuch as the author depends on the reader as a presupposition for hus
or her activity, and the reader is dependent on the author for guidance in the
world of hction, for the “script’ that he or she has to internalize in order to
successfully take part in the play.

The pragmatic study of literary activity focuses on the features that charac-
terize this dialectic aspect of literary production: the rext as an aothor-originated
and -guided, but at the same time reader-oriented and -activated process of
wording. The reader is constrained by the limitations of the text; but also, the
text provides the necessary degrees of freedom in which the reader can collabo-
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rate with the author to construct the proper textual universe, one that is conso-
nant with the broader contextual condinions that mark the world and nimes in
which the reader lives.

In the following, we will look more closely at the mechanisms that language
makes available to reahize this joint textual production. The first question to con-
sider is that of the literary product as the telling of a story, a narrative,”

9.2 Author and narrator

In her novel A repaiblica dos sombos (“The Republic of Dreams”; 1989, originally
1984), the contemporary Brazihan author Néhda Prion tells the story of an old
woman, Eulilia’s, last days. Telhing this story implies giving an account of
Euldlia’s long hife, an account which is provided through “flashbacks® and retro-
spective narrative, attributed, among others, to a young woman, Eulilia’s grand-
daughter Breta. In telling her story, Breta assumes a double narrative perspective:
for one, she lets the life-story unfold through the voice of her grandmother {as
*heard” by Breta herself); in additon, Breta tells us how she experienced her
grandmother’s final hours. One can easily determine these two levels of narra-
tion as representing a story within the story, the classical device favored espe-
cially by the Romantic writers of the nineteenth century (Mikhail Ju. Lermontov's
A Hero of Our Tomes is a prime example).

Meither of these narrative levels is directly linked to the awthor of the book:
Pifion speaks, as it were, through the voice of her characrers, among which Breta
is the central figure. Breta is given a crucial part in the relling of the story, the
process of narrating; Breta is a major narrative ‘voice', distinct from the author’s
own. But there is more.

Toward the end of the book, Breta remarks o herself thar she, when all the
funeral fuss is over, will sit down, and rtell rthe story of what happened in
grandma’s bedroom - thar is, the story she just has been telling us! Breta the nar-
rator suddenly becomes another person: Breta the author. This new “author” has,
so to speak, caught us unawares in a flying start, organized by the real author,
MNélida Pifion. Before we have had time to realize it, we have already met the
author Breta, who enters the hcnonal world of The Republic of Dreams two
become the new, ‘prospective’ narrator (or should 1 say: narrarrix?) in the licer-
ary wmiverse created by author Piion. Thus, Breta is at the same time an author
and a narrator; however, she can only be this by the grace of the real author and,
as we will see, by the reader’s acrive acceptance of this division of roles. {1 will
have more to say on this below, in sections 9.3.3 and 9.5.)

What this example illustrates is the important difference that exists in a liter-
ary production between author and narrator. Strictly speaking, the author creates
the narrator, either explicitly or implicitly: an egregious example of the former
is the stories that are called “homodiegetic’, that is: told in the first person (as
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previous section: how does the consumer of a text go about understanding the
narrative, as it has been situated in place, ime and discourse by the text
producer?

I will start our with the phenomenon of reference (including deixis); follow-
ing thar, I will discuss the role of tense; and 1 will conclude by saying something

about discourse. (For more detail, the reader is reterred to chaprer 3 of Mey
1999.)

9.3.1 Reference
Consider the following extract:

[H]e returned home only to find her the wife of his hated cousin and mother
of many little ones with his features but not his. (Byarr 1992:176)

The above assertion is made about a sailor, who has been ar sea for many years,
and whose return was not expected - least of all by his wife, who had remarried
a cousin of her husband’s [referred to as “hated™ in the extract). The marriage
had been successful, one could say, at least in the way of fertility (hence “the
many little ones®}; but to the original husband, the sight of all these children
bearing the features of the despised cousin rather than his own must have been
preery appalling, and have made his homecoming a sad one.

All this informarion we glean withour special difficuley juse by quickly perus-
ing the above rext. Yet, the phrase “the many little ones with his features but not
his™, taken by irself, sounds a hittle odd, not to say contradictory, and is not easy
to understand, taken our of its context. The question is now: what precisely is
this context, and how do we go abour interpreting i1t? In parnicular, who are the
various occurrences of “his' referring o?

In spite of the efforts of many linguists and text theoreticians, no sure-fire ways
of resolving reference have as ver been found {cf. section 3.3.3). In the anaphora
at hand, we are guided not by some mechanical rule of thumb, such as Halliday
and Hasan's (1976} “last occurring suitable antecedent’, or by some techmique of
‘stepping back through the text until we find a suitable candidate’, but by our
understanding of the whole world in which things hke the events described in
the passage can take place. By entering the world of the text, by becoming par-
ticipants in the drama enacted in the narrative, we become at the same time
understanders of the ways in which the personae interact, and how they are tex-
tually referred to. In this particular case, many of us have read about, and have
mavhe even known, people who were thought to have perished and sull came
back “from the dead’, as the expression goes; post-Holocaust Europe was full of
happenings like these.

Here, it is important to see how our understanding of the hetional world s
contingent upon our acceptance of the author as an *authority’, as an auctor in
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the classical sense: a creator who speaks the word by which the creatures
become alive; or ar least one who, having been “present ar the Creation”
(Proverbs 8:22-31), is allowed to share this experience and wisdom by acting
as a mouthpiece for the creative force. Such an understanding is prior to, and a
precondition for, any further or deeper understanding of the vext; the establish-
ment of the correct references (such as the several occurrences of *his™ in the
above passage from Byartt) 1s a consequence of this understanding, not s effec-
tive cause,

The above is not to say that we can disregard the linguistic evidence or
somehow bypass . The way we have learnt to use reference in our language is
an indispensable help in our understanding of texts; however, it 1s never an
absolute guarantee of a particular understanding. As Michel Riffaterre has
expressed it with admirable stringency, “a given linguistic characteristic . . . can
be employed for a vanety of presumed purposes, as well as for none at all™ (1960,
1961; as quoted in Fludernik 1993:349). Riffaterre’s observation goes under the
name of the ‘principle of polyvalence', and it “needs to be insisted on most
emphartically”, as Fludernik nghtfully observes {p. 349).

Having seen how the textual world is both pragmancally dependent upon, and
preconditional to, the establishment of linguistic reference, lets spend a few
moments considermg the problem of tense in a literary text.

9.3.2 Tense

In section 3.3, | talked briefly about the indexical functions of tense, considered
as a means of situating an utterance in time relative to a user. The relationships
berween tense as a linguistic caregory and time as a physical reality are extremely
complicated, and have been the subject of many philosophers’ and linguists” often
fruitless speculations. With regard to tense in literary works, the situation is no
different: briefly, the question is how to determine, using the resources that the
language puts at our disposal, who is saying whar ar which point of time n the
narrative.

A simple schema is that proposed by Ehrlich (1990), following a well-
known distinction introduced by the logician Hans Reichenbach (1947).
Ehrlich establishes the following distinctions: first, we have the time at which
the wtterance is spoken: this is *speech time’ (ST} Then, there is the tme ar
which the event that is spoken about took place: this s called ‘event tnme’
(ET). And finally, we have the nme that is indicated by the temporal indicators
of the wrterance (that is to say, both verbal rense morphemes and adverbs of
time). This temporal perspective is called ‘reference time' (RT). To show the
contrast berween the different ‘times’, Ehrlich provides the following
example:

John had already completed his paper last week.
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mars of Russian and English. Here's an example in which the translated tense
misfires:

(In the beginning of Mikbail Bulgakov's classic satirical novel Master 1 Mar-
garita {*The Master and Margarita'), two gentlemen, Ivan and Berlioz, appear
on the scene, walking and talking with eack other in 2 Moscow park. Their
discussion is mterrupted by the purchase of some soft drinks at a nearby stand,
and by a momentary fit of dizziness, accompamied by a ballucinatory experi-
ence, on the part of one of the conversationalists, Ivan, When things are back
to mormal, we are told that):

..= povel re¢, prervannuju pit'em abrikosovo]. Reé éra, kak vposledsovii
uznali, §la ob Isuse Xriste.

{...= |he {i.e., Ivan}] continued the discussion interrupted by the drinking
of the apricot soda. This conversation, as we learned subsequently, was
about Jesus Christ.) {Bulgakov 196%:13; English rrans. Mirra Ginsburg,
1967:5)

On reading this fragment in its English translation, the baffled reader asks himself
or herself how to reconcile the two conflicting time indications expressed here.
The nume adverb vposledstvn “subsequently’ refers ro a point of nme in the future.
This reference time (RT) is posterior vo event time (ET), thar is, it must occur
some time after the events depicted in the preceding passage; more specihcally,
after the two interruptions in the gentlemen’s conversation, caused by soda drink-
ing and hallescinating. Finally, and uncontroversially in the case at hand, speech
time (ST} and ET are ssmultaneous, the conversation occurring more or less at
ET.

However, by any account, the RT established by ‘learned’ {a past tense) has
to be prior to ET, according to the rules for the use of the past tense, both in
English and in other languages (including Russian), and hence would exclude the
use of an adverbial expression such as “subsequently’, denoting posterior time.
This conundrum can only be solved by appealing to the understanding thar we
have of the sitwation: the conversation (about whose content we have not been
informed so far) will, at a future point of time (RT), be disclosed as having had
to do {ar ET/ST} with the person of Jesus Christ. This is what our common *read-
erly’ sense tells us has to be the meaning of this obscure passage.

But had we not been forced to rely exclusively on a particular translation of
Bulgakov's work, but instead been able to consult the Russian original, we would
have found the solution o the problem right away, on condition that we recalled
certain peculiarities of the Russian morphological and grammatical system. For
one thing, Russian verb forms soch as uznali exhibit what is rechmically called a
‘perfective aspect’. Furthermore, since Russian grammar has no forms for the
furure tense, these perfective verb forms do duty for that which we call the “foture’
in English grammar.
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Much simplified, we can say that the English opposition “present tense” vs.
*future tense’ 15 rendered in Russian by a difference in aspect: “imperfective’ vs.
*perfective’. The tollowing two (constructed) examples demonstrare this Russian
rechnigue:

Ty znajei |imperfective]| kak mir postrojen
{(*You know how the world |is] put rogether’; e.g., said by a friend 1o some-
body who s complaiming abour a lost love or job),

and:

Ty uznajes |perfective| kak mir postrojen
{*You will knowflearn how the world [1s] put together”; e.g., said by a parent
to a son or dauvghter who refuses to listen to expressions of parenral wisdom).

In our case, the use of the past tense mzmali (which is an “impersonal’ form of
the third person plural, commonly used in many languages in this fashion, and
to be rranslated as ‘one’, ‘yvou', or ‘we’} in reality expresses a future point of
reference: *as we were to learn subsequently’.™ In the context of the novel, this
makes sense: part of Bulgakov's story is a fictionalized enactment of Christ’s last
day on earth, containing, among other things, a lengthy theological/philosophi-
cal debate with Pontius Pilate.

The Bulgakov example that | have analyzed here shows rwo things:

1  The occurrence of a linguistic anomaly {such as a verbal past tense, combined
with a tuture time adverbial) can only be explamed by reference to a larger
frame of narration, in which such a combination makes sense. This is the
‘readerly’, pragmatic interpretation of the difficulry.

2 While the occurrence of a particular linguistic form is not sufficient, by iself,
to make the correct inferences (‘Riffaterre’s principle’), linguistic forms are
certainty a much-needed help in the analysis of a text's pragmartic content.
The Rossian rext contains more clues in this respect than does the English
translation I have gquoted ({the insufficiencies of which we would be rempted
to attribute to a fauly understanding of the workings of the Russian verb
system, if it weren’t for the fact that the translator is a native-born Russian), "™

Let us now have a look ar how textual understanding works in the totality
of contextual conditions that are often gathered under the general heading of
‘discourse”.

9.3.3 Discourse

In section 7.2.3.3, discourse was defined as “the ensemble of phenomena in and
through which social production of meaning takes place™ (Mumby and Stohl
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1991:315). Since a text is a rypical social product, created by users in an envi-
ronment of socially determined conditions, discourse looms large in all rexroal
interpretation. The “ensemble of phenomena™ referred to here 1s what I call the
universe of discourse; it comprises, but not exclusively, the textual phenomena
usually dealt with in logic or linguistics. It follows that linguistic and logical con-
siderations have no claim to textual priority, and hence never will rake interpre-
tive precedence over, or go beyond, the mechanisms of discourse. The present
section illustrates this aspect of text interpretation by appealing to our under-
standing of "incorrect’, “illogical’, ‘impossible’ or even ‘counter-textual’ phenom-
£Na OCCUrTng in a text.

Generally, on entering the world of a novel or a play, we deliver ourselves into
the hands of the author, who is going ro act as our cicerone through the textual
maze {Mey 1994d). Reading is always a gamble: you trust the author to deliver
a story that may or may not mterest you; luckily, the odds are usually restricred
to a couple of hours lost to an uninteresting or even boring text.

On the other hand, the discourse aspect of a text is not just a passive one,
a reader being (more or less successfully) entertained by an author; on the
contrary, the success of the text depends on the reader’s active collaborarion in
creating the textual universe (Mey 1995). The reader is party to the rextual dis-
course as much as is the author: only in the meenng of their *heads’ (using Byart’s
earlier quoted expression; 1996:214) will the real story be successfully delivered
and see the light of day.

How does the reader go about this process of (self-Jactivation? The key word
here is credibility: the writer has to establish a universe of discourse thar the
reader is willmg to accept on the author’s ‘author-ity™; that authority in its turn
15 dependent on how skillfully the author manages to arrange the events and
persons she or he is depicting, and how cleverly she or he manages to assign the
characters their proper “voices’ (on this, see the next section). Let me give an
example.

In William Faulkner's short novel As [ Lay Dyig (1964, originally 1930), the
main character 15 an old woman, Addie Bundren, who at the time of the novel's
beginning has been dying for several days. The novel tells the story of how her
relatives and neighbors comply with her last wish: to be buried ar her birthplace,
in the county of Jefferson, Southwestern Mississippi (] made Anse promise to
take me back ro Jetferson when | died™; p. 165 in the 1964 edimon). Doing this
involves their undertaking a journey of around sixty miles, taking place under
the most adverse conditions imaginable: swollen rivers, submerged bridges,
drowned mules, an unwanted pregnancy, a broken leg, a barn set on fire, and
so on — all this while maneuvering @ mule-drawn cart with a coffin on top,
containing Addie’s slowly decaying corpse.

But the story is not only abowr Addie: she participates in it, both through the
pull she exerts on her family, who have to brave incredible hardships and near-
insurmountable obstacles in order to fulfill her exorbitant last wish, and through
the physical presence of her dead body, which in a way is the chief protagomst
of As | Lay Dying.
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The unexpected course of events connected with Addie's ultimate odyssey, her
‘going back to her roots’, culminates in chapter 40 of the book (called *Addie’),
where the corpse suddenly is given a voice in the form of a monologue, con-
tainmg a kind of confession-cum-apology. This chapter 1s essential for our under-
standing of Addie's bitter lite and joyless marriage, as it leads up o her dying
and being buried {or should we say: fimally exorcised?) in safe terrirory. Whar's
more, it is a necessary ingredient of the story as such: without it, our readerly
understanding would be greatly impaired.

Faulkner’s unlikely description of a person holding forth over nearly eight
printed pages (pp. 161-8), five days after her death, has been remarked by
many critics as lacking in ‘vensimilitude’ {thus Bleitkasten 1973:54). However, o
put it this way would run counter to the understanding that we have of Addie
Bundren, as it has been built up through the successive chapters, leading us vp
to a point where her entrance on the scene i1s quite natural, in fact expected. Her
“talking body” is not likely to “scandallize|” (Felman's expression; 1980} any of
the readers, at least no more than the thoughts expressed by the deceased would
have scandalized the participants in this rural drama, had they had access to
them.

The universe of discourse that has been erected around Addie’s corpse is svm-
bolized by the coffin that one of her sons, Cash, is making for her while she still
is alive (“hammering and sawing on that goddamn box™, p. 14). This coffin, the
sounds of whose manufactuning punctuate the initial chapters of the book, serves
as a home-made scaffolding, a rustic throne, from which the defunct matriarch
finally, after a lifetime of enforced silence, can address the readership {and implic-
itly, her faithful but confused relatives). Moreover, she needs to do this, since the
story wouldn't make sense to us unless we knew what 5 behind her remarkable
request for post-mortem relocanon: Addie’s alienation, her feeling of having been
a stranger to her family all her life, and her wish to punish her husband Anse for
being the unintelligent, devious, inflared, self-centered and loveless man (*Anse.
Why Anse. Why are you Anse”; p. 165) that the development of the story shows
him to be. In addition, Addie’s indirect confession of her marital infidelity, a secrer
she takes with her into the grave, has to be interred, not in a foreign graveyard,
where the ‘stones might speak’ (cf. Luke 19:40}, but in the safe environment of
her home counry, where the earth is loyal 1o its own offspring. “And then | could
get ready to die™ {p. 168),

Thus, the pragmatically onented reader is both able, and forced, to live with
the lack of verisimilitude that the voicing of a dead person normally entails. Ir'%s
a bit like what happens in the world of fairy tales: nobody takes offense at a
talking fox, or a puss in boots. And even in the ‘normal’ world of telling tales,
that of the time-honored novel and other ‘straight’ forms of literature, we do not
take umbrage at the omniscience of an author - a person whom we in normal
life might not trust to tell us the exact time. In the same vein, we accept the
author’s ability to wake up the dead, o make the past life speak. Using Donne's
beautiful conceir, Addie’s “eloguent blood spoke through her cheekes™, and the
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competrent reader will agree with Faulkner's illustrious predecessor “rhat one
might almost say, her body thought™ {Donne 1958:258).'"

Our knowledge about what can happen in narrative 15 conditioned by our
pragmanc (imcluding cultural and social} presuppositions, as well as by the
particular ‘contract’ that we enter into upon opening a novel. Just as the time
of the narrative event need not coincide either with real rime, or with rime
as it proceeds, in orderly fashion, through our lives, so the levels of the narra-
tion need not coincide with those of reality. The following may serve as an
illustration.

Above, in section 9.2, | mentioned the case of Breta, the granddaughter of
Eulilia, another matriarch who, in the very first pages of Pifion’s book, is depicted
as approaching death. The old gentlewoman’s gradual demise is protracted until
the very end of the novel (1989:615); in berween, we have been exposed to innu-
merable flashbacks, remembrances, and different *points of view’ (on which more
in the next section) - indeed of changes in the narrative progression in its entirery.
Nothing of this is likely to embarrass the modern reader, who has been tramned
to hold on to the thread of a narrative despite many hitches and near-breaks. As
to the character Breta, there is a clear distincrion between the things she says in
her own voice, such as the novels last sentence: “1 only know that tomorrow |
will start to write the story of Madruga™ (p. 663), and the actions that are attrib-
uted 1o her in the narrator’s voice, such as: “Breta grew tired. She threw off the
sheet and went to the window™ (p. 647), or the things thar are said about her
by others, such as when Eulilia asks Breta’s mother: “And where is Breta?™; “In
school, happily. I need 1o be alone™ (p. 653).

Confronted with passages like these, readers are guided in their interpretation
by asking themselves the all-important question: “Whose voice is it we are
hearing?® The next section will deal with rhis question {and its possible answers)
in detail.

9.4 Voice and ‘point of view’

As we have seen, readerly control of the narration’s vagaries is sustained though
a variety of devices, some of which are linguistic, while others belong to the
domain of what one could call ‘reader pragmatics’. Among the latter, there 1s one
that stands out by its importance and frequent use: the contextual phenomenon
I will call voice. (A similar notion was recognized by the French narrarologist
Gérard Genetre (1980) as “focalizanion’; by others also called *point of view’).'™
Despite irs importance for the analysis and understanding of text, *voice’ and its
related contextual concepts have found no accepted place in the deliberations
of those pragmartically oriented researchers who hail from various linguistic
backgrounds: in most cases, their span of attention is limited by the purely
grammatical, co-textual phenomena, '™
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In the traditional view of narration, authors create a text by inventing
some characters, who then proceed to act out some sequences of events, called
‘stories’. The characters are the author's ‘creatures’: we attribute the creatnional
origin of a particalar character (e.g., Huckleberry Finn) to its creator, a particu-
lar author {(here: Samuel Clement, a.k.a. Mark Twain). It 15 essential for the
author {as it is for any decent creator) that his or her creatures stay in line and
do not transgress the boundaries of the story or of the parts they have been
assigned in the play; in particular, the characters should preferably stick to their
authorized roles.

However, characters do not always ‘behave’. Authors frequently complain thar
their personae assume independent lives and voices, and that the plot starts to
develop by an inner logic of its own, with the author as a bemused spectator on
the sidelines, following the antics of his or her creatures and chromchng them as
best he or she can. [n extreme cases, the characters may confront the author with
their demands and enter onto the stage by themselves, as real, live persons, as
has been immaortalized in the famous play by Luigi Pirandello, Six Characters in
Search of an Author (cf. Mey 1994d).

My use of the stage image is more than a facile illustration. It serves to high-
light some of the points that | have been trying ro make with regard to the process
of narration. A stage play basically consists of characters speaking in the roices
that have been assigned them by the playwright. These voices are used in the
context of an actual setting, that is, a context created by the physical stage, by
the director's interpretation of the text, but most of all, by the wider ambience
of the hterary playhouse and s temporary inhabitants, the audience, the latrer
representing the broader context of sociery.'™

The process by which {theartrical or literary) voices are created s called voicing.
The voices appearing on the scene are embodied in the dramatis personae, ong-
inally ‘personified” by the masks worn in the classical theatre (as the word ind:-
cates: persona is Laun for ‘mask’}). Voices are made possible within the wmiverse
af discourse, that is, they neither represent independently created roles, o be
played ar will as exponents of the actor’s self-expression, nor are they strictly
grammatically produced and semantically defined units, to be interpreted by lin-
guists and texr analysts according to the rules of grammar. Rather, voices have
o be understood in an interacuve process of ongoing collaboration between all
the parties involved. It is this comtextual cooperation that the process of ‘vowcing’,
in the final analysis, presupposes and represents.

Consider the tollowing extract from Tolstoy's Asna Karenina:

{ Levin bas just blurted out bis proposal to marry Kitty, and feels be has been
rejected by ber uttering:)
— Etogo ne modet byt’ . . . prostite menja . ..

Kak za minutu tomu nazad ona byla bhzka emu, kak vaina dlja ego Zizmi! |
kak teper’ ona stala fuida i daleka emu!
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~ Eto ne moglo byt’ inate. - skazal on, ne gljadja na nee.
On poklomlsja i xotel uji.

{*This cannot be . . . Forgive me . . .” A minute carlier, how close she had been
to him, how important for his life! And now, how aloof to him and distant
she had become! “This could not have been otherwise™, he said, wirhout
looking at her. He bowed and prepared to leave.) (Tolstoy 1962:57, my
translation}

In the above extract, the reflections on the contrast between *closeness’ and ‘dis-
tance' that are sandwiched in between the two pieces of dialogue (artributed o
Kitry and Levin, respectively) are not ascribed to either of the characrers by any
exphicit device, linguistic or otherwise. The preceding context has directed our
artention to Levin's doubts and anxieties about proposing to Kirty, and how the
outcome of the proposal would affect the rest of his life. Though by nature a
timid person, Levin has decided ro wager everything, to purt all his spiritual energy
inte one decisive move. When things go terribly wrong, we instantly recognize
the voice of the reflecting character as Levins. Thus, on reading the indirectly
‘quoted” commentary on what has happened {(*A minute earher, how close she
had been to him, how important for his life! And now, how aloof to him and
distant she had become!”}, the reader understands these reflections as being
‘uttered’ in Levin's voice by considering the content of whar is reflected upon.
Similarly, it is Levin's inner voice that utters the words “A minute earlier...",
depicting, in whart is usually called *free indirect discourse’, the horrible contrast
berween the situation just a moment ago and the present point of time - just as
some of us remember the wistful comment on a lost love from Paul McCartney’s
famous song Yesterday:

Yesterday
Love seemed such an easy game to play.

We see how successful voicing depends on the interplay of the agents in the
narrative process, narrator and ‘narratee’ in concert making up the successful
narration. In the following, I will illustrate the crucial role of *voice’ in a prag-
matic approach to text by showing the interplay of voices, as ir is acted our in
another contemporary novel,

Going back to the story of Breta, as told by Nélida Pifion in The Republic of
Direams, let’s try to come to grips with the rather confused and complex narra-
tive structure that this book deploys. Whereas in the Faulkner novel, the variouos
voices are distinctly marked by having their names affixed to the top of the
chaprter in which they appear {*Cash’ heads the chapter artribured o his voice,
‘Addie’ the one in which she appears as the speaking ‘I’, and so on),"™ in Pifion’s
story the readers are more or less on their own when it comes to figuring out
whose voices are being heard.
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the voice of the narrator, not that of the author: the latter only speaks to us
through the former.

Similarly, we are introduced to Breta as Fuldlia®s granddaughter by the same
implicit narrative voice (p. 14: “Eulilia wartched them [the grandchildren coming
into her room to say goodbye]. . . . Eulilia noted Brera's presence. . . . She had
always handed over this granddaughter to her husband™).

Later on in the book, some of the characters tend to become narrators in their
own rights. This starts already a couple of pages down from the previous quo-
tation, where the grandfather introduces himself as a narrator by saying: “The
story of Breta, and of this family, began at my birth” (p. 16). As to Breta herself,
she assumes her role as a first person narrator on p. 66, with the words: “When
1 was a litle girl, Grandfather surprised me with presents and unexpected
proposals.”

These continuous shifts between ‘heterodiegetic’ {or third person) and
*homodiegetic’ (first person) narration are characteristic of this particular novel;
but in order to pin down the ‘T’ of a particular piece of homodiegetic narrative,
we not only have to mvoke the grammatical or linguistic resources ar our
command, but in addition, we have to enter the ‘hcrional world” {Mey 1994d),
the world of narration, by identifying with the partucular voice that is speaking.
For instance, in the case of Madruga, the grandfather, introducing himself as an
“I" on p. 16, we are at frst uncertain whom the narrative voice belongs to: Euldlia
{who also has been present throughout the preceding section) or Madruga, her
hushand. As we read on, it turns out that the voice is that of a boy: his passion
for fishing, his burgeoning attraction to women, all bespeak the gender of the
young Madruga.

When, toward the end of the book, after many allusions to her future role as
a family chronicler {e.g., on p. 17, where her grandfather muses: “What if she
were to be the frst writer in the family?™), Breta ‘comes out’ as an author (“]
will write the book nonetheless™; p. 662), it is the voice of Breta, as a character
rurned narrator, telling us this. And when we close the book on the last sentence
(“1 only know that tomorrow | will start to write the story of Madruga®™; p. 663),
we are in the presence of a narrarive voice that rells us that whart the Breta char-
acter is going 1o do as an author is to write the story, parts of which she has just
told us in her own, characterturned-narrator’s voice. By this narratonal tnick,
Breta the presumptive author hands back the narrative relay to the actual author
who has created her, Nélida Pifion, thus closing the narrative score on a final,
impressive Hoursh.

It is only through an active, collaborarive effort, shared berween reader and
author, thar this interplay of voices can be successtully creared and recreared. The
question naturally arises of whether it would not be reasonable to assign a *voice’
to the reader as well, and what implications this assumprion would have. 1 will
deal with this question in the next section. (For a comprehensive treatment of
the problems of *voice’, see Mey 1999.)
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(Jacob Flanders, his painter friend Edward ("Ted’) Cruttendon and [Jinmy
Carslake, an Englisk girl who s living with the latter, are sitting at a table
outside a little café in Versailles, baving drinks.)

“But he's quite different,” said Jinny, folding her hands over the top of her
glass. “1 don't suppose you know what Ted means when he says a thing like
that,” she said, looking at Jacob. “But | do. Sometimes 1 could kill myself.
Sometimes he lies in bed all day long - just lies there . . . [ don't want you nght
on the table™; she waved her hands. Swollen iridescent pigeons were waddling
round their feet.

“Look at that woman's hat,” said Cruttendon. “How do they come to think
of it? ... No, Flanders, | don't think I could live like you. When one walks
down that street opposite the British Museum - what's it called — that’s whar
I mean. It's all like that. Those fat women - and the man standing in the middle
of the road as if he were going to have a fir.. .7

“Everybody feeds them,”™ said Jinny, waving the pigeons away. “They're
stupid old things.™

“Well, | don't know,” said Jacob, smoking his cigarerte. “There's St. Paul’s.”™

“I mean going to an office,” said Cruttendon.

“Hang it all,” Jacob expostulated. (Woolt 1978:129)

The linguistic competence of a reader is commonly understood as comprising
the ability to assign the correct reference to textual elements such as pronouns,
deicrics, subjects of verbs and so on. Varnious rules of language usage serve as
auxiliary devices in our exercise of this competence. One of these is the existence
of a ‘normal” word order {subjects occur before verbs in English, adjectives before
nouns, and so on); another is the tact that pronouns usually occur m close prox-
imity to their referents. Yet another technique that we rely on heavily for solving
textual riddles is that of conversational implicature, as we have seen in section
3.2.3. Finally, in any normal text we may expect a certain syntactic and seman-
tic continuity that encourages us to stick with an interpretation, once adopted
{this is often referred to as the ‘obstnacy pnnciple’; Fludermik 1993:285).

In the excerpt above, grammarical and syntactic ‘props’ of the kind described
are not of much help: they are either absent or ambiguous. For example, how
do we know who Jinny is talking o when she says “l don't want vou right
on the rable™? Clearly, it cannot be Jacob, even though he is the most suitable
immediately preceding candidate, grammatically and co-textually. Similarly, the
“them”™ in Jinny's next contribution to the conversation {“Everybody feeds
them™} cannot possibly be the head of the immediarely preceding, grammatically
and co-textually closest accessible noun phrase, “Those fat women . . .". By con-
trast, we are not in doubt as to the reference of “that woman”, even though no
particular woman has been explicitly mentioned or is present (with the excep-
tion of Jinnyl; or as to what Cruttendon refers to by “it™, or who are meant by
“they™ in his remark “How do they come to think of it?” In the general context
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{rather than in the restricted co-text), we know what to expect and whar o
exclude, even without the usual support of strict pronominal reference and
anaphora.

The contextual mechanisms by which such expectations and exclusions are
governed constitute what | have called the ‘setting-up’ that is required as part of
a pragmatic act. In our case, it is the entire pictured backdrop that functions as
the set-up: a café m a by-street in a French provincial town, “where people sit
drinking coffee, watching the soldiers, meditatively knocking ashes into trays™
(p. 129). Whoever has been in a scene like this will also remember the ubiqui-
tous pigeons “waddling round™ the feet of the patrons, sometimes attempning o
snatch a crumb of cake or a piece of bread from the tables; the rown women
parading the streets in impossible hats; and all the rest of a typical French small
town, Sunday afternoon scenario.

It is on this scene that the protagonists become alive, and their speech and
actions achieve meaning: the men engaged in philosophizing; the women trying
ro make sense of their lives and relatonships by ralking abour them. In berween
these strands of dialogue, the references to the general framework, the ‘back-
drop’, of the story serve to set up the acts of talk. The coherence of the conver-
sation 15 not just a matter of thematic consistency (in fact, there is precious little
of that, as in most conversatnons); in order to understand what is gomng on in the
talk, we must take the whole scene into account.

Reading Woolf's dialogue is thus possible only if we read and understand the
actual scene; in fact, the dialogue would not have made any sense unless we had
been “pre-set” for the various snatches of talk by entering the scene ourselves and
becoming acguainted with its various inhabitants, When the referent of “yvou™
in Jinny’s remark is formally identihed as a pigeon, we as readers had already set
up a ‘pigeon-hole’ for it in our minds. When Jinny says “them”, we know whart
she 1s talking about, even before she starts “waving the pigeons away”. Into the
slots of our scenic understanding, the instantiating elements drop like keys into
well-oiled locks.

The pragmanc act of reading implies an open-ended invitation to the reader
to join the author in the co-creanon of the story, by hlling in the holes thar the
rext leaves open. Just as the ‘said’, the speaker’s explicit verbal act, in many cases
15 dispensable, given a sufhcient backdrop and the hstener’s pragmatc act of
understanding the ‘unsaid’, so the reader’s act of understanding is not dependent
on what is found in the actual text {or co-text) in so many words, bur on the
total context in which those words are found - and are found to make sense,
through an active, pragmatic collaboration berween author and reader. It 15 this
spontaneous, mostly unconscious ‘plugging’ of the textual gaps thar characrer-
izes us as competent and ‘versatile’ readers (see Tsur 1992: Mey 1999:ch. 9.1.2);
conversely, this characreristic carries with it an obligation on the part of the
author to offer us a readable, “pluggable’ text. Needless to say, “pluggability” is
always relative: modern authors like Paul Auster or Don Delillo differ quite a bit
in this respect from, say, Jane Austen or Wilham Thackeray; simailarly, the “retar-
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Three days later, at 7.45 a.m., his friend Dr Viclav Orlik was standing outside
the Church of 5t Sigismund, awaiting the arrival of the hearse and clutching
seven of the ten pink carnations he had hoped to afford at the Honists. He
noted with approval the first signs of spring. In a garden across the street,
jackdaws with rwigs in their beaks were wheeling above the lindens, and now
and then a minor avalanche would slide from the pantiled roof of a tenement.

While Orlik waited, he was approached by a man with a corrain of gray
hair that fell below the collar of his raincoar.

‘Do you play the organ?’ the man asked in a cararchal voice.

‘I fear not,” sawd Orlik.

‘Nor do 1,' the man said, and shuffled off down a side-street.

Cluestions:

Since this is the beginning of a story, we expect 1o be immediately introduced to
the main character. How is this done m the text? How are the side characters
introduced? {Hint: notice especially the difference between the two introductions
in the second and third paragraph. Speculate abour the reason why the larer
character is introduced in a more elaborate manner than the former.)

Deictic elements are found in plenty throughout the excerpe. Identify them and
their functions.

What types of deictics do you find and how are they different as to function
{pronouns, articles, demonstratives etc.)?

Given that this extract covers a little over one page out of a book of 154, one
cannot expect to learn too much about the characters from whart is actwally given
as the immediate co-text.

Show how our understanding (‘shared knowledge’} of the entire context in
which this story is ser contributes to our understanding. (For instance, we all
know what a funeral is like, even if it happens in Prague rather than in our own
hometown. From this contextual knowledge, we can make certain inferences
about the occurrence of a textoal iwem such as ‘the organ’ in the interchange
berween Dr Orlik and “the man’.)

3. Consider the following dialogue:

A: She's the type to take control, show strength and afhrmarion.

B: Actually she falls apart. She fell apart when her mother died.

A: Who wouldn'r?

B: She fell apart when Steffie called from camp with a broken bone in her
hand . ..

A: Her daughter, far away, among strangers, in pamn. Who wouldn't?

B: Not her daughter. My daughter.

A: Mot even her daugheer.

B: No.
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The technigue developed by the heckler in this extract is often called thar of the
‘garden path’: leading an unsuspecting listener {or reader) into a verbal trap,
which s then sprung at the crucial moment. Sometimes (as in the case above)
this is done with the intention of making a fool of the listener and humihiating
him or her publicly; in other cases (often in a literary context), the idea is to jolt
the reader and obtain some kind of narrative ‘shock effect’. (Refer to section
4.2.2.3, where | mention a classic example: Julio Cortizar's *spider story’; see
also Mey 1992b.) The reader or listener must go along the path with his or her
‘seducer’, the heckler or story-teller; otherwise the trap at the end of the path
will remain unsprung, and no *garden path’ effect is obtained. Thus, the neces-
sity of an active cooperation by listener and reader in the pragmatic act of under-
standing (in the broadest sense} becomes clear.
On the background of the above, answer the following.

(Juestions:
Which speech acts can you identify in this interchange? How can they be said o
be subsumed under some textual “pragmemel(s)’ (and which})?

Is there a way back from a ‘garden path’? Can you indicate an alvernative path,
an escape route or a loophole?

In the extract above, where did the Congressman go wrong?

What should he have said nstead of what he actually did? Were there alter-
native speech acts that he could have used, while staying within the original prag-
maric situation (possibly described as: ‘gaining support for his candidacy’)?

In all this, does the Cooperative Principle apply? How? [Refer to chapter 4.)

5. Story time and real time

In the British-Japanese authors Kazuo Ishiguros The Uncomsoled (1996), we
meet a hotel porter by the name of Gustav, who in the course of his duties takes
a late-arnving guest to his room, and in the process harangues him about the life
and duries of a porter according o Gustay.

The monologue takes place while the hotel elevator moves up four floors;
however, the ‘transcript’ of Gustav's discourse fills over three pages in the novel.
At no point of time is there a mention of an elevator stop, or some other pause
in the guest's trek to his room, something which could explain the strange lack
of congruence between the time things take in the reality of the story (in “story
time’), and the time those same things are standardly allotted ourtside of the nar-
ration (in ‘real ime’). In other words, the question is how a person can utter the
equivalent of three printed pages (something which, without interruption, would
take ar least ten minutes) in the amount of time needed to go from a hotel lobby
to a room on the fourth floor. We are here confronted with an extreme case of
the discrepancy that sometimes holds between what has been called “speaking
time’ (o, from the point of the reader, ‘reading time’) and *story time’ (the time
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If [Yeltsin or Adams] were character[s] in a novel, such drastic shifts in pre-
sentation [would be regarded] as reflecting a grossly unrehable, if not incom-
petent narrator who doesn't seem to know his own story. But this is one major
way in which press parratives differ from literary ones. Unlike a literary nar-
rative, press narratives are never “finished’; there is always tomorrow's edition,
which may have to assimilate new and awkward events, even to the extent
of revising the newspaper’s background construction of events. . . . Reading
newspapers for the truth is in part ar least a bir like religious belief - an act
of faith. (Toolan 1994:237-8)

7. A voice from the graves

André Bleikasten, in his study of Wilkam Faulkner's As [ Lay Dying (1964, ong-
inally 1930}, commenrs on the deceased matriarch Addie Bundren’s appearing
on the novelistic scene after her death as follows:

Addie’s confession, crucial as it is to an understanding of the book, 15 quire
unwarranted from the point of view of vensimilitude, since, when she starts
to speak, Addie has been dead for five days. Not only has her monologue no
immediate local connection with the current action but also there is no way
of locating it in space and time. The voice we hear in it 1s tmeless and bodi-
less, conjured up by the author’s necromancy. (1973:54)

Elsewhere, Bleikasten mentions the concept *verisimilitude’ (see above, section
9.3.3}, literally: ‘the semblance of truth’, as being in conflict with this *personi-
ficanion”. {108)

Ulnestions:
Discuss the apparent contradiction between a person's being dead and being given
a ‘“voice" in the novel by the author

In particular, ask yourself whether ‘truth’ can be enforced as strictly in a nar-
rative Context as, e.g., in a courtroom or in a scientific account. {Hint: stress the
internal coherence of the narrative, and check whether this is endangered by the
Faulkner rechnique. Refer also back to the notion of *literary constraint’, as expli-
cated in section 7.2.2.4).

Whar does Bleikasten mean by ‘necromancy’, and how would you defend
Faulkner against such charges?



CHAPTER TEN
Pragmatics Across Cultures

10.1 Introduction: what is the problem?

Suppose you are a newly appointed teacher at the University of Ibadan, Nigeria.
Your salary not being that grand, and the general situation in the country being
what it is, you decide to ger a cheap apartment close to the university, so you
can ride your bike to school. However, not being prepared for the state of the
local roads, on your first trip you hit a big hole, you and vour bike are roppled
and your books are all over the pavement.

As you begin to reassemble yourself and your belongmngs, a friendly local
passer-by stops up and says: “Sorry for that, man." Whereupon he proceeds on
his way, withour offering any further commenrts or help. You are puzzled, ro say
the least. Why did the guy say he was sorry, when it wasn't his fault in the first
place?

Here’s another situation, this time from Japan. Yow and yvour japanese girl-
friend are having a house-warming party at which you expect a lot of guests.
Not to overload the dishwasher, you decide on paper cups to go with the beer
and the soft drinks. Your friend and yourself go o the local beer outler, where
the following conversation is heard to occur:

{Your friend places the order and requests bome delivery)

Liguor sTORE CLERK: Nan-ji made nif {By what time [do you want the stuff
delivered]?’)

Your rRIEND: Goji samjippun goro. (‘Around 5:30 [p.m.).") A, ato kam
koppu 50-ko omegaishimasu. ("Oh, and besides [I'd like] 50 paper cups,
please.’)
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Crerk: 1,49800-en desw. ("That'll be ¥14,800°). Kawi koppu wa saabisu
sasete morgimasu. (“The paper cups are on the house [lit.: are being offered
as a service].’)

—<FriEND: A, swmimasen. (“Oh, 'm sorry’). [Tends the money|

Crerk: Arigatoo gozamnass. ("Thank you very much’). (Kumatoridani
1999:636; adapted)

In the above interchange, we see how the Japanese expression sumtimasen
I'm sorry’ appears unexpectedly ar a point where we in English assume an
expression of gratitude to be in order, such as “Thanks a lot.” Why is it that the
Japanese seemingly have to apologize for other people’s services rendered,
by saying that they are ‘sorry for your kindness' (Ide 1998)2 It is not thar
summimasen normally, and taken by itself, expresses thanks; it is widely wsed
o apologize in cases where we in English, o, would use an apology: for
instance, when addressing a stranger on the streets of London to ask for direc-
tons, one would normally say ‘Excuse me . .." before embarking on business
proper.

Stmilarcly, in the Nigerian example, we notice how a passer-by shows his
empathy with the unfortunare bicyclist by using an expression which he knows
is used in English to render a feeling of commiseration (albeit not always in
exactly the same circumstances). The mtercolroral difference of use here is that
urrering *Sorry” in English often implies that one somehow feels guilry, while this
15 not necessarily the case in the Nigenan context.

What we are dealing with here is not a matter of whar expressions *mean’,
abstractly taken, or one of how a speech act such as “thanking’ or “apologizing’
can be defned, m accordance with the standard accounts that we looked at in
chaprer 5. Rather, the question s one of the pragmatic appropnateness of a par-
ticular expression in a particular context of use. The problem is thar those con-
texts of use tend to be rather different from culture to culture, and consequently
from language to language.

What appears as an apology in Japanese may be considered an elaborare form
of thanking, if “translated’ into an English context; however, this may not be
the right, or only, explanation. The Japanese may experience the rendering of a
service that is not in the line of dury (such as offering paper cups as an unpaid
saabisu ("service') to a good customer) as necessarily and principally triggering
not a ‘thanking’, but an apology of the kind we have seen above. In fact, the
apology pre-empts, or subsumes, the ‘thanking’, as it were. The basic character
of a particular speech act, such as that of apologizing or thanking, is thus seen
as culture-dependent; pur otherwise, the pragmaric validity of a speech act (as
of any other use of language) will vary, when considered in an intercultural
perspective.

The next section will look into the pragmartic presuppositions of the problem
sketched here.
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10.2 Pragmatic presuppositions in culture

That cultural presuppositions can be major stumbling blocks on the road to under-
standing may sound like a truism; yet, it 1s often overlooked what these *presup-
positions’, in an actual setting, have to say as preconditions to understanding. In
section 5.5.1, we saw how the discussion on the number and kind of SAV (speech
act verbs) suffered a great deal from this oversighe, the particalar verbs and their
plauvsibility of occurrence being modeled on whatever the Standard Average Euro-
pean (or North American) finds plausible in his or her culture. One can easily get
people to applaud the idea that probably no language in the world would contain
an SAV expressing the act of “asking for a quarter to make a phone call to your
maternal grand-uncle’ - yet, there 1s no principled reason why such a verb could
not be found; in any case, the borderhines are not easily drawn. '

To shed some light on the pragmartic presuppositions that are hidden beneath
the surface of our cultural varnish, one has to look for those places where the
varnish cracks and the underlying substance becomes visible, In section 5.5, we
encountered some examples of intercultural misunderstandings rthar were due
to the presence of a non-acknowledged, and hence not shared, pragmatic pre-
supposition (cf. also section 7.2.3.2). Here, | will discuss some further cases from
this angle.

Challenging the presuppositions of an offer or a request is not easily done in
our culture {unless, of course, one wants to ascertain thar the speaker is in his or
her night mind - to promise a casual acquaintance the moon or a rose garden is
wsually not taken as a serious speech act). The following is a real-life example of
an intercultural misunderstanding based on such different, hence unfamiliar, prag-
martic presuppositions; the example (eachier given as exercise 4 in chapter 6) shows
the need to highlight and question such presuppositions in intercultural contacrs:

(A Western towrist visiting a Japanese temiple compound addresses a female
attendant)

TourisT: Is there a toilet around here?
ATTENDANT: You want to use?
TourisT (somewbat astonished): Sure 1 do.

ATTENDANT: Go down the steps.

Clearly, the tourist (who happens to be the author of these lines) did not ask
his question because he was conducting a comparative study of toilets, West and
East, or some such thing. In the tourist’s own culture, the ‘insertion sequence’
*You want to use?” is highly unexpected, under the given circumstances, and
would probably never have occurred in this form.

However, the pragmatic presuppositions in Japanese culture are different;
which is why it made sense for the arrendant 1o ask the guestion. One could
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10.3 Ethnocentricity and its discontents

While most of us will agree that there are differences between peoples and cul-
tures, very tew of us are prepared to accept the full consequence of such a
view. Often, we hear people say that “some of my best friends are . .. (where one
may replace the dors by ‘Black’, ‘gay’, *Mexican', ‘women” and so on}; nearly
always, such utterances mask the fact thac the speaker really doesn't like what-
ever the *..." stand for, but is duty-bound to deny that implicit dislike by an
explicit assertion of the kind | mentioned when 1 introduced the notion of “prag-
matic act’ in section 8.1, Such an approach to the problem ot cultural and lin-
guistic diversity could be called “ethnocentric’ or ‘ethnoperal’ (on the analogy ot
‘centripetal’): as native speakers of a particular language and as members of one
particalar culture, we instinctively assume that all other cultures are ‘strange’, in
the particular sense rthar this rerm has acquired in addition to its original deno-
tation of “foreign’.

When we mock the Ancient Greeks and Romans because of their extreme
‘ethnopetal’ amitude toward the people surrounding them, we should keep in
mind that many of the expressions we use to refer to {and ridicule) toreign
languages and customs are in fact nothing bur “funny’ ways of reproducing
the barbarians’ unfamiliar idioms. Afrer all, we indulge in the same discrimina-
tion when we refer to ethnic minorities as ‘redskins” or ‘spaghettis’, using a
particular ethnic artribute to defame the entire group. The very terms we use to
refer to other people and cultures bear this out: the Greek word bdrbaros is the
same as the Latn term for ‘one who has a stammer’, balbulus [compare the
French balbutier, ‘to stammer’); similarly, the word ‘Creole’, n reality a term
denoting a particular stage of language development, is now also used to refer
to groups of people at the same rime as it is a way of characrerizing those people’s
speecch as “‘bad ralk’ and ‘broken mlk'™ (Le Page and Tabouret-Keller
1986:236),1

Ar the other end of the spectrum, to this ‘ethnopertal’ view of other languages
and cultures there corresponds what one could call an “ethnofugal® view, thar is,
an attitude to other tribes and narions which in principle assumes thar they are
‘berter’ than us - closer to nature, more healthy, more original, more
community-oriented, more open, more spontaneous and a lot of other good
things, most of which have to do with a vaguely Romantic notion of whar it is
to be ‘origmmal,” ‘natural’ and so on.

Enter the ‘noble savage' {more recently known as the “native speaker’, the one
‘who is always right’; Mey 1981), the chimeric prototype of natural human ethos
and language that anthropologists and linguists of the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries went out to find in the farthest reaches of unknown
continents and countries. Their attitude was a narural reaction o their colonial-
ist predecessors’ brutal disregard for primitive cultures and their carners, as well
as to earlier centuries’ efforts to bring these primitive people to conformity with
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Western ideals of humanity, education and not least Chnistianity. In our own days,
such representations of ‘naturalness’ have experienced a revival of sorts in the
*hack-to-nature’ movements of various shades and colors, beginning in the sixties
and continuing into our present decade.

In linguistics in particular, the notion of the ‘native speaker’ as the final arbiter
in every debate on language and language use has always had, and stifl has, a
strong appeal {but see Mey 1981 for a critique). More recently, the question of
the so-called ‘endangered languages' has occupied the minds of linguists and
anthropologists. Often, such a worry is motivated not by a genuine concern for
the plight of the people speaking ‘exonic’ languages, bur rather by a desire ro keep
as many vanenes of languages as possible alive in the name of a linguistic
‘ecology’, understood as the need to protect diversification in the world of speak-
ing, as in the other parts of the human habitar. But the real appeal of such notions
lies elsewhere,

Both ethnopetalists and ethnofugalists seem to derive the strength of their con-
victions from deeper-lying notions than just professional worries about a partic-
ular deteriorating or disappearing culture, langnage or dialect. What is really at
stake here is the very private, ever-present anxiety that people have about their
own existence. For any culture thar vanishes into the depths of history, for any
language that becomes weakened beyond recognition and finally dies, our own
human existence is diminished. At the same time {as the success of many popular
religious persvasions and political teachings has demonstrared), such an existen-
tial Amgst may be obviated (or, minimally, palliated} by convictions about indi-
vidual human immortality, or at least about the continuity and universality of
life in irs various forms: race, class, faith, culture, language and so on. Among
these convictions, the belief in the universality of human language and speech
OCCupies 3 prime position.

For the ethnopetalists, this universality is assumed to be located in the closest,
most familiar idiom: the native tongue. Clearly, if what | say is nght for me, why
shouldn’t it be right for everybody? The ethnofugalists, by contrast, try to find
out what is right in matters of language by going back to language's ‘roots’: what
15 right now is only right because it stll represents some of the pnmeval condi-
tion, the Golden Age (awrea aetas) of Ovid and others, with its uncontaminared,
pristine speech. Thus, a typical early answer to the question of whart it the most
original, hence ‘universal’, language was, for the ethnofugalists, Hebrew (the lan-
guage supposedly spoken by God ro Adam and Eve in the garden, on a literal
reading of the Bible), while for an Antwerp-based, ethnopetal amateur linguist
of the sixteenth century like Goropius Becanus (a.k.a. van Gorp) it had to be
Flemish.

In the following sections, | want to argue that there must be a middle way of
looking at the problem of universality across cultures, by taking under scrutiny
some of the various areas of research in which these issues have been raised and
discussed. 1 will not consider approaches to language universals and universality
that go under the names of “formal” or *semantic’; the first referring to whar is
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often, rather misguidedly called ‘universal grammar’, in the sense of a body of
identical syntactic relationships, thought to hold across languages; the second
identified with the desire 1o establish a ‘universal semantic vocabulary’ indepen-
dent of language and/or culture: the “linguistic algebra” or “calculus’ that was the
aim of such thinkers as Leibniz or Hjelmslev. While such approaches may be of
value from a purely methodological, grammatical or philosophical point of view,
they are not relevant to our question, when viewed from a pragmartc angle.

10.4 Cases in point
10.4.1 Politeness and conversation

In secrion 10.1 we saw how certain forms of behavior may count as polite in
some cultures, but as impolite in others. The question 15, then, whether there
exists something called ‘inherent’ politeness (certain forms always being consid-
ered polite), or even ‘universal’ politeness (the very idea of politeness being
common to all people, and realized in more or less the same way across cultures
and languages).

To the first question, the answer is probably negative, as already suggested
earlier (section 4.2.3): there is nothing inherently polite or impolhite about an
order given in the military, and the sergeant who would ‘politely ask® a subordi-
nate to fall in line would not be understood properly, let alone obeyed. As to the
second notion, that of universality in politeness, many (if not most) of the dis-
cussions dealing with this topic have been cast in the framework of what Brown
and Levinson (following Gottman) successfully defined as *face’ early on in the
debate (1978). Extending the traditional development of the theory (as outlined
in section 4.2.3), one could postulate thar the ‘turn-taking” mechanisms on which
Conversation Analysis from its very beginning has been based (see secrion
6.3.1.2) represent a form of underlying politeness: | respect my conversational
parmer’s speaking turn, just as he or she respects mine, In terms of the rermi-
nology introduced earlier, 1 will not threaten the other's conversanional face,
either negatively (by not responding to his or her face needs) or positively (by
overtly threatening his or her face).

As regards the universal nature of the notion of *face’ irself, a case could be
made for universality, as people all over the world seem to share a desire 1o be
left in peace when they wish to, and to be supported when they need ro. Such
feelings have found their classical expressions in formulas such as the *Golden
Rule’ {(*As ye would that men should do to you, do ye also to them likewise';
Luke 6:31) and in official documents such as the French Revolution's Déclara-
tion Universelle des Droits de 'Homme, the “Universal Declaration of the Rights
of Man [sic]’, or the United Nations” Freedom Charter, specifying both freedom
from (oppression) and freedom fo (enjoy a decent hife).
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Bur apart from these generalities, on which everybody agrees, there are innu-
merable differences as to the nuances and details appropriate to the individual
cultures, and consequently as to the way these universal rights are expressed in
language. Consider again the case of ‘face’: whether we prioritize ‘negative’ or
‘positive’ facework depends more on our cultural preferences than on our lin-
guistic abilines or competence. As Gudykunst and Ting-Toomey observe:

While one might expect both negative facework and positive facework to be
present in all cultures, the value orientations of a culture will influence cul-
tural members’ artiudes toward pursuing one set of facework more actvely
than another set. .. Facework then is a symbolic front that members in all
cultures strive to maintain and uphold, while the modes and styles of express-
ing and negotiating face-need would vary from one culture to the next.
(1988:86)

A general problem with the notion of “face’, as it is usually defined and elab-
orated upon, is that it basically and rather exclusively reflects the individual posi-
tion.. The individual, moreover, is conceived of as a rational being whose actions
are more or less predictable on the basis of a commonly accepted model. In our
cultare, the generally acceptable model s that of the *perfect consumer’, one who
knows his or her place in the market, one who understands thar nothing 15 free
but that, in order to get something, one has to give something in return and that
both the giving and the returning must proceed in an orderly, societally accepe-
able fashion.

This extended-politeness “turn—return’ model is not only at the basis of the
notions of face and facework; it also determines the ideclogy of cooperation and
‘rurn-taking’ in Conversation Analysis, as Silversrein has remarked {1996:626;
see also 1992). The next section will go into more detail.

10.4.2 Cooperation and conversation

As we have seen in section 4.2.2, much of current pragmanc thinking is based
on Grice’s ‘Cooperative Principle’. Over the years, many criticisms have been
uttered of this principle, often based on the assumption that not everybody is
willing, able or obliged to cooperate. In certain cases, a maxim may be violaved
in the name of a higher-order principle which tells us to avoid a taboo, or not
o smite somebody with the language equivalent of the ‘evil eye’ or a ‘manuval
curse’,'" bringing on death or misfortune by purting on the “evil car’.

The discussion on the so-called umiversality of cooperation (a berter wording
would be: the ways cooperation is realized in different cultures) often focuses on
the phenomena of conversation (including conversational implicature; see section
3.1.3). As to the latter, it has been pointed out that withholding information {and
thereby violating the maxim of quantity) may be completely in order in certain
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cultures and contexts, given certain conditions. For instance, not mentioning the
name of a person | know does not always lead to the implicature that | do not
know the person’s name (the normal casel; the reason may be that | do not wishk
to say the name {perhaps with the intention of misdirecting my listener, as during
a police interrogation}, or because [ am prevented by taboo from saying the name
{as in Navajo culture, where one may not mention the name of a dead person
for fear of retriburion from the defunct's chindi, or ghost; see Thomas
1996:76-7).

When it comes 1o actual conversarion, the assumption is again that people
across cultures will obey certain rules of collaboration in order 10 make conver-
sation happen and have the flow of ralk to progress as smoothly as possible. This
i5 the principle behind the well-known rules for turn-taking that conversauon
analysts must be given due credit for having formulated in much persuasive derail.
Still, a lingering doubt remains, What if people decide not to be cooperative?

Some cultures are inherently geared toward verbal confrontation (such as the
Jewish East Coast Americans described in Tannen 1984); others are extremely
averse to such conflicts and prefer silence to a heated, rendennally interesting {but
also potennally face-damaging) conversation (here, the “silent Finn® is an egre-
gious example; see Sajavaara and Lehronen 1996). In such cross-cultural con-
trasts, any comparison between degrees of cooperativity must fail, since major
overnding factors of cultural background are at play, just as in the case of the
MNavajo,

Still another case is that of the ‘deliberate’ flouting of all cooperation, where
the interlocutors want to have a fight, or at least want to bring some things out
in the open, and are willing 1o sacrifice both politeness and cooperation to that
higher objective. Haviland (1997) has proffered a wealth of evidence from
various cultures to show that such is indeed sometimes {often?) the case; the acid
test being that conversational turns simply are not respected, and that everybody
tries to get 4 word in, not just ‘edge-wise’, as Victor Yngve called it a long time
ago {1970}, but preferably in a froneal artack on their interlocurors.

The amusing example that Haviland gives at the beginning of his article is so
obviously non-cooperative that the naive reader first thinks she or he is being
taken for a ride. A transcnipt is provided of an actual ‘dialogue’ between ten
native speakers (below called a through |} of Zinacantec, a language of
Guatemala; their contributions appear in ten lines of exactly the same shape and
format, as follows:

1 a: {{umnvelligible))
2 b: {{unintelligible})
3 ¢ (jumnrelligible))
4 d: ({unintelligible})
5 & {{unintelligible})
6 f: ({umntelligible))
7 g {{unintelligible) )
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8 h: {(unintelligible))
9 1z {{unintelligible}}
10 32 {{umintelligible}). (Hawviland 1997:548)

Although we may assume that the ten speakers knew whar they were saying,
and perhaps even were able to make out what the others were uttering (though
I rather doubt it), it remains a fact that the transcript as such reveals a very low
degree of conversational cooperation: no turns are taken or respected, and the
intent of the contributions to this conversarion is not an orderly exchange of
ideas, but simply a way of ‘shouring the others down® until the mediators of the
conflict (the *dispure sertlers’; p. 555) deem the time ripe to intervene and make
recommendations that will end the dispute and solve the problems.

Confronted with cases like these, it becomes pretty difficult ro postulate the
existence of a umversally valid ‘principle’ that would prescribe the same kind
of cooperation in language for everybody in every culture and community. As
Haviland pointedly queries: “How do we know when our interlocutors are co-
operating? Are there times when we are not even supposed to cooperate, either
at taking rurns or at promulganng ‘rational’ talk exchanges?™ (1997:551; empha-
sis original).

The answer, evidently, is: we do not know unless, or until, we are part of the
culture. As long as we look ar intermezzos like the one described above with the
eyes of a monocultural Western{ized) linguist or conversation analyst, we cannot
detect anything but a blatant violation of all the principles and maxims in the
book. Bur we could be wrong, as a cross-cultural look ar collaborarion shows.
And the reason for our wrong beliefs might well be located in what Silverstein
(1996:616) has called “Western ideologies of autonomous mind and agentiviry
essentialized as some kind of mental scuff” - exactly the stuff of which both rules
and principles, taken in the abstract, are made.

The next section will consider the role of cooperation from another angle,
namely that of the activity of ‘addressing’, which is part and parcel of any artempt
at human contact, including conversation.

10.4.3 Addressivity

The term “addressivity’ was onginally coined by the Russian linguist and semi-
ologist Mikhail M. Bakhtin. In his understanding, it denotes a constant quality
of speech: namely, the fact that any wrterance is addressed to somebody, every
utterance 15 ‘dialogic’, Basically, addressivity is the “quality of turning to
someone” (1994:99), a quality which Bakhrtin then uses to develop his theory of
‘speech genres’. (See further Mey 1999:chs 4.3.3 and 6.2.3.)

Here, | will concentrate on those aspects of addressivity which concern the act
of addressing. How do people go about striking up a conversation, for example?
How do vou address a stranger or ‘turn 10" somebody that is passing by on the
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street? Calling out *Hey, you" (or its equivalent in other languages) 1s certainly
one way of doing it, but hardly one thar s aniversally accepted. In particular,
the question of how to use the proper forms of verbs and the (often accompa-
nying) proper personal pronouns has been in the focus of interest of linguists and
sociologists alike. The following sections will deal with some of the problems
involved in addressing, viewed from an intercultural point of view.

10.4.3.1 Forms of address

The way we address people is a matrer of grear importance in most caltures. In
certain conservative societies, addressing may happen only indirectly, and never
to the addressee’s face; a remnane of this is found in countries such as Sweden,
where the normal form of addressing persons of respect {like: children to older
relatives, emplovees to their superordinates, store clerks to customers, students
to professors etc.) was, prior 10 World War Il (and in some places even roday),
the third person singular, together with the addressee’s *“ticle”: Vill farbror titta pa
min kattunga?, “Will uncle come and see my katten?"; Vad dnskar direktirent,
“What does the Chief Executive Officer wish?' and so on.

The earlier languages of the Indo-European family did not have a distinctive
possibility of showing respect through the vse of lexical or morphological care-
gories: thus Cicero expostulating with Cauline in the Roman senate, the dying
Caesar speaking to his assassin Brutus, the ghost of father Anchises addressing
Aeneas (Vergil, Aen. VI:851), Horace rejoicing in his former lover Lyce's lost
looks (Od, TVexiii) and “Yeshua Ha-Notsri® {alias ‘Jesus the Nazarene') con-
founding Pilate {in Mikhail Bulgakov's The Master and Margarita) all use the
uniform Latin mode of addressing a singular interlocutor, viz., tu “you (sg.)": tu
Catilina, tu Brute, tw Romane, tu Lyce, tu Pilate.

As we all know, the situation in today's European languages is rather differ-
ent: with the exception of English, where the you-form has come o dominate
the entire spectrum of addressing, most languages possess a distinet *deferential’
form, used in addressing persons of higher social status or in order to mark dis-
tance. In many of the cases, this form (somenumes capitalized in writing) is iden-
tical with the second person plural: thus, French has voms, Czech {and certain
other Slavic languages) vy {or its morphological equivalent), Finmish Te; all being
used for both singular and plural addressees of respect. (In Brown and
Gilman's {1961) terminology, the difference is described as “V' vs. “T°; more on
this in the next section.)

In other languages, the forms of respectful address are based on a third person
verbal form (singular or plaral), with a possible subjecr represented either as a
morphological category (a pronoun} or as a specialized lexical item. The first case
is exemplified by plural forms such as German Sie or Danish/Norwegian De, both
originally meaning ‘they'; earlier, the third person singular was also employed in
these languages in order to mark a non-respecriul distancing, as in the case of an
army officer addressing a private. (Until quite recently, the Copenhagen Police
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perform when they wish to enter into a stable relationship (whether we call it
marriage, partership or something entirely different); similarly, there will be
certain needs that the individual perceives as relevant to himself or herself in a
particular social surrounding. Here, among other things, the notion of “face’ that
was discussed earlier re-enters the picture; humans will always need a certain
amount and kind of ‘addressivity’; conversation is a human right as well as a
human duty, as we have seen; and so on and so forth. Since all these different
activities, in the fnal analysis, are pragmatic in their nature and execution,
whoever wants to talk about pragmatics across languages and cultures should
keep in mind thar, as caltures are different, so are the manifestations of the prag-
matic acts that make it possible for humans to live in a particular ‘lingua-
culrural’® habirar.

The next chapter will focus on some social features thar are typical of the prag-
marics of this habitat.

Review and discussion

1. Speech acts and style

The speech acts we use when saying certain things are often more important than
the contents of what is being said. A colleague of mine, in response to a ques-
tion in a seminar, once flatly told the questioner “I don't understand the status
of your question.” In the context, this answer ‘counted as’ {Searle 1969:36;
cf. section 5.1.3) a put-down: whar was said had this particular effect because
of the style of what was said. Furthermore, if (as the French say) le stvle, c'est
{'homme, ‘the style 15 the (hulman’, then style will differ in accordance with the
particular men (and women) engaging in speech acting.

One of the big dividers berween people from differemt cultures is precisely
style. Wars have been fought over matters of ritual and style: the Sepoy rebellion
in India in the late 1850s starced because the native soldiers feared they might
get contaminared by biting an unclean bullet {the British were rumored 1o have
used pork far to grease their ordinance). A stylistically docrored telegram (the
infamous Emser Depesche, ‘sharpened’ [zugespitzt) and altered by Bismarck
himself) provoked the French into declaring war on Prussia in 1870, When it
comes to language use, some culrures are more direct than others: Americans
often perceive Israelis as being ‘rude’, while the Americans themselves are being
considered ruder than others by most people (including Israclis!). In some cul-
tures, directness is associated with male behavior; in others [like the Malagasy)
it is a fearure of women’s talk and connotes less careful language use, not straight-
forwardness or other virtues.

The reply quoted above could well be an illustration of this tendency; in
general, speech acts need to be pat into their cultural and stylistic context in order
to be evaluated properly. For instance, a simple question like:
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Chuestions:
How do you evaluate the message in the sentence beginning with ‘Please’?

What is the effect of capitalizing "WNOT"?
What purpose does the word “Well” ar the beginning of the excerpt serve?

(Hint: when trying to answer these questions, confront the utterances in the mes-
sages with how your would express yourself in a similar situation.)

Next, an example of an author writing to the editor of the same journal, appar-
ently to inquire about the whereabouts of a manuscript. But the letter does much
More:

Thank you for your letter which left me somewhat confused. [ will put aside
the fact thar it is dated Jan. 22 while the date of the postmark is Feb. 20.
Anyway, you note that my submission has been returned to me for revision.
Unfortunately, I have not received anything.

In this lerrer, the addresser makes it known that he 15 ‘puming aside’ something
which he then proceeds to account for in detail, with dates and postmarks and
everything!

Cuestions:

Again, try to establish the “faults’ in this piece, revealing the underlying inten-
tion: where does the author go wrong, as to both the “force’ and *point” of his
speech act(s), and more generally, as vo the main intention of the letter (an inquiry
about a manuscript)?

Interculturaily, what do you suggest as explanation for this behavior? (Hint: some
cultures value personality traits which other cultures regard as offensive or ‘prig-
gish’. Even though this letter is written in English, you will agree that it definitely
15 not an English letter. Any suggesnions as to its onigin?)

5. In the same vein, one has to be careful when engaging (consciously or withour
being aware of it) the powerful device called “implicature’ in languages other
than one's own. Here 15 an example of a (supposedly not intentional) humorous
implicature:

(The text below describes possible cheap accommodations for those partici-
parits of an international congress who wouldn’t mind living in student dor-
mitories for the duration of the congress)

Both these dormirories have rooms only with shared roilet, and showers. There
are showers and toilets on each floor. The number of showers and toilets is
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Felix Ameka, commenting on the relationship of apologies to other speech acts
{especially expressions of sympathy) among the Akan, a West African culture,

comments on this as follows:

This raises one fundamental question which I think the kind of cross-cultaral
study of apologies and requests reported on in Blum-Kulka et al. (1989)
wanted to address, namely, what situanons count for mnggering apologies. My
investigations among Akans reveal that stepping on someone’s toes is pot a
situation that calls for apology. It calls for sympathy — it focuses on the bad
thing that has happened to the person and not on the one who caused the bad
thing. This is an important point for cross-cultural studies of apologies. {1998;
pErs. Cormim, |

Ohuestions:
On the background of these remarks, return to the example given in section 10.1,
and try to come up with an alternative explanation for the passer-by's behavior.

Can this behavior be generalized across cultures? In other words, do you think
thar all apologies necessarily contain some element of sympathy? Give examples
both prro and con.,

How would an English person react o the sitwation described in secnon 10,12
(Hint: you probably will want to distinguish between different kinds of speakers
of English.)

7. O silence
In section 10.2.4, | discussed the role rhat silence plays in communication across
different cultures.

Questions:
Looking into your own cultural behavior, can you list some situations that you
would characterize as appropriate for ‘silent communication’.

How varied can these uses of silence be, in your view?

Does silence have to reflect any particular (non-juse of language?

Now have a look at the cover of this book, Peguwell Bay by William Dyce. Would
you say thar any or all of the people in the picture are silent? How would you
argue one way or the other? (Hint: ask yourself who, in the picture, would (not)
be able to speak to whom, and for what reason.)

Looking closely at the painting, you may discover the comer at the top (called
‘Donan's’}), which may well have been the reason Dyce went out to paint exactly
then and here, viz., at Pegwell Bay, Kent, on Ocrober 5, 1858.

Do you think that any of the persons in the picture is commenting on this
phenomenon?
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CHAPTER ELEVEN
Social Aspects of Pragmatics

11.1 Linguistics and society
11.1.1  Introduction

The guestion of a societally sensitive pragmarics 15 intimartely connected with the
relationship between linguistics as a “pure science’ and the practice of linguistics
as applied o what people wse their language for, 1o 'whart they do with their
words’, to use a formula thar may be on the verge of becoming trite. Tradition-
ally, in linguistics this split reflects itself in the cleavage of the discipline in two
major branches that do not seem to speak to each other: theoretical linguistics
and apphed linguistics.

Traditonally, too, the former kind of linguwstcs has carned all the prestige of
a 'real’ (some would say: “hrard’) science, whereas the latter was considered the
soft underbelly of linguistics, prone to all sorts of outside and irrelevant, since
‘extralinguistic’, impact.

It has been one of the hallmarks of pragmatics, ever since its inception as an
independent field of study, to want vo do away with thas split. Pragmarics admon-
ishes the linguistic scientists that they should take the users of language more
seriously, as they, after all, provide the bread and butter of linguistic theorizing;
it tells the practical workers in the applied helds of linguistics, such as language
reaching or remedial linguistics, that they need to integrate their practical endeav-
ors toward a berter use of language with a theory of langnage use. However,
despite much good will, many efforts and a generally propitious climare to uni-
fication, linguistics as a science is not easily integrated with its applications. Prag-
matics will probably, for a long time to come, be considered in many quarters
not 50 much a scientific endeavor in its own right as an aspect (albeit a valuable
one) of, and a complement (albeit a necessary one) to, traditional linguistics.
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The user aspect has from the very beginning been the mainstay of pragmar-
ics. Already in the first mentions of the term by Charles Morris {1938), follow-
ing earlier work from the 1860s onward by Charles 5. Peirce,'" the term
‘pragmatics’ was closely tied to the user of language; in this way, pragmarics was
clearly distinguished from both syntax and semantics.’"”

But the users had not only to be discovered, they had o be positioned where
they belonged, namely in the societal context that makes their language activity
possible in the first place. For instance, a question such as ‘How do people acquire
their language?’ is more of a social issue than a strictly developmental problem,
only to be discussed properly in a strictly psychological environmenr {as had been
maintained by many psychologists and educationalists). Pragmatics opened up a
societal window on language acquisition and language use, and pretty soon prag-
maticists found themselves joining hands with the psychologists, sociologists and
educationahsts who had been working in these areas for many years.

The question naturally arises of what distinguishes pragmancs from those
neighboring disciplines {in addition o which one could mention anthropology,
sociology and various branches of applied linguistics, such as the study of lan-
guages for special purposes {LSP) or professional languages, the study of prob-
lems of translation, language pedagogy, language politics, language planning and
maintenance and so on).

The answer to this question {as we have seen in the preceding chapters) is that
pragmatics places its focus on the language users and their conditions of lan-
guage use, Moreover, the language user is not just one who possesses certain facil-
itics, cither innare or acquired {or a combination of both), to be developed mainly
in mdiddual growth and evolution; in a pragmanc view, such a development
depends on specific societal factors (the instirutions of the family, the school, the
peer group and so on), which influence the use of language, both in the primary
acquisition stage and later in life (e.g., in second language learning).

Whereas classical faculty psychology maintained that the use of speech could
develop only if the language faculty was stimulated during the so-called “sensi-
tive period’, pragmatics underscores the social aspects of this stimulation as
opposed 1o its purely psychological characrer. The social conditions for language
use are “built in", s0 to say, into the very foundanons of language acquisinon and
use, and therefore are difficult to detect and determine as to their exact effect:
the results of an individual’s linguistic development in very early life become
evident only much later, when the young person enters the first stages of his or
her formal educanon by joining the school system.

It is therefore not surprising that some of the earliest pragmatic research
focused on the problems of school vs. home environment. As early as the late
fifties and early sixties, Basil Bernstein was able to establish a positive correla-
tion berween children's school performance and their social background (see
Gregersen 1979 and references quoted there). It turned out that school achieve-
ment in important respects depends on the learner's earlier development in the
home. On the whole, white, middle-class children were seen to be significantly
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away with murder, speaking his peculiar, German-tainted brand of English,
while as recently as January 1998, four Hispanic women were fired from their
jobs in a Dallas, Tex., factory for speaking Spanish among themselves during the
lunch-break.'*

What we are dealing with here s no longer the blatanmt oppression of the
‘Basque stick’, described above. Rather than attack the individual wrongdoer
directly, we appeal to some higher principle; for instance, in the language case,
by declaring English to be the ‘official language of the US’, thus indirectly penal-
izing the use of Spanish. This subtler, but equally pernicious form of social control
through language has been called linguistic repression (Mey 1985:26).'* The
concept of repression plays an important role in dehning and describing some
pragmatic paradoxes that arise in contemporary pedagogical thinking: either the
student 15 considered to be a completely passive receptacle for the ideas and
knowledge to be imparted by the teacher - ‘piggy-bank teaching’, as the late
Paulo Freire has aptly called it (Freire 1968; Freire and Macedo 1987:xvi) — or
alternatively, the students are supposed to be in the possession of exactly those
gqualihcations, as prerequisites to learning, that the teaching is supposed to imbue
them with. In either case, the underprivileged students are doomed to lose out:
either they enter the ‘rar race” on the ruling classes’ premises {and obtain the
privilege of membership in the rat club, if they're lucky), or they will never make
it in the race because they got off to a stumbling start.

The next section will focus on what causes this stumbling and on how to
remedy its effects.

11.1.2.2 A matter of privilege

The concept of ‘underprivileged®, applied to language and its use, reflects an
awareness of the fact that, first of all, the use of language is a common human
privilege, a human right, and second, that this privilege, just as all other human
rights, is very unevenly distributed among the people living on earth. In general,
those without access to the full privileges of language are also those who miss
out on other opportunities, such as education, berter jobs, cultural goods, decent
housing, health care, retirement and old-age benefits and so on. In particular, lin-
guistically and socially deprived children are often scholastic underachievers and
potential school drop-outs, with shorter life expectancies and no social future
except a life on the street comer. Understandably, then, the concerns of socially
aware linguists and educators were from the very beginning especially focused
on this group of involuntary underachievers.

The first efforts ar establishing ‘remedial programs’ of language training date
back to the sixties, when the so-called *Head Start’ programs endeavored to give
underprivileged children from the North Amernican urban ghettos a chance to
keep up with their white, suburban peers, by reaching them the extra skills (in
particular, language capabilities) that they needed in order to follow the regular
curriculum. The results of these programs, if there were any, usually did nor last,
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When this, too, remains without result, the mother starts enumerating all the
things he won't have for Christmas, and how there will be no money o travel
to Grandpa's and Grandma's and so on — 3 whole panoply of real and imaginary
threats. (Remember that all of this happened in the month of August!) At this
point, the boy breaks into a howl, clutches his mother’s arm and begins to kick
her.

Clearly, what we see in this little interchange 1s a case of misused and mas-
matching codes and positions. The mother argues with the kid in elaborated code;
she talks to him out of an understanding of herself as a responsible adulr, as a
thinking and reasoning academic persom, and expects her boy to be on the same
level. If she had been willing to use the power that is inherent in her position as
a mother, she probably would have used restricred code (*Stop that, d'you hear
me!’} - and the educational process would perhaps have been more effective and
less traumaric.

With regard to the notion of ‘code’, the later Bernstein prefers to consider ir as
an ‘onentation” rather than as a fixed object of description. This ‘coding orienta-
tion’ consolidates the personal and the positional in an acceptance of, and an atti-
tude toward, the societal framework (religious, socal, professional erc.); such
artitudes are less rigid and more ‘portable’ than the codes emanating from a tra-
ditional class analysis. As to the codes themselves, these can be oriented toward
the socictal framework, and hence be positional, as in the case of the traditional
social roles: parent—child, reacher—student, doctor-parient and so on; alterna-
tively, they can be oriented to the person and his or her particular use of language.
As Bernstein nightly remarks, any such orientation requires an orienting institu-
tion, guaranteeing the relevance and legitimacy of the used code; therefore, any
“[clode presupposes a concept of whaose relevance and whose legitimacy™ are con-
sidered valid (1990:102; my emphasis). The code is society’s regulative instance,
the producer of rules for ‘good behavior’ in matters of language.

Bernstein's insights served as guidelines for much of {Western) European soci-
olinguistics and other, pragmatically inspired educational research in the sixties
and seventies. In particular, his distincrion berween ‘elaborated’ and ‘restricred’
code dominared the discourse of emancipatory linguistics for more than a decade.
Snll, the Bernstemn-inspired solutions to the problem of selectively dehicient school
mnstruction did not always yield the desired results. For one thing, Bernstein’s
exclusive focusing on the formal aspects of the codes (phonological, morpho-
logical, syntactic etc.), rather than on matters of content and how that content
was transmitted, stayed with the theoretical apparatus even after its author had
adjusted its focal points: as a matter of fact, most of its practitioners never rook
cognizance of the amendments that Bernstein offered to his theory during the
seventies and eighties. Also, some of the unfortunate implications of the original
code concept necessitated a thorough rethinking of the socieral background of
Bernstein's assumptions - a rethinking which in many cases turned mnto a rejec-
tion, as the world of education, along with the rest of humanicy, veered to the
nght in the eightics and nineties.
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Whereas earlier in the period, the chief motivation for doing research in an
‘emancipatory’ framework had been to combar social injustice on the spot (such
as in the classroom), the need for a more theoretically founded view of the social
relations began o make itself felt, especially in later years. The framework pro-
vided by Bernstein did not have the conceprual stringency thar was needed to
convince the educational theorists; conversely, wholesale appeals to social con-
science and the need for an emancipatory praxis quickly became obsolete as mon-
vational support for doing serious, theory-based research (as Bernstein of course
was well aware; witness his later works).'**

Within the limits indicared above, Bernsteins understanding of the societal
context and his theory of social stratification, despite all its weaknesses, were
much better founded than the theorizing practiced by the majority of his con-
temporary North American (and earlier European) colleagues. The latrer’s “analy-
ses” of social class had only very tenuous connections with the realines of social
life, and mainly consisted in setting up levels of social stratification, depending
on how much money people made, how often they went to the theater or concert
hall, how many books they checked out from the local library and so on. From
a sociolinguistic standpoint, Bernstein’s work was significantly more relevant
than that of most of his contemporanes.

The next sections will consider the problems of underprivilege in other soci-
etal sectors, such as the media and certain social mstirutions.

11.1.3 The language of the media

Even though the educational system perhaps is the most obvious instance of the
unequal distribution of social privilege as reflected in, and perpetuated through,
language, it is by no means the only one. Among the cases of linguistic repres-
sion that have artracted most artention are the language of the media and the
medical interview; in both cases, we are faced with hidden presuppositions of the
kind characterized above. | will first discuss the language of the media; follow-
ing that, | will deal with language as it is used (and misused) in the instirurion-
alized setting of the medical profession.

Much has been said and written about the criteria for ‘good’ journalism,
“objective coverage’ of the news, *fairness’ and so on, mostly with regard to the
daily press, but mcluding also other informative media, such as radio and TV
(especially public broadcasting and televised interviewing). There seems to be a
certain consensus (as expressed also in a number of documents with legal or semi-
legal status) that although the air waves in principle are free, there should be
some control on whar is put on those waves; in particular, one should not allow
powerful interests 1o monopolize the media for the sake of profit (c.g., by creat-
ing chains of radio and TV stations interlocking with newspapers). In the US,
these rulings are issued and monitored by the FCC (Federal Communications
Commission), and they should of course not be made light of, even though in
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either’), denotes an equal distance from two opposites. In the case of opposed
political views, alternative solutions, several parties to a conflict and so on, being
neutral implies not leaning to either side. A basic presupposition for neutrality
15 to assume the existence of a *zero point’ berween the two extremes; even more
importantly, we must be able to determine, and agree on, the location of such a
‘zero point’. Both assumpnions are clearly hypothetical; moreover, they are 1o a
large extenr circular.

In any system of coordinates, we cannot pick the origin without knowing the
range of the values represented by the system; hence, we have to determine the
intersecting coordinates before we are able to establish their intersection. Serting
the zero point can only be done if we know the values of the extremes; however,
if those opposite values are themselves determined in accordance with what
whoever sets the zero point believes them to be, and not (as neutrality demands)
on the basis of their equidistance from point zero, we end up in circulariry.

To take an example from politcs: usually we operate with “left’ and ‘nght’, as
metaphors for ‘progressive’ vs. ‘conservative’ or (as it is now frequently
called, with an interesting shift in distance) *moderate’ (see also section 11.2.1).
As a quick look at history shows, what used to be “left’ now counts as ‘center’,
or even ‘right’: for instance, Denmark’s traditional ‘Left Party® (Partiet Venstre)
was originally formed around 1880 as a counterweight to the then-reigning
*‘Right’ or Conservative Party, with the purpose of representing the small farmers’
interest against what, somewhar anachronistically, could be called the big
*agribusiness” of the period. Yet, this same party was one of the pillars of the
right-wing coalition that led Denmark for more than ten years, from 1982 o
19921

With regard to the labor conflict mentioned above, since the ‘neutrality’ that
the media were trying to establish was based on an imaginary ‘zero’ point, its
existence was just as chimerical as the objectivity itself that such a point was sup-
posed to guarantee, The media coverage of the strike did not offer any objective,
neutral information about the conflict, although it was served up as such; rather,
the media reflected the interests of that particular segment of the population
which was chiefly concerned about ‘business as usual’, and of the people who
wanted to bring the conflict 1o a conclusion, no marter what the cosrs, and no
matter how the onginal dispute about wage inequalities that was at the root of
the strike was going to be resolved.'”

11.1.4 Medical language

The French sociolinguist Michéle Lacoste has, in a thoughtful study (Lacoste
1981), drawn arrennion to the facr thar the doctor—patient interview, despite its
obvious usefulness and even necessity, sins gravely by way of linguistic
repression. What the physician allows the partient to rell is not primarily whar
the patient wants or is able to tell, but rather, what is pragmatically possible in
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whart s needed here is techmques and strategies aimed at providing appropriate
aid to the societally and hinguistically oppressed: typically a case of ‘emancipa-
tory” language education and use. (See further below, section 11.3.2.)

Summing up, then, the case of the medical interview is an outstanding instance
of the institutionalized discourses in which the value of the individual’s linguis-
tic expression 15 measured strictly by the place he or she has in the institution.
Only utrerances which meet the criteria of the official discourse are allowed, and
indeed registered; others are either rejected, or construed as symproms of (phys-
ical or mental) illness, lack of knowledge or even intelligence, and in general
dependent or inferior status.

The ‘good patient’, who knows thar survival is the name of the game, quickly
learns how to place himself or herself in this official discourse. A *good’ patient
has symproms; does not question his or her being insturutionalized; takes the med-
wine prescribed by the staff; follows all the rules, including the No. 1 Rule:
‘Remember Thou Art Sick’; and so on. By contrast, a “bad patient” tries every-
thing to get out, and as a result, is beaten back into submission by the institu-
tion and its personnel. In the extreme case, ‘bad’ panents are physically reduced
to silence and/or inaction (the straitjacket and ‘the operation’, a.k.a. lobotomy,
come to mind).

A ‘bad’ patient may end up accepting the institutional discourse and become
‘good’, even 1o the point where the possibility of a release is dispreferred in the
end; the patient has become one with the institution, and does not want o leave.
In a touching story by Gabriel Garcia Mdrquez, a woman accidentally enters a
lunatic asylum *just vo make a phone call’ {as the title of the story has it; Mirquoez
1992b). She is immediately ‘recogmized’ as a patient and enrolled in the disci-
pline of the institution. Her innumerable efforts to get in touch with her husbhand
remain without result. In the end, she begins ro feel herself at home in the safety
and the routine of the asylum, and when the husband finally tracks her down,
she doesn’t want to leave.

As Goffman remarks about mental institutions and their inmates {an obser-
vation that applies 1o all sorts of institutional discourse): “Mental patients can
find themselves in a special bind. To get out of the hospital, or to ease their life
within it, they must show acceptance of the place accorded them, and the place
accorded them is to support the occupational role of those who appear o force
this bargain™ {Goffman 1961:186).

The following sections will look into the ways language interacts with our
environment, in a constant, dialogic and dialectic opposition of word and world.

11.2 Wording the world

Wording i1s the process through which humans become aware of their world,
and realize this awareness i the form of language. However, words are not just
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labels we stick on things: the process of wording 15 based on interaction with
our environment. “We bespeak the world, and it speaks back at us™ (Mey
1985:166).

The world we word is, furthermore, a world of people: we can only become
language users through the social use of language. Once language is created in
this social environment, once the world has been worded, our wording creates a
shared world-picrure. Without words, the world remains a black box, an unread
picture-book. Using the common wordings that are available to us, we open that
book, not just to look and make sure everything’s still m place, but 1o see our-
selves as part of the worded world.

One of the most effective ways of seeing the world in this way is through the
use of analogies: understanding one thing by way of another. | remember how
my physics teacher in high school used to tell us that electricity is like water: you
can explain how electricity flows through wires like water throogh pipes; how
resistance increases, the narrower the pipes we force the liquid through; how its
‘potennal’ makes it flow from high to low and so on. Water is a metaphor for
electricity; seeing electricity as “water’ is 2 metaphorical understanding, a way of
*secing the world® through a metaphor.'” The next sections will explore some of
the potentials and dangers of this view.

11.2.1 Metaphors and other dangerous objects

Recently, a renewed interest in metaphors has stressed their importance as
mstruments of cognition. Metaphors have been assigned a central role in our
perceptual and cognitive processes; n fact, we live by metaphors, as the
title of an influential study on the subject suggests (Lakoff and Johnson
1980},

Discussions on the apmess and necessity of metaphorical awareness usually
focus on the problem of content: what does a particolar metaphor express,
and how? There is, however, another question that needs 1o be asked,
namely: how felicitous s a particular metaphor in a particular context, such as
solving a problem, obtaining consensus, elucidating difficult subject marter, and
&0 on?

As repositones of our past experiences and for guidance in dealing with new
ones, metaphors are necessary for our sarvival. Bur also, metaphors may make
it difficulr for us to understand, and be understood by, other people: either
because we cannot grasp the others’ use of metaphors, or because the other party
15 unable to follow ours. Either difficulty reflects the fact that our ways of think-
ing are rooted in a common social practice. Metaphors are not individual means
of conceptually dealing with the world, but means that have become current
within a given linguistic and cultural community. If it is troe that there are
metaphors we hive by, then different ways of life will correspond to different
metaphors; our understanding of “life’s meaning’ (in whatever sense of the expres-
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ston} crucially depends on our understanding of those metaphors, and on our
ability to bridge those differences.

The importance of metaphors as a means of dealing with the world has been
stressed recently by researchers in various fields. One of them, Anthony Judge,
in a thoughtful contribution on ‘incommensurable concepts’ and their compre-
hension through metaphor, speaks of a ‘metaphoric revolution’, by which he
means a new openness to the diversity of beliefs and belief systems prevalent
among the world's peoples and communities (Judge 1988, 1991). Drawing our
artention to the multifarious uses of metaphor in different cultures and to the
ways in which such ‘congealed forms’ of thinking are relevant to, as well as sup-
portive of, mutual understanding, Judge maintains that such an ‘openness’ is nec-
essary to avoid the conceptual or linguwistic “imperialism’ (Phillipson 1991) that
downgrades all those who do not think and talk the same way as we do our-
selves. Emphasining our own ways of doing metaphors, we reject the ways prac-
ticed by other people as invalid. For this reason, metaphors are always charged
with high pragmatic explosives; metaphors are ‘loaded weapons' (Bolinger 1980)
in need of being secured.

I will demonstrare the necessity of such a critical aturude by analyzing the very
metaphor that Judge, in one of his arnicles (1988), has sclected to explain the
political processes that are charactenstic of Western and westernized democra-
cies. Here 15 Judge:

There is a striking parallel berween the rotation of crops and the succession
of (governmental) policies applied in a society. The contrast is also striking
because of the essentally haphazard switch berween “right’ and ‘left” policies.
There is lirtle explicit awareness of the need for any rotation o correct for
negative consequences (‘pests’) encouraged by each and to replenish the
resources of society ("nutrients’, “soil structure’) which each policy so charac-
teristically depletes. (1988:38)

The basic metaphor is clear: policy-making is a kind of farming; just as in real
farming, so in politics, too, one has to shift berween different ‘crops’ in order to
obtain a maximum wield from the *soil’. Such a ‘crop rotation’ should not be
haphazard, though, but calculated in accordance with what we know about each
crop’s typical features and the partcular “soil structure’ of each patch of *land’'.
Just as monocultural exploitation (that is, cultivating the same crops over and
over again) is the root of all evil in farming, so the unchecked domination of any
political system should be avoided at all costs.

Such a domination, with its unilateral, *‘monocultural” exploitation of the polit-
ical ‘subsodl’, is allowed to take place when “voters are either confronted with
single party systems or are frustrated by the lack of real chowce between the
aleernarives offered™ (p. 38). The conclusion is that, rather than being confused
by the seemingly haphazard changes in policy-making that, even when it is at its
best, come with democracy in its Western{ized) forms, we should appreciate that
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the very life of the bady politic is dependent on a system of rotanon by which
left and right policies alternate, without any of them becoming domineering for
too long a period ar a time.

Despite Judge's plea for openness in understanding metaphors and his avowed
intention to steer a fair middle course berween the extremes of political com-
mitment, he is unable to avoid the strong cultural and historical biases that are
mherent in the metaphors he uses;, and thus ends up falling into his own
metaphorical trap. lronically, in doing so he demonstrates not only char the
situation he sets out to describe is real, but also (albeir implicitly) that his expla-
nation is incomplere and his suggested solution insufhcient. Assimilanng a change
in policies between left and right to an “essentially haphazard™ crop rotation
leaves out the question of the metaphor’s content: what kind of crops are rotated,
and how one should plan their rotation, depending on what they do to the soil.
And, contrary to the implications of Judge's metaphor, politics has never been a
martter of mere rotation.

First off, ‘left’ and ‘right” policies never were simple alternatives: neither were
they equidistant points on a scale, measured from some postulated zero point.
In politics, ‘left’ stands for planning, ‘right’ for turning loose the forces of so-
called ‘free enterprise’. In a planned-type economy, the government is supposed,
with a maximum of fairness, to allocate the available resources to areas where
they are most needed, whilst the societal burdens are divided equally fairly among
all, according to their capacities. In a liberal-type economy, the market forces are
supposed to exert their benehcial influence for the common good, so that the
economy, free from all outside interference and completely ‘deregulated’, is able
to find its natural balance. On this view, what one observes in todays polincs
{both on the national and on the international scene) is not just an alternation
berween rwo extremes on an imaginary scale: “left’ and *right’, but rarher, a bactle
berween those who are willing to sacrifice everything for prohit {euphemistically
called ‘growth’), and those who realize that in order o safeguard the scarce
resources on our planet, we have to do some planning.

Next, this battle cannot possibly be envisaged as a simple case of ‘crop rota-
tion’, one alternative replacing the other, ro be replaced again by the first, and
s0 on ad frfinitum. The limited resources of our finite world do not allow of any
‘infinity’; which is why the crop metaphor, in addition to being inaccurate on
principled grounds, represents a very concrete danger. To have a crop we can
rotate, we must have a planet to plant a crop on. The forces of destruction that
lead vs toward the anmbhilation of the planet, if only by the simple depletion of
its natural resources, will leave nothing to rotare if allowed to proceed by their
own devices; this is a further aspect that Judge's metaphor neglects.

Third {as this example illustrares), no metaphor should be considered “right’
or ‘wrong’ on its own premises. In particular, the use of a simplistic metaphor,
such as that of crop rotation, may well obscure the more intricate realines thar
are at the basis of the problems which the metaphor tries to illustrate. What we
have is, in Judge’s own words elsewhere, a “practice . . . in defiance of Ashby’s
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Law of Requisite Variety, namely thar, to be effective, any governing or control-
ling system must be at least as complex as the system it seeks 1o govern™ (1991:7).
In the case of metaphor, this means that the metaphors we choose have to be
complex and multi-faceted {or even multiple); “simplifying reality to simplify the
decision process is a dangerously unsustainable way forward™ (ibid.).

Applying this latter, truly pragmatic view to metaphor, we see how the biggest
risk of using metaphors is not that they may promote a wrong conception of
important issues. Pragmatically speaking, all metaphors are somehow wrong,
namely, as long as they are not placed within their proper situation of use, and
‘rethought’ continuously with regard to their applicability or non-applicability.
Only the rotal contexx of the sitvation that we want to charactenze metaphorn-
cally can determine the pragmatic usefulness of a particular metaphor. The inher-
ent danger of metaphor 15 in the uncritical acceprance of a single-minded model
of thinking and its continued, thoughtless recycling, leading to the adoption of
one solution as the remedy to all evils, whether their origins are in agriculure,
economics or governance in general. The only way to neutralize this danger is 1o
continually go back to the metaphor’s roots, and possibly broaden its base or
supplement it with other suitable metaphors. Unloading the ‘loaded weapon' of
language by deconstrucring its metaphors is thus an appropriate task of prag-
matics; the next section is an effort to set oot this task in more detail.

11.2.2 The pragmatics of metaphoring

The primary tunction of metaphoric expressions is to represent our world
through seeing and wording. Wording by metaphor thus differs from the stan-
dard, referential account of representation, according to which words merely
refer to, and label, objects in what is called the ‘real’ world. Metaphors are ways
of conceptualizing and understanding one’s surroundings; as such, they make up
a mental model of our world. Moreover, since the metaphors of a particular lan-
guage community remain more or less stable across historical stages and gen-
erational differences, they are of prime importance in securing the continuity,
and continved understanding, of our language and culture.

Metaphors are essential when it comes to explaining how people, despite
differences in class, culture and religion, are able to communicate across geo-
graphical distances and historical periods. For this reason, the study of metaphors
provides a unigue understanding of the human cognitive capability, as well as an
indispensable tool for solving problems in language understanding and acquisi-
tion. Even so, metaphors are not the last word in wording; nor do they provide
the ultimate solution to the problem of human cognition.

Current views on metaphor, as we saw in the preceding section, are ar the
same rime too constrained and too constraining. They are too constrained,
because they only take in those aspects of the problems thar they can handle
meraphorically. If, for instance, | say (borrowing Judge's example from the pre-
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in. At the same time, we continue to try and improve that setting so that it may
become a proper environment for all users of language. Pragmatics is the lin-
guistic side of what the Norwegian philosopher Arne Nass once called *ecoso-
phy’, the reasoned relationship of humans with their world. Pragmatics is
ecological linguistics,

One particular effort in this direction is associared with the concept of “criti-
cal language awareness’; this will be the subject of the final section of my book.

11.3.4 Critical pragmatics
11.3.4.1 What is "eritical’?

The word “critical’ is often used to indicate a reflective, examining stance toward
the phenomena of life. In the tradinon of the soaal sciences, the rerm was
introduced by the Frankfurt School of the thirties (Horkheimer, Adorno,
Benjamin) and their post-war heirs, the ‘Neo-Frankfurtians', among whom
Jurgen Habermas is perhaps the best known. Common to all these thinkers s
that they examine social life, and society itself, from the angle of what [ would
call a ‘considered subjectivity’. They do not believe in the ‘naked faces’ of any
science, in particular not when that science deals with humans. The point of view
of the observer, and his or her interests in observing, have always to be taken
Into account.

For many of these onginal erinical philosophers, sociologists, literares and lin-
guists, however, a subjective interest did not suthce as an explanatory ground; it
had to be supplemented {or even supplanted) by the objective interests of class,
in 3 Marxist-oniented approach to social science; hence in the past, ‘critical” and
‘Marxist’ (or *Marxian', as preferred by some) were often considered to be more
or less synonymous.

In pragmatics, the origin of the term ‘critical” goes perhaps back to an early
article which the present author wrote under the totle ‘Toward a critical theory
of language” {Mey 1979). In that article, | tried to formulate some minimal con-
ditions for an activity of ‘linguistic emancipation”, especially in relation to the
media of instruction in the schools. Perhaps because the piece was written in
German, but more probably because it appeared at a time when the Marxist
inspiration of critical theory was on the wane, the thoughts expressed there went
manly unobserved by the linguistic communiry.

At about the same time, a group of researchers in England {Roger Fowler and
his colleagues at the University of East Anglia; Fowler et al. 1979) developed
their notion of “critical inguistics’, in which they put great emphasis on the rela-
tionship berween social power and language use; they intended to show how the
ruling classes of society also determine the ruling language. Due to the subse-
quent geographical dispersion of the group, this approach too did not have,
at the time, the impact it deserved; however, in many ways it was responsible
for the subsequent revival and success of the crincal tradition in Australia and
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England, in the latter country especially as embodied in the ideas propagated by
the Lancaster group {on which see below).

In a book 1 wrote some vears later (Mey 1985}, I applied the concepts of
Marxian dialectics to the problems of social language uwse, in particular the
language of labor disputes and their reflections in the media. Another focus
of artention in that work was the linguistic and pedagogical methods used in
second language traning for adult immigranes. The recurrent themes of the book
were the same as those stressed by carlier critical social scientists and hinguists;
its general renor can be encapsulated in a rule of thumb as follows: 1o find out
whar language 15 used for, you have to find the user, and determine whar makes
him or her speak. The employer speaks in a different fashion than does the
worker, and this is not s0 moch a marter of the various dialects they wse, bur
of the different ways in which they ‘word the world’, as 1 called e (Mey
1985:166).

In the lare eighties and early nineties, with the growing impact of pragmatics
on the hinguistics and language scene, several movements arose, professing a
critical approach to matters of language use. Since pragmatics, by its very de-
fintion, concerns the users of language, the critical approach in pragmatics
had to narrow its focus to those areas where language use was critically deter-
mined by the relations of power in society, placing the language users in a “crit-
ical' position. Institutional discourse, in particular, became a focus of arrention,
as | have shown mn section 11.1, with respect to medical, educational and
media language. The following sections will broaden the scope of discussion,
focusing in particular on the power relations determining these and other
societal discourses.

11.3.4.2 ‘Critical pragmatics’: the Lancaster School

Since nobody, o my knowledge, has appropriated the term vet, | suggest letung
the approaches mentioned in the preceding sections be smtably caprured by the
common denominator of ‘critical pragmartics”. Here, I'm thinking not only of
work done by people such as Teun van Dijk {in a number of articles, and mainly
through his influential journal Discourse and Society, published since 1990), but
also, and mainly, of the so-called “Lancaster School’ of critical language aware-
ness, centered on Norman Fairclough and his co-workers {cf. Fairclough 1989,
1992, 1995).

For Fairclough too, ‘critical” has to do with examining the fundamental rela-
tions that assign power to various groups in our sociery; at the same time,
however, he msists on having language (the ‘text') along, the latter being one
particularly important instrument of exercising that power.

In Fairclough's work, the language people speak and write looms large, just
as it does in the writings of his collaborators and {former) students (Clark, Talbor,
Wallace, to name a few; see the collection edited by Fairclough in 1992}, The
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other aspect, that of power, is emphasized as whar one seizes through discourse;
power is discourse in a power-oriented society {Fairclough 1992:50). That means
that we read a text in different ways, depending on whether we as readers con-
strue it in a powerful or in a powerless situation. The following example is due
to Janks and Ivamé (1992).

An overseas academic visitor to England found himself enrolled as a student
in a graduare course at the hostng university, even though he was a full-time
researcher in his home country, and had advised graduate students of his own.
The ensuing identity conflict made it difficult for him to enitically evaluate his
role as a language user, especially when doing the reading assignments for his
courses. After many frustrating months, he decided to take the matrer up with
his supervisor, who realized whar the nature of his problem was, and rather than
assigning him yer another paper to read for the course, gave him some of her
own work to read and discuss, The foreign lecturer/student now started to use
language in a totally different way: what had been an instrument of oppression
(teaching as imparted by authoriry) became now an instrument of emanciparion
{reading as part of a collegial discourse among equals). He found that not only
had his reading changed, but his own stance in the reading process had become
another: from being the subservient consumer, he became an active co-producer
of the text.'™ As Janks and Ivani¢ succinctly express it: “From the empowered
position, failure to comprehend was not assumed o be a weakness in him, the
reader, bur in the writing. He shifred from asking, as a student, *Can | under-
stand this?* to asking, as a colleague, ‘Is this understandable and useful®™
{1992:310-11).

What this story shows is the significance of societal emancipation for an
‘appropriate’ (Fairclough 1995) use of language; conversely, it underscores the
important role that langoage plays in emancipating us from the slavery of words.
Slavery, both in language and in real life, is essentially lack of power: slaves
cannot dispose of their time and labor power, or even of their lives. Similarly, the
enslaved language users cannot dispose of their speaking, reading and other uses
of language: they must execute their language duties as directed, not as preferred,
and their language lives are always at the mercy of some authority, telling them
what 15 appropriate use of language, and what not.

A special case of this power relationship may be observed when the power
goes underground, so o speak, being assimilated by the powerless. This process,
called ‘naturalization’, will be the subject of our next section.

11.3.4.3 Power and naturalization

Even though in the eye of the naive beholder, power and its cruel executors may
seem the most obvious element of oppression (the 55 guard cracking the whip
over a line of camp inmates, Brutus's father swinging the ax that will separate
his disobedient son's head from his body,"” the dictator standing in his open car,
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do not budge an inch from their preconceived notions abour whar has happened;
they are not going to take this case seriously.

The naturalness of this interview in terms of police officer behavior and client
response is attested by the fact thar ar no point of the interroganon is the legit-
imacy of the police’s interventions questioned, not even when they flatly accuse
the woman of lying, of being hysterical, of making things up, and so on. Again,
its a case of *You can’t fight City Hall’ (o, for that marter, the Precinct): the
harder we try, the more entrapped we get in our own submission and the more
vicious the authorities’ retributions become for whar they consider to be imper-
unent behavioc

The same ‘naturalized” behavior is evident in the following incdent, which
recounts a personal experience:

(I late March of 1964, | was travelling through the French city of Auxerre
on my way to Troyes, where miy dawghter was hospitalized. | was in a
burry, trying to make the official wvisiting bowrs, and in my confusion
misiterpreted a local policeman’s manual traffic directions at an intersection.
I was puiled over, told to stay put and wait for bim to be dome with bis
duties. When the policeman, at the end of fifteen mivutes’ waiting, ordered
me o report to the precinct office to pay my fine, 3,000 (old) francs, |
prrotested, telling b that | was in a burry, for the reasons gwen above. His
AMSIWeET 1as:)

Vous ne pouvez dire deux mots sans mentir! Lorsque vous aurez payé votre
contravention, on vous croiral

{*You cannot say rwo words without lying! When you've paid your fine, we'll
believe you!”)

MNeedless to say, having paid the fine, | didn't bother to inquire further about my
credibility rating, and left the police station with mixed feelings of imporence,
rage and wonder: ‘How could a police officer make such a statement about a
person he'd never seen in his life, and ger away with it?* The answer, again, is:
‘naturalization’: police power is so ingrained in our everyday representations of
normal, civil life thar it never occurs to us to even question it.

It is the task of a critical pragmarics to examine the conditions that underlie
such naturalized behaviors (which are frequent also in other societal settings;
for a medical parallel, cf. Nijhof 1998). As Fairclough remarks, “naturalization
gives to particular ideological representations the status of common sense, and
thereby makes them . . . no longer visible as ideologies™ {1995:42; my iralics; the
expression ‘common sense’ is borrowed from the work of Gramscy; see Mininmi
1990). The ideoclogy of the police as powerful friends of the population (‘your
friendly local police”) masks the reality of police oppression by naruralizing and
‘familiarizing” . When asking for the conditions implicitly determining this
situation, we must resort to an analysis of the political power thar drives the
ideology, as we have seen in section 11.2.
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from the crirical perspective, a statement of the condinons under which inter-
acnons of a particular rype [including conversation and all sorts of verbal
cooperation| may occur is a necessary element of an account of such interac-
tions, and such a statement cannot be made without reference 1o the distrib-
unon and exercise [of power] in the institution and ultimarely, in the socal
formation |i.e., the society at large]. (1995:48; glosses added by me)

Review and discussion

i. In section 11.2.1, we have seen how the world is *worded’ mostly through
our use of various metaphors {many of which remam below our level of aware-
ness; the so-called *dead” metaphors), Similarly, our maneuvers of linguistic
manipulation are largely based on the use of metaphor. It was also remarked that
the ‘real’ content of the metaphor is perhaps not as important as the social and
other situations it evokes. Consider, for instance, the press's use of metaphoric
expressions 1o characterize the US military action against Irag in January of 1993,
as illustrated by the following expressions found as newspaper headings in the
Chicago area:

{a}

U.S. warplanes punish lrag
ib}

A slap on the wrist for Saddam Hussein
{c)

Saddam receives spanking

uestions:
The three expressions above have one feature in common; can vou identify it?
{Hint: look first at (c).)

Can you characterize the metaphoric ‘source universe’ that these expressions
come from?

Whart are the social implications of using this kind of metaphoric source?

What motivates the journalists to use such expressions?

Do you think their choice of metaphors (as in this case) is always a conscious
one? If not, how to explain the amazing convergence of the three expressions,
{a), (b) and (c)?
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How do these metaphors mampulate the reader? (Hint: refer back to section
11.1.3, where the language of the media was discussed. Compare also section
11.1.4 on the situation of patients in a mental hospital.)

2. The following statement is from an advertisement for a bhank, Avondale
Federal Savings, “For Four Generations Of Homeowners® (radwo stanon WBEZ,
Chicago, Seprember 23, 1992):

These are the building blocks from which Avondale has grown, and that will
continwe to guide it into the furure: friendly service, a quality product, and an
unrelenting commitment to safety.

Cluestions:
The above text illustrates what is often called a “mixing of metaphors’. Can vou
identify the various “source domains' that get mixed up here? (The ‘source
domain’ is where the metaphor originally comes from).

Can you provide further examples of this phenomenon?

Compare now the fact that school teachers and journal editors generally frown
on metaphor mixing, and do everything they can to eradicate its use.

Why do you think such a use is offensive? {(Hint: try 1o establish what canses
metaphors to get mixed up; cf. also the *dead” metaphors mentioned above.)

The amount of energy thar people display chasing down undesirable language
uses (such as faolty spelling, bad grammar, mixed metaphors and so on) is often
astonishing. Do you have any explanation to offer why this is so? {(Hint: refer to
section 11.1.2, on the role of ‘correct’ language in an educarional serting. As with
all uses of language, also *bad’ use 15 socially conditioned. )

3. This and the following two exercises deal with what is often broadly called
*sexist use of language’. Consider the following case:

In July [1993], Judge Robert Zack of Broward County, Florida, found topless
hot-dog vendor Terri Cortina not guilty of indecent exposure. In court, Zack
read aloud a law thar stipulared thar it is illegal “for any person to expose or
exhibit his sexual organs.™

Said Zack, “I don't think this lady has male sexual organs. I [have| no choice
but to release her.™ { Reader, Chicago, December 4, 1992, Section 4, p. 25)

Cuestions:
What was Judge Zack’s opinion based on, from a linguistic point of view? {Hint:
refer to the discussion in section 11.3.3 of “‘generic’ pronouns vs. pronouns and
other linguistic items thar are strictly determined by gender.}

Do you feel that, in the context of the law text, dis is used as a generic
pronoan? Are you familiar with similar uses in other official documents, and can
you give some examples?
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Was Zack right in acquitting the defendant?

Suppose you, a radical feminist, were present in the Florida courtroom where
Judge Zack pronounced his sentence. Would you have objected (if you legally
could) to his use of a *generic loophole’ to prevent a female from being punished
for transgressing a male-imposed and male-oriented restriction on nudity?
(Compare that under Austin, Tex., City Ordinances, it is legal for a woman to
appear topless in public, the motivation for this rule being an officially adopted
policy of equality berween the sexes.)

Would you say that the judge’s decision s acceptable from a pragmatic view-
point? { Motivate your answer.}

4. WBEZ, the Chicago public radio station, had an interview on August 28,
1992, with the (male) director of advertising of a New York firm, which had
placed an ad in the New York Times for tartan bras (complete with matching
boxer shorts) for the astomishing price of $78. The topic of the discussion was:
why would women be willing to pay so much for underwear?

The (male) mterviewer suggested that it might have something to do with the
feeling that underwear was important to women, so important in fact that
the girls thought it was normal, if one went out with a man, that he'd pay for
the dinner, since they had already paid so much for the underwear! Next, he men-
nioned the curious facr that, although this was a typically feminine topic, the two
people who were discussing it were both male. The interviewer continued:

[INTERVIEWER:| 50 here we were discussing this at the office with a group of
women, and how come when I call, that I'm ralking to a man?

|DirecTor oF ApverTiSING:] Well I'm the director of advertising, and since
you inguired abour an ad . . .

[Iny.:] Well, Mr O'Brien, I suppose that if it had been a woman whao'd called,
the interview would have gone better.

|Dig.:] It went badly??

{mucrophone cut off by interviewer)

(Inestions:

Underlying this interview are some assumptions about the relationship berween
men and women, in particular how they relate to money expenditures individu-
ally and vis-a-vis one another. Can you make these assumptions explicit, and say
whether they are:

{a) realistic

(b} pragmatically justified

(€] sexist?

Motivate your answers.

Suppose the marketing direcror and the journalist had been females, how would
you suppose the interview would have come off?
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Epilogue: Of Silence
and Comets

(Reflections on a cover picture)

People often ask me what motivated the choice of my cover picture, Peguwell Bay,
by William Dyce, a relatively unknown Pre-Raphaelite, whose unigque master-
piece {properly subtitled: *A Recollecuon of October 5th, 1858°) is on display in
the Tare Gallery, London, where | saw it for the hrst nime on March 20, 1984,
a year before | starred writing the first, Danish version of my book.

The reason for my original attraction was quite trivial, if anything is trivial in
this world. I had been reading Susan Hill's fascinating novel The Bird of Night
(1976), being the life and memories of the crazed poetic genius Francis Croft
(“England’s most eminent poet™; Hill 1976:173), as told by his life-long friend
and later chronicler Harvey Lawson. Croft is often, when missing from his home
i South Terrace, found in front of this picture in the Tate, deeply absorbed in
meditation.'* But what s there to meditate about, | asked myself, on seeing that
painting for the first time, a picture that leaves no stone unpainted, where all the
minutest details are raken care of in the most realistic way?

The clue is in the dare. On that particular day, the comet known as Donati's
was visible over large parts of southern England, and the people depicted on the
canvas are out at the beach in order to watch the celestial phenomenon, visible
even in clear daylight (the reproduction does not do justice 1o the painting's
origmal color tones, with the people standing about in “the pallid aptumn light™,
corresponding to “the nme of day, just before evening”™ (as the Tate Gallery
description has it; Anonymous 1985:54); rather, they suggest the end of a bright
summer’s day, with the sunlight stll in the sky).

The curious thing about this tableau is that almost none of its inhabitants actu-
ally look at the comet; they are busy gathering shells, ralking 1o each other, or
doing something totally unrelated (like the man with the cart in the background).
The first printings of my book did, moreover, not even show the comert irself: it
had been cropped off the rop of the reproduction, its tail being the only part that
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colour and line™ (1997:559). Withers exemplifies her thoughts by discussing a
painting by Breughel, The Fall of lcarus {around 1555}, in which the eponymous
hgure almost isn't there (recall thar tn Dyce’s picture, the comet isn't even men-
tioned in the tithe of the painting):

The viewer has to look very hard to find the tiny figure of lcarus tumbling into
the sea in the background; the whole concentration is on the peasant in the fore-
ground going about his daily work with tremendously calm indifference to the
momentous event going on behind him. . . . The intense concentration of the
peasant also contribures to the silence of this paintng, as he is completely
absorbed in his daily task. It is this complete absorption, whether of plowing a
field, reading a book, pouring from a jug, making lace or tying a child's bonnet,
thart gives so much genre painting of arrists like Vermeer, De Hooch or Chardin
a quality and a depth of silence. (Withers 1997:365; my emphasis)

The silence depicted in the painting of Pegwell Bay 1s not one of *holding your
wongue’, but rather one of *holding your breath’ and realizing what you're here
in this world for: to go about your business, live the moment and not gab about
it, to collect your riches in your hands and head, without squandering them right
away through idle words, Our pragmatic justification is not just through our
words (cf. Marthew 12:38),"" but through our acts, not least including a justi-
fied, and justifying, silemce.

Applying these reflections to Dyce’s and my own comet, we may be able to
avoid a big misunderstanding that is apt to occur; for one doesn't have 1o look
at a comet 1o be comer-wise. In fact, the man in the picture supposedly direct-
ing his gaze at the comet probably understands less than those other people
paying no obvious heed. Dyce shows us people who have their attention fixed
on the daily businesses at hand, but who at the same time, on another level of
consciousness, are aware of the fact thar these businesses somehow relate o
“higher things®: after all, their entire rason d'étre on Pegwell Beach is the comer.
Which is exactly the role that pragmancs plays in relation to our everyday lan-
guage: it is there, nor as an observed phenomenon, but rather as something that
we are aware of on another level of consciousness — a passive awareness thar of
course may be prodded into activity by a proper use of linguistic and pragmatic
techniques (as my readers hopefully have learnt from the book they just have
perused).

Jan-Ola Ostman (1987, 1995b) has coined the beautiful expression ‘imphat
anchoring’ as characrenstic of our pragmaric activities: our thoughts and our
words are anchored outside of us, implicated in society; but we are not explic-
itly referring to thar anchor every time we open our mouths. On the contrary,
we never (at least consciously) ‘do pragmatics” when we use language: rather,
doing pragmatics is “doing being’, more precisely, ‘doing being a language user’,
to vary Manny Schegloff's quasi-immortal phraseology. In this perspective, the
man gazing at the comet may be the only person who is explicidy aware that
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The exceptions are words that imitare sounds, the so-called omomatopoietica. But
even here one can be misled: for instance, animal sounds are rendered in vastly dif-
ferent ways across languages, as everybody knows.

Cf. also the more technical-philosophical rerms “to implicare” and ‘to explicate’,
which are derived from the same original Latin root and have related meanings.
Mot all authors distinguish between ‘implication’ and “implicature’; for instance,
Leech and Thomas (1988:19) call an “implicature” simply a ‘pragmatic implication’,
following Grice, who wasn't too careful, when he “concocted™ his famous “nonon
of conversational implicature”, about telling us how to derive the substantives: from
the everyday verb “to imply’ or from its philosophical cousin ‘to implicate’. For
Grice, implicature is a kind of implication, hence he sometimes uses “implies’ as a
non-technical synonym to ‘conversationally implicates’ {cf. Grice 1981:184-5).
Omne can make these logical equivalencies clear with the aid of so-called “truth rables’
indicating the conditions under which a proposition or a combmation of proposi-
tions i true or false. Most handbooks of logic will rell you how to construct a truth
table; however, this kind of logical push-ups is outside the scope of the present book.
A biblical & propas: the owner of the vineyard in 5t Matthew 20:1-16 was logically
correct in giving the latecomers the same hire as he had promised those who had
bome the “burden and hear of the day”™. Whar he had said was: “If you go into my
vineyard, I'll give you a penny each™ - and so he did ar the end of the day. There
was no logical injunction against giving the penny also to those who hadn't worked,
or not worked enough, and the vineyard owner did what he thought he had to do
{“whatsoever [was] nght™), in strict conformity with the laws of logic. (The prag-
matics of the labor marker tell a different story, as we know.)

MNamely, if the number of raisins is exactly equal to the “some’ that Alex had pinched
{cf. Quine 1958:67-71).

We are dealing here with a ‘scalar’ implicature in the sense defined by Gazdar
{1979:56). See further secrion 4.1.

Sperber and Wilson call an explicitly communicated assumption an “exphearure”
(1986:182).

The famous unsuccessful denial of Jesus by 5t Peter in the high priest’s courtyard is
a case in point: “Surely thou also arr one of them; for thy speech betrayeth thee™,
said the damsel {Matthew 26:73); and no amount of denying could convince “them
that stood by™ thar the addressed was not a Gahlean, hence porentially associated
with the ‘King of the Jews".

The word “received” has acquired a certain notoriety as a euphemism for “higher-
class” pronunciation, as in ‘RP" (received pronunciation) — the ‘public [sic] school’
variety of spoken English propagared by vast numbers of EFL {*English-as-a-foreign-
language') teachers all over the world.

In such an automaric conclusion, the first sentence "entails” the second; however, the
converse 15 nod troe. (See further the discussion m section 4.4.2.2, and Hom
1984:15.}

This kind of ‘exploiation’ has been called “flouting’ a conversational maxim {of
politeness) by Grice (19735; sce further section 3.2.4), Thus, | can flout politeness m
order to obtain a special effect (e.g., of familiarity), as when | say to a friend, when
meeting him on the streets of Bologna: “Come va, vecchio stronzo?” {literally, ‘How's
it going, old fart?"; Umberto Eco, pers. comm.|.
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as: ‘Know that it 15 two miles to Spur, Tex.” - acually one of the more spurious
multiple choices for an answer to a question on a sixties” Texas driver's test.
Some of my readers may think that this kind of detailed reasoning is going too far.
Let them be assured thar, in Searle’s own opinion, this treatment has not been
detailed enough; in his own words, “1 have not, for example, discussed the role of
the assumption of sincerity, or the ceteris paribus conditions thae arrach w various
of the steps”™! (1975:63). On the other hand, Searle also admits that “in normal
conversation, of course, no one would consciously go through the steps involved in
this reasomng™ (1975:63).

Similar observations have been made by Wodak and by O'Barr wath regard to court-
room hearings {(Wodak-Engel 1984; O'Barr 1982).

To gquote Levinson: “there are no isolable necessary and sufficient conditions on,
for example, question-for answer-Jhood; . . . rather, the narare of the use o which
mierrogatives are put can vary subtly with the narure of the Linguage-games or con-
texts in which they are used™ (1983:275).

Incidentally, these ‘propertics’ need not be limited 1o inner states: in certain cultures,
one can congratulate people on the acquisition of matenal objects such as new cars,
snappy clothes etc. In America, it is usual ro congratulate people on geming a new
job, or achieving a task, or winning the lottery (sometimes even before the act, as
in those impossible mail offers: “Congratulations! You may already have won!™).
In Denmark, it is guite OK o congratulate people on their new cars or other kinds
of pets.

In the following, | will use this broader concepr of ‘context” as the unmarked term
{the *‘defaule’), and only talk about ‘co-text” whenever | want to restrict its content.
Some linguists have called chese ‘imperatives-in-the-form-of-a-question’ {type “Why
don't you get lose?') whimperatives. The term s originally due 1o Jerry Sadock
[1974).

Actually a quotation: from the novel Bright Lights, Bright City, by lan Mclnerney
iNew York: Doubleday, 1384).

The term aizsechi is said to refer to the striking of the iron by the blacksmith and
his helper, operating in 1andem: the stnikes are amed exactly nght so as to avoid
clashes and let the work continue withour interruption.

Good examples are provided by Allwood (1976). Cf. also the Jiterature on “anar-
chic’ conversation types in the West Indies, as, eg., described for Antigua by
Reisman {1989). Consider also conversational contexts in many linguistic commu-
nities, where interraption is not oaly tolerated, but necessary m order to hold one's
own: the cockrail-party small talk, the bar or locker-room conversation, peer banter
and s0 on. {Anybody who has ear-witnessed a flock of Japanese reenage girls ‘con-
versing' in the Tokyo subway will recognize the phenomenon., |

The rerm ‘phatic’ goes back w the Polish anthropologist and linguist Bronislaw
Malinowski. Jakobson, who is usually quoted as the source of this term, uses Malki-
nowski's rerminology, ‘phartic commumon®, bur interprets it a5 a ‘communicative
exchange’ which happens mostly for the purposes of contact {e.g., greetings). See
Jakobson (1960:357); Lyons (1968:417).

To understand to what exrent such phenomena are directly dependent on the lan-
guage used (considered as an expression of the culture), cf. the case of the Amen-
can student who tried to compliment a Japanese student at Boston University on
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ances. Moreover, the verb forms (apart from the antached particle) do not difter, as
grammatical persons are not distinguished in the Japanese verb.

Larry Horn, to whom [ owe this quotation, establishes an even more original source:
George K. Zipf, who mtroduced the Economy Principle in inguistcs in the fortes
{Horn 1984:11). Elsewhere in the same article, Horn remarks, much to the pomnt,
that such general least effort” principles simply are too powerful {p. 28).

As is done by, eg, Levinson {1983). For him, discourse analysis s a hybnd,
grammar-and-speech-act-oriented analysis of spoken language, and as such “fun-
damentally misconceived™ {1983:88).

Since metapragmatic indexicality relies heavily on the context, some aothors (e.g.,
Gumperz 1992) use the erm ‘contextualizanon’; others speak of “entextualization’
{eg., Silverstein 1993:47).

Ranciére’s original wording alludes to a seminal work by the French sociologist
Pierre Bourdieu, Ce gue parler vewt dire (1983).

See Enfield 1998 for an enlightening discussion of this issue.

| have opred for this terminology (pragmeme, pract, allopract) for purely
practical reasons, viz., to provide my readers with a familiar, not oo overworked
framework that would be accessible 1o anybody with a minimal bac m
linguistics.

Some mught object to my choice on the groonds thart it “extend|s| the analysis of
langeage systems to embrace a cerrain range of relared social facts, rather than
[does] any rethinking of the basic assumptions underlying the postulation of lan-
guage systems in the first place™; a5 Roy Harris has remarked (1998:9). While such
criticisms may have a point (they have also has been leveled ar Kenneth's Pike’s rer-
minological neologism “behavioreme’, created to capture the entire context of
human behavior), this is not the place 1o enter into a discussion of foundational
issues as they are reflected in terminology.

On ‘adaprability” {as contrasted to ‘adapriviry”) in the domain of rthe mreracnion
berween humans and computers, see Mey {1991a, 19934a)} and Gorayska and Mey
{1996).

Computer wizard Simon Cray, inventor and builder of the Cray supercompurter, is
said 10 have been able to reboot his machines directly from the main console, using
machine language.

An interdict 15 a legal measure, inflicted by the Holy S5ee on a certain part of i
jurisdiction, or on a certain category of persons, and severing the connections
between it, or them, and the church. It amounts thus to a *territonal excommuni-
cation’, an ecclesiasnical state of siege.

One may wonder about the appropriateness of the term *narration’ and s cognates
to characterize such different text genres as novels, poems, rechnical prose and so
on. However, inasmuch every texe bears the imprint of a producer, a “reller”, it seems
fair to use the cover-all technical expression for ‘telling’, namely fo narrate, in order
to charactenize all sorts of textoal activity. The problem is intimarely relaved wirh
thar of the rext’s *voices'; see below, secnion 9.4, for derails.

Such stories are often, following Genette (1980), called “intradiegetic’ (Toolan
1994:81).

In actaal life, such protestations are often overheard, and the author is punished
for whar he or he has allowed her or his narrator w reveal. No amount of
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distancing himself from the fictutious worlds he had created in his satirical narra-
tives could prevent Jonathan Swift from being sent in exile to Ireland by his offended
king.

The fact that Bulgakow prefers the past w a present form {like uznajem “we will
learn’} may have to do with the facr that he is telling a story in the past, and doesn't
want to break its continuity; an English reader would perhaps be happier wich a
translation like *as we will learn subsequently’,

A more recent English translation of Bulgakov's work fares slightly betrer: “as was
bearmed subsequently™ 13 how Burgin and O'Conner render the discussed passage
(1995:5). Even so, the tense problem remains.

For this quotation from Donne | am indebted to A.S. Byate {1996:43). Incidentaliy,
Donne’s text {(*Of the progresse of the soule. The second anniversarie’; Il 2446}
also refers to a dead woman (though not a matriarch: Gfteen-vear-old Mistress Eliz-
abeth Drury, who died in 16101

The notion of “point of view” has gained considerable populanity in the Anglo-
American world of literary criticism, as Toolan {1994:68) remarks. However, for
reasons of the “great and continuing nuisance perpetuated by the erm™ (p. 68), |
prefer to use that of *voice’. (On the relationship between “focalization’ and *voice’,
see Mey 199%:ch. 6.1.)

One recent honorable exception is the work of Chafe {1994),

The nature of this representation will vary widely, of course, depending on the kind
of society we are dealing with: elitst and aristocracy-oriented, or a more democra-
tically organized type of commonwealth. Histonically, the different organizations
reflect themselves in the way audiences are arranged: compare the egalitarian, more
democratic seating in Shakespeare’s Globe playhouse wath the stiffly hierarchical
structure of the Italian-inspired baroque theater (such as the Fenice in Vemce):
royalty in their separare boxes, the rest of the spectators having their seats assigned
in accordance wath their societal posinons and worldly wealth.

The only exception being ‘Darl’, who possesses two voices, one “natural’, the other
‘preternatural’, printed in italics, to show that this is the voice of somebody speak-
ing through him: an omniscient “heiper’, maybe.

Among the latter Virginia Woolf, “who probably over-uses the device™ (Fludernik
1993:165).

A similar reasoning may have prompted the new measures recently announced by
the US government to curb robacco consumption among minors, In future, the use
of models, pictures, colors ewc. m cigarerte advertising will be prohibired and only
back-and-white {*‘rombstone’) lettering permitted. In his ipl:n:]'l on the lawn of the
White House on Aogust 23, 1996, in which he annoonced the new measures, Pres-
ident Bill Clinton had it right when he said: “1 hereby pronounce Joe Camel and
the Marlbore Man dead” (National Public Radio News, August 24, 1996, noon).
And indeed, since destroving the “ser-up” takes away the necessary presuppositions
for a pragmatic act, advernsing by speech acts alone (if it were feasible} would be
bound to be significantly bess effective than our present way of pulling out all the
thinkable media stops in order to create an overwhelming advertising set-up, an
‘offer we cannot refuse’.

Bleikasten refers here to the classic rhetorical techrique called prosopopeis
{hrerally: ‘persomafication’), i.e., the creation of a mask and a voice for a free-
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On the reader as ‘co-creator’ of the rext, see Mey (1999:ch. 8).

As depicted on a marble frieze in the Cooncil Room of the Amsterdam Royal Palace.
By a felicitons guirk of language homology, the French onginal s directly trans-
posable into Enghsh, while conserving the pun: *Ce qui va sans dire, vient sans
dire.”

The onginal ntle of the story 18 ‘Die Panne” {Diirrenmartr 1956).

In my 1976 edition, Hill wrongly ascribes the picture to a painter named Boyce.
There is a (much earlier) painter of that name, and a small oil canvas of his is on
display in one of the neighbouring rooms at the Tare, {Later editions of Hill's book
have the correct reference. )

“But 1 say unto youo, that every idle word thar men shall speak, they shall give
account thereof in the day of judgment. For by thy words thou shalt be justified,
and by thy words thou shalt be condemned™ (Matthew 12:36-7, King James
version ).

Thus Berkeiey microbiclogist Gunther Stent, one of Watson and Crick'’s collabora-
tors, in a lecrure ar the Department of Computer Science, Yale University, in the
summer of 1982,

Compare the use of *visual silence’ in the works of a painter such as Giorgio de
Chirico, or thar “courage of empty or dead surfaces™ which we may experience in
Abildgaard’s works {Kirkeby 1993:12). As to the role of perspective in literary ar,
see my book When Voices Clask (1999: esp. ch. &)
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smiley, 148

sée also artificial intelligence

conditions

on communication, 94-5

contextual, 119, 125, 212, 238

felicity, 123, 160, 163, 227, 233

hidden, 59, 188, 190, 301

human, 126

of language use, 310

life, 190

possibility, 188

of society, 34; see also context of
sty

on speech acts, 99; see also speech acts,
conditions and rules

world, 55, 111

conditionals, 325

condolences, 121

confirmation, 149, 151

congrarulating, 93, 122, 190, 341 n. 68
connote, 57

conspicuity, 86, 136

consciousness, 195

alrered, 195
pracrical, 312
raising, 135, 313
societal, 314
subconscious, 195

constatives, 106, 123, 340 n. 60; see also

performatives

constitatve, 101, 184

rule, 101-2: of mteraction, 184; of
society, 191; ser also regulative
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constraimt, 11, 182, 193, 223-4 228
general, 182
literary, 193
metapragmatic, 185
ritual vs. system, 11, 334 n. 5
see also Goffman, rule
comstructio ad semsum, 15
construction of reality, social, 115
consumer, 269 see also Ierary market,
collaborative effon
content, 117, 138, 303
different, 136

-oriented mechanisms of conversation,

153
of question, 181

context, 13, 30, 39, 44, 64, 98, 100, 123,
134, 163, 176, 185, 190, 210, 238,

252, 255, 279, 305-6, 3o 11
adaptive behavior, 227
‘anchoring’, 197
‘context to context’, 215; see also
speech act

condiions, 44, 80, 119, 212, 238, 253,

o2
cooperation, 48
cultoral, 279
dynamic, 39
explicit vs. situational, 111
institunional, §2
meaning, 110-11. 163
pro- vs. retroactive, 14

of society, 95, 116, 119, 135, 218-19,

248, 290, 341 n 69, 344 n 104

of use, 4, 30, 41, 265, 3054

see also comextualizanon, cotext
contextualization, €, 343 p 89
control

symbalic, 295

se¢ also personal, positional
convenrion, 42-3, 50-1, 178, 184

of grammar, 179

unwritten, 186

conventional implicarore, 24, 28, 49-52,

185
of adversativiry, 14
non-cancelable, 50
see also conversational implicarure,
natizral sign

conversatwon, 134, 237, 270, 320

LA B il el

anarchic, 341 n. 71

coherence, 137, 144

context, 134, 118

cooperation in, 74, B8

as duty, 116

effects of, 138

embodied, 224: take-turn, 223; see also
body move

exchange, 146, 1538: immediacy, 146;
rwo-part, 1459, 163

gap, lds

goals, 144

influencing, 210, 227: “‘conversational
influence amempr® (CIA), 210

interaction in context, 1Li1: type of,
158, 163

management, 138: breaks, 139; “rraffic
rules’, 138

overlap, 144

participants, 16, 197

progress m, 15, 335 n. 13

as prototypical language use, L34,
194

small talk, 137: weather, Lda

social aspect, 1185

structore, 167, 128: formal aspects,
137; ropical organization, 137;
‘urm-return’ model, 169 see afzo
politeness

conversaton analysis (CA), 10, 134, 178,

191, 223, 269

adjacency, 141, 163: pair, 141, 157-8,
163; pair rypology, 157-9%; rules,
228; srrict sequence, 160

back-channehng, 140

closings, 141=2

different from discourse analvsss, 19]

as mmnimakist approach, 138

openings: self-identification, 149; see
also telephone greeting

pair-wise structures, 144, 148, 157,
1613 first, second pair part, 141,
149-50, 157, 161; overlapping,
L4&; repeated first pair part, 158;
unexpected second pair pare,
158

pre-stq U, e PIII SOLETICT
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repair sequence, 146, 148, 151:
remedial exchange, 146; self-
interruptions, 151; self- vs. other-
mitiated repairs, 148

selection, see turn

self-contradiction, see repair

self- ws. other correction, see repair

syntax, 156

tarm, 134, 139-40, 146, 154, 270:
completion unit {TCLU), 140;
counter, 146; selecrion (self, 139,
115, other, 139); signals, 141-2;
-taking, 139, 146, 223, 268,

277

transition relevant place (TRPJ, 139,
141, 148, 165, 225, 277

see also conversation, composite
dialogue act, relephone talk

conversational implicature, 46-9, 69, 183,
185, 188-9, 215, 270
canceling, 48-50
and presupposition, 188-9
cooperanon, 21, 70, 71, BS, 239, 270

behavior, 73

tn context, 248

N comversation, 70

non-cooperative, 73—4, 147

Aouning, 76, 270
‘opting out’, 75, 216, 270, 338 n. 46
Cooperative Principle (CP}, 29, 71-2, 85,
§8-9, 113, 176, 180, 182, 190,
194, 169
see also collaboration, Grice
coordinates, 54, 197, 299; sev also index
beld, deictic center
co-opting, 210, 228
correct, 26, 59, 138, 183, 335 n. 16

sentence, 93, 136

sequence, 218

see also well-formed

cost-benefit ratio, 80, §7

cotext, 64, 134-5, 177, 255, 341 n. 69;
see also compext

‘count as” {speech act), 96, 98, 190, 211,
216, 221

CP, see Cooperative Principle

credibility, 35, 245

critical discourse analysis see discourse

critical language awarcness see Lancaster
School
critical linguistics see linguistics
critical point, 42
critical pragmartics see pragmatics
critical theory, 315
cross-cultural see intercultural, speech
act
cross-language comparison, 104, 118
speech acts, 109, 276
se¢ also cross-cultural, interculraral,
speech acy
culture, 227, 264, 308
construction, 312
interculrural, 271
presuppositions, 264=5
curricalum, 293, 310
hidden, 292
see also education
Czech, 110, 149, 272-3

Danish{-Norwegian}, 56, 106, 110, 2172
deaf communiry, 340 a. 56
declaratives, 105-6; see also declaring
declaring, 93, 108, 120
declaratives, 122-4; see also declaring
deixis, 10, 54-7, 197, 240, 275,
337 n. 35

center, 54

deictic tnad, 57

direct, 198

in-d{elicung, 57

‘reminder deixis’, 57, 345 n. 114

social, 275

see also anaphora, reference
demonstrative s8¢ pronouns
denying, 112, 151, 209

implicit, 209

reality, denied, 158
dependency see hegemony
description, 15, 93, 122, 124

pro- vs. retroactive, 14
dialecric, 220, 237, 306
dialect, 294

accent, 50

prestige dialect, 291

slang, 294

see also jargon, pidgin, social setring
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dialogue, 184, 190, 265
acts, 123
compaosite, 2213
addressing, 271
body role, 223
underlying goal, 216
partners, 307
directness, 180
of expression, 118
of request, 214
see also indirect
directives, 108, 120-]
disambiguate, 86; see also ambiguity
discourse, 184, 190-2, 244, 177, 317
critical see critical pragmatics
definition, 191
different from text, 190
different from conversation, 191
discourse analysis, 191, 343 n. B
goals, 183
lnguistics, §
markers, 174, 198; see also hedges,
WS LN, SUMManzing
devices
‘free indirect discourse’ (FIDy, 222,
2149; see also narrativity
incoherent, 154-3
institutional, 115-16, 300
medical, 116
official, 300
schizophrenic, 154-5; see also
schizophrema
social, 191-1
discursive space, 191
universe of discourse, 245-6,
148
Discourse Completion Test (DCT),
276
discrimination, 266; see also
minornes
disprefereed, 113, 151-2, 166
false starts, 151
hesitation, 151
repetition, 152
response fearures, 152
se¢ also preferred
domination see societal domination

Dutch, 32, 110, 129

ecology of language, 95. 311

economical use of language se¢ economy

principle
ECONOMICS
economese, B7
material production, 312
monetary, 57
profir, 309
economy, 179-80
Economy Principle, 154
ecosophy, 315
education, 191
bilingual, 210
instrtutions, 293
research, 296
science, 11, 294
school
achievement, 290
classroom, 116
curnicelom, 293, 310
hidden, 192
drop-outs, 293
Head Start, 293
piggy-bank teaching, 293
school vs. home, 290
effects
indirect, 213
of interchange, 158
of language, 10
perlocutionary see perlocutionary
pragmatic, 79
of repression, 301
of speech acts, 117
effort, law of least, 181
efficiency principle, 181
elaborated vs. restricted see Bernstein,
code
electronic mediom, 147
e-mail, 147
emoticon, 148; see also smiley
MUD, 148
see also computer
ELIZA (Weizenbaum) see compuater
experiment
Eliza (Higgins), 50
EMAnCIpatory
emancipation, 310-11, 3117
‘inner change’, 314
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in edocation, 31
through langirage, 314
linguistics ser linguistics
see also crincal pragmatics
embarrassment see laughter
embedded see proposition
emotions, 147, 223
emoticon ser smuley
Emser Depesche, 280
empowerment, 116, 214, 229, 317
societal, 227-8
see also power
encoded ser proposition
endangered languages, 15, 267
engagement, body field of 224; see also
body move, composite dialogue
act, pragmatic act
English, 235, 40, 56, 39, 107, 113, 117,
149, 167, 178, 195, 198, 222 244,
262, 273, 277, 335 0. 16, 136
o A0
American, 41, 197, 270
Black, 8, T2
East Coase Jewish, 270
as official language, 93, 310
entailment see logic
enunciative {act), 123
equivalent see logic
essential condition and rule see speech
acts, rules and conditons
ethics, 74, 79
ethnocentric, 182, 166
ethnofugal, 266
ethnopetal, 266
ethnomethodology, 11, 74, 138, 114
member resources, 138, 214
euphemism, 33—
event time (ET), 241; see also time,
tense
everyday language, 181
exchange see conversation, conversation
analysis, pair-wise structure
excuse, 121, 149, 151, 286-7
exercitive (act), 117, 120, 124; see also
hehabitive
expectation, 156, 1865 see also
unexpected answer
expletive, 151

explicate, 49, 88, 336 nn. 24, 28; ser also
relevance theory
explicit, 259
contexr, 111
vs. implied denial, 210
performanve, 107
expositive (act), 117, 124
expressive (act), 120-1, 286
extralinguisnic, 27, 30, 39, 151, 178, 189
considerations, 178, 181
factors, 4, 14
motivation, 180

face, 35, 74, 168, 283
damage to, 270
losing face, 74, 338 o 45
threar wo, 73, 92, 189, 270
avonding, 76
positive vs. negative, 74, 169
see also politeness
factive see verb
taculey psychology see psychology
fairness see media coverage
false starts see dispreferred
familianity, 31, 336 0. 32
family see instirunion
fears, 186; see also pragmaric
presupposition
Federal Communications Commission
(FCC), 297; see also media
felicity, 96, 125, 163
conditions, ¥9-100, 126, 128, 160,
227, 233
Felicity's condition, 126, 320; ser also
happiness
fernale, 306
feminine, 194
feminized ritles, 59
feminist, 39, 149, 313
Rcrional space, 251; see also literary
pragmatics
fdelity see promise
feld
field work, 18
field of engagement (body), 223; see
also body move
index field, 24
see also coordinates, Zeigfeld
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Finmish, 110, 141, 198, 270, 278

first pair part see conversation analysis

fit to world, direcrion of, 119-24, 286;
see also speech act

bixed expressions, 194

flashback, 238, 242, 250

Flemish, 267

floor, 134, 137, 139, 147; see albso
conversation analyss

focusing (body move), 216

force, 102, 157

illocutionary, 95, 115, 117, 125, 160-1,

339 o i3
indirect, 213
of language, 152
literal, 213
promissory, 111
see also illocutionary, speech act
formal, 19, 41, 138
informal, 42
explananion, 3139 p. 49
free, 268
‘free’ agent, 214, 309; ser also
manipulation
enterprise, 304

‘free indirect discouwrse’ (FIDv), 222, 149;

see also narcativity, discourse
negotiation, 309
French, 51, 56, 58, 110, 272, 282
funcoon
context to context (Levinson) see

context
functioning of language {Ostman), 10,
24

functional model (Jakobson), 10

functional triangle (Bihler), 10

speech acts, 163, 183
fururables, 12

garden path, 63, 79, 83, 239; sef also
sefting up, sifuation
gender
-based reference, 195, 312
~marked article, 59
see also generic, sexist
generative semantics, 12

generative-transformational grammar, 19,
a3
genenc, 175, 312
‘he’, 39, 313
non-generic use of pronoun, 314
plaral, 59
generosily se¢ maxim
genocide, linguistic, 15; see also
lingwicde
German, 42, 118, 216, 222, 273,
3350 16
Cermanic, 106, 335 n. 16
gesture see body language
goal
interactional, 216
conversabonal, 146
discourse, 184
orientation, 215
user, 183
Golden Rule, 268
goodbye, 147; see also greeting
grammar, 182
morphology, 166, 181, 191
ser also article, gender, noun, plural,
pronown, mood, tense
grammarical, 335 o 17
rales, 59, 68, 178-9, 182-3
gender, 59
grammaiicalized, §
ungrammatical, 27
Greek, 173, 337 n. 15
drama, 157
Greenlandic, West, 335 n. 1&
greeting, 150, 157, 190; see also
goodbye

guesswork, 48

habitat, linguacultural, 280
happiness, 163; see also felicity
Head Start see education
hearer, 119, 121; ser also speaker
Hebrew, §1-2, 267, 337 o 13
hedges, 151, 221; ser also discourse
markers
hegemony, 228, 291, 345 p. 118
cultural, 291
in speech sitnation, 228
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see also dependency, Gramsc
‘here-now-1" system, 54; see also
coordinates, deictic center
‘hereby’-test, 108; see also performartive
hesitation see dispreferred, prosody
heterodiegetic see literary pragmarics,
narranve
hidden conditions see conditions
hints, 136, 115; see also indirect speech
acts
hiss see prosody
homodiegetic see literary pragmatics,
narrative
honorifics, 54, 272, 337 o 36
negative, 53
see also politencss
human, 2&
human action, 228
human activity, 204
human development, 306
human rights, 268
human sociality, 191
Hungaran, 110, 345 0 110
hvperbole, 44
hyphenated areas, 5, 9; see also applied
linguistics, pycholinguistics,
sociolinguistics

I ("speaking me’), 4
womicity, 24, 334 o 13
ideology, 271, 319
IFID see illocutionary force indicating
device
illocutionary, 95, 122, 223, 252
act, 117, 123, 212
primary vs. secondary, 113
ends, 181
force, 14, 114, 117, 125, 160=1,
339 n 53
illocutionary force indicating device
(IFID), 101-2, 104
mtention, 154, 156-7, 162-1
shared, 157-9; see also turn type
vs. perlocutionary, 222-3
point, 117, 327; see also illocutionary
force
Ilocotionary-Yerb-Fallacy, 112

verbs, 118
llongot, 94, 175
immanence sé¢ linguistic theory
immediacy, 146
context, 163
see also adjacency
immigrants, 316; see also minonties
imperatives, 80, 105, 113, 119, 130, 17%
see also verb
impersonal verb, 244
imphication, 45, 186, 336 n. 24

canceling, 48
logical, 45-6

implicature, 10, 24, 2§, 445
canceling, 48=9

convennonal se¢ conventional
conversarnonal see conversarional
different from presupposition, 1882
pragmatic, 49
implicit, 250
anchonng, 131
assertion, 209
denial, 209
indexicaliry, 199
narrative voice, 250
implied, 46, 49, 70, 73, 89
logically, 47
reaning, 111
see also implici
mciting {act), 221
index, 54, 186, 196, 275, 337 n. 3§
held see held
indexical expression, 53-4, 57
indexacaliry, 178, 198, 212
implicic, 199
invisible, 198
value, 275
indicative, 195; see also verb
indirect
denial, 209
effeces, 204
force, 204
reference, 513
request, 214
speech act see speech ac
individual, single vs. supra-, 228
Indo-Euwropean, 271
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inference, 90, 190
non-truth-conditional, 50
schema, 194

informal see formal

information
asking for, 118
processing, 87
overload, 152
superfluous, 130-1

informative, 70-1, 82, 216
intention, 85

nforming (speech act), 185

inner change see emancipatory

mquiring, 108, 145, 265

inquit, 252; see also narrative,

parenthetical

INSETTION SEQUENCE 5&¢ SOQUENCE

institutional, 109, 117, 125
discourse, 115-16, 30
tanguage, 326
setting, 116
situation, §2

job interview, 190, 309
speech act verbs, 104

institutions, 11, 115, 119, 290, 326
doctor-patient relationship, 116, 300
family, 290
health care, 192
hospital, 116
legal, see law
marnage, 37, 115-16, 123, 319 n. 54
medical mterview, 116, 190, 300-1
mental, 301
milicary, 80-1. 103, 115
monastic, 103
patients, 301

good vs. had, 309
paperwork, 310
palice see law
priesthood, 195
sacraments, 215
soctal activities, 119, 219

insules, 82

intensional see semanbics

intention, 94, 135, 339 p. 54
communicative, 44
illocutionary, 154, 157, 160, 162-3
primary, 114

intentonality, 25
interactants, 19, 184; see also
COnversation
interaction, 28, 104, 116, 103
goals, 216
through language, 190, 313
sequence, 30
real world, 116
social, 10, 130
mterchange, 135, 146
telephone, 146=-T7
rwo-part, 149
see also conversation, conversation
analvsis, relephone
intercultural, 271
difference, 77, 143
equivalence, 179
pragmatics, 279
prejudices, 121
speech aces, 109, 275-80
sev also cross-cultural speech act,
cross-language comparison
mterdict see law
interests, conflicting, 74, 186
interlocutors see conversation
interruption, 138
self- see conversation analysis
Intervies
job, 190, 309
medical, 116, 190, 299-300
prompting, 155, 216
nvisible
indexicalicy, 198
partnership, 197
professional women, 60, £1
invitation, 113, 152, 207
accepting, 113, 152, 285
rejecting, 112-13
soliciting, 213
seg also pre-invitation
‘ipra’ see pragmatic act
iromy, 44, &1
ltalian, 149, 274

Japanese, 41, 54-6, 106, 110, 121, 130,
141, 166-7, 2624, 279, 342 o
86 see also kamyi

Javanese, 34
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lhinguistic comt.
feedback, 223
genocide, 18
habirus, 294
emperialism, 303
manipulation, xi, 308
meta-linguistc, 174
non-linguistic, 74
parsimony, 182
philosophy, 20, 1, 339 n. i1
repression, 294
nghts, 310
rules, 138, 174
strategies, 195
theory, &
immanence of, 14
linguistics, 86, 174, 176
apphed see applied lingnisrics
computational, 5; see also computer
critsical, 310-13, 315; see also critical
pragmatics
of discourse, §
ecological, 315
emancipatory, 196, 110-15
pragmatic, 125
psycho-, 5
remedial, 290, 293
socio-, §
theorenical, 22, 2189
literacy, 236; ser also oracy
literal
force, 214
response, 216
utterance, 113
literary
‘market”, 237
collaboration, 236, 245, 248, 250
Pliﬂm:[iﬂi s prap‘mu;i
style, 280
text, 190, 134
universe, 193, 237
Lithuanian, 273
locutionary, 95, 122, 115; see also
illocutionary, perlocutionary,
speech act
logic, 4, 13-4
entailment, 335 p, 18, 336 0. 31
and language, 23, 31

conjunction, 234
equivalence, 13
implication, 45-6

logical presupposition, 28
non-contradiction, 62

see also methodology, truth

machine language see computer, languages
for special purposes
macho, 14%; see also male, sexist
Malagasy, 76, 182, 280
male, 306
manifest, 85; see also relevance theory
manipulation, linguistic, 11, 48, 309
devices, 142
conditionals, 325
manecuvers, 284
in conversanon, 217
“lun-jveiling’, 309
se¢ also critical pragmatics
manner, maxim of, 72, 84; ser also
Maxm
marked sequence, 152; ser also
{dis}preferred, unmarked
market, hiterary see literary pragmatics
Marrage see insttution, vow
masculine, 59, 19§
matching-and-changing problem, 193; see
also metapragmanics, wording
maxim, 72, 176, 179-81, 187, 200

of approbation, 81

breaking, 187

flouting, 77, 79, 177, 202, 228, 270,
336 n, 32

of generosity, £1

of manner, 72-3, 86
of quality, 72, £2
of quantiry, 69-70, 72-3, 78, 82, 151,
182, 269
Quantiry,, §4
Quantity;, §4
of relation or relevance, 72, B2, 113,
187; see also relevance
of tact, 81
meaning, 10, 23
conventional, 43
creation of, 191, 215
m interaction, 220
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lexical, 110
hnguistic, 43; see also sentence meaning
natural vs. non-narural, 43
normal, 184
sentence, 434
speaker, 43—4
media
culture, 298
language of, 297-9
media sciences, 11
monopoly, 297
motion petures, 243
news coverage, 298
fairness, 297
neutralicy, 298
values, 294
well-balanced, 298
zero point, 299
se¢ also Federal Communicanons
Commission
melamed, 55, 337 n. 37
member resources see ethnomethodology
message
electronic, 147; see also e-mail
transmission, 104, 173
metalevel, 173, 226
metacommunicative, 189
metagrammar, 178-9
metalanguage, 173
metalinguistic, 174
metatheorencal, 174
metaphor, 44, 303
and analogy, 303, 346 n. 117
danger of, 305
maxed, 322
pragmatic view of, 308
and social practice, 302
revolution, 303
stable, 255
snderstanding, 302, 321
crop rotation, 303
speaking tape, 155
metapragmatics, 11, 173, 175, 178=9,
187, 223
awareness, 178, 198
conditons, 192
constramng, 228
definition, 17

indexical, 199
marching-and-changing problem, 195
principles, 80
rationality, 188
methodology, 67, 182
exact methods, 182
exhaustivity, 67
looseness, 178
non-contradiction, 7
simplicity, 67
rerminology, 68
see also science
metonymy, 275; see also metaphor
military, 194
language see language
see also mstitution
minimakhst approach see conversation
analysis
minorities, 310
Black populanon, 192
immigrants, 292, 316
languages, 310
students, 292
mishring, see speech act, conditions and
I'l.lil:’!-
misunderstanding, 143, 217
mitigation, 75, B0, 148; see also disconrse
markers, politeness
mood, verbal, 30, 10§
imperative, 105, 179
indicative, 105
subjunctive, 222
Moore's paradox, 31
*‘Mountain Turkish® see Kurdic
‘move-and-say-words’, 106
doo-shi, 106
udsagnsord, 106
werkiroord, 106
see also verb
mutual
cognitive environment see relevance
theory
knowledge, 85, 186, 189
manifest assumption, 85

names, 40
narrative, narrativity see literary
pragmatics
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native speaker, 267
‘noble savage’, 181, 1266
natural, 42
language, 24
sign, 50
naturalization, 317; see also oppression
Mavaja, 270
negation, 18, 84, 112
negotianion, 10, 116, 314; see also
pragmatic perspective, societal
change
neo-Gricean, 83; see also cooperation,
Grice, Hom, Sperber, Wilson
neutrality see media
news coverage see media
nonverbal
commumication, 223
language, 224
norm, 183, 190
Maorwegian, 150
nothing (doing), 216
noun, 59
anmimate, 26
proper, 53
regulag, 53

object language, 173; see also
metalanguage
obligation (promise), 99, 107, 120, 136
locus of, 121
obligatives, 120
obstinacy, principle of, 254
offering (act), 185, 211
one-sentence-one-case principle [Austin}
see speech aces
onfoff record, 176; see also (bald) on
record, politeness, request
oROmatopoetica, 336 n, 23
oppression, 50, 308, 313
‘appropriate” behavior, 96, 317
see also repression, linguisnc
opt out, 216, 338 n. 46; see also
cooperation, ‘forgemable” request,
polireness
oracy, 236; see also literacy

order, 106, 113, 121, 130, 136, 156, 265

compliance, 141

ordinary language, 23

ordinary language philosophy, 23, 92

Ordinary Working Linguists {OWLs), 25

ongin, 54, 299; ser also coordinates,
‘here-now-I" system, Zegfeld

Paperwork Reduction Act, 311; see also
institution
paradigm shift, 4
parenthetical, 252; see also inguit, hiterary
pragmarics
past see tense
PADENT $&6¢ MSOTUTHIN
pausing, 138, 140, 151
performance, 5, 125
performance theory of pragmancs, 333 n.
P
performative, 95, 107-8, 116-17, 123
‘contnuum’, 109
hypothesis, 339 n. 52
ukterances, 95
verbs, 106, 116, 117-18, 340 n. 60
perlocunionary, %6, 163, 190, 221-3
persecutive see speech act
person (caregory), 54
first, 107
second, 272
third, 273
see also homo-‘heterodiegetic
personal, 295; see also positional
persomification, 344 n. 108
PETSpECTIVE (Pragmanic) see pragmancs
phatic see communication
philosophy, 173
argumentarion, 11
Cartesaan, 220
epistemology, 112
of language, 339 n. 51
moral, 74
linguistic, 22, 92, 339 n. 51
nominalist, 23
ordinary language philosophy, 23, 92
Scholastic, 31, 33, 42, 50, 174, 200
and semanncs, 97
see also quantifies, truth
phonology, 182, 191
implosive, 167
voice pirch, 167
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pragmatics comt.
performance theory of pragmartics see
performance theory
PrEsuppoOsitions s£¢ presupposinons
principles, 177
reader pragmatics, 247
collaborative effore, 251
reading as pract, 252-3
of rules, 101
societally sensitive, 290, 320
task of, 311
see also crinical pragmatics
pragmarics, critical, 315
and cntical language awareness, 315
and critical discourse analysis, 317
Lancasrer School, xi, 316
use of metaphors, 308
emancipatory
pragmatics, liverary
acrive re-creation, 237, 255, 315
addressivity (Bakhtin), 271
agent, 309
author, 237-41, 245, 248, 250-1
‘author'-ity, 240, 245
v, narrator, 238; see also narrator
character, 238-9, 248, 251
fictional space, 151
focalization, 242; see also voice, point
af view
inquit, 252; see also parenthetical
narrative, 247-8
theory see narrativiry
rechnique
free indirecr discourse (FID), 223,
249
homo- vs. hetero-diegetic, 238~9,
150
parenthencal, 212
VOIOE 588 VOACE
narratviry, 54, 239
narrative instance, 239, 250
omnipotent, 250
omniscient, 250
narrative level, 238
narrative process, 249
narraton, 235=9, 246, 150

implicit, 250
as author, 251
obstinacy principle, 254
persong, 239, 241, 148-9
point of view, 54, 248-5
reader
competent, 247
versatile, 255; see also reader, reader
pragmaics
responsibality {Bakhein), 240
voice, 11, 55, 199, 238, 247-8_ 250
pragmaticism, 7
pragmeme, 1221, 217; see also pragmatic
act
pre-sequences, 141, 144-5, 147, 168,
216, 265
atrention getters, 144
inguirers, 144
pre-announcements, 144
pre<closings, 141
pre-invitations, 144
pre-requests, 13, 144, 160, 216
pre-threars, 144
see also announce, preempt, sequence
predicate, 106; see also verb
predict, 68, 141
precmpt see sequence
preference, 151-2, 167
preference organization, 166
preferred, 77, 148, 151, 166
see also dispreferred
preparatory condition and rule see speech
acts, rules and conditions
prescriptive vs. preservative language,
36
prestige dialect, 293; see also social
setting
presupposition, 4, 10, 27-8, 44, 121, 147,
184-9, 277, 335 n. 20
canceling, 28, 101
common, 156
conflicting, 187
correction of, 149
cubrural, 264
grounded in compliciry, 189
-hunting, 188
different from implicature, 188
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guantity se¢ maxim of quantity
question, 111-12, 116, 158, 190
question-answer paic, 46, 112, 141,
159-60
gquestioning, 159, 161
police, 190
quoting, 174

R-principle, 83; see also Q-principle
RT see reference rime, relevance theory
rational, 73-4, 79, 269
actions, 227
language user, 79
reader, 236-7, 145
competent, 247, 1545
‘versatile’ (Tsur), 255
pragmatics, 247
reading, 236, 253
collaboranon in, 237
as a pragmatic act, 252
recerved pronunciation (RP}, 50,
33 n 30
rccurding., 327: see also préservabive vi.
descriptive language
re-creation, active s8¢ narranvity
reference, 26, 44, 51-5, 154, 197, 240-1,
154, 305
anaphoric, 26, 57
context of, 54
deicric, 57
direct, 53
genenic, 59
gender-based, 312; see also sexian
local, 57, 154
real-world, 59, 305
reflexive, 196
speakerfhearer, 119
unambiguous, 53
unclear, 53
reference nime (RT), 241-3
reflexivity, 174, 196
reflexive language, 174, 176
refusing, 152
register, 30, 41
regulation, 101
regulative instance, 296
regularive rube, 101-2
ser dlso constitutive rule

rehabilitarion see persecutive speech act
rejection see invitation
refation, maxim of sefr maxim,
relevance
relevance, 47, 72, 81, 85-8, 156, 220
presumpuion of, B85
principle of, 85
theory, §2
mutual cognitive environment, 86
mufually manifest assumprion, 85
social dimension, 87
religious language see language
repetition, 152; see also dispreferred
representatives, 105, 120; see also sprech
act
repression, hinguistic, 293, 297, 299, 346
n. 123
side effects of, 300
see also oppression
requests, 103, 113, 121, 145, 151, 157,
160, 163, 190, 228, 276
for information, 156
darect vi. indirect, 214
granting/denial, 141
off-record, 76
as promise, 121
sincere, 161
see also pre-requests
respect, 274; see also addressing
response, 152, 156; see also answer
responsibility {Bakhtin) see literary
pragmarics
‘retardation’ (narrative), 256
retroactive see comtext, description,
proactive
rhetonic, 11, 30
ritual ser constramnt, systemsc
ritualized signals, 142
roles
positional vs. personal, 294
prescribed, 328
see also character, stage play
roman 3 clef, 239; see also hterary
pragmarics
Romance languages, 58
rule, 30, 45, 67-K, 98, 178-9, 182-3,
191, 228, 337 n. 39
“First Rule Of Dealing With
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Autharities’, 150; see also maxim

of quantiry
constitutive vi. regulative, 101-2, 104
generated by, 65
‘people rules’, 1318
for speech acting see speech acrs,
conditions and rules

sanction on, 233
syntactic rules, 68, 228, 312, 333 0. 2
Russian, 73, 142, 244

SA see speech act
SAF see speech act formala
SAV see speech act verb
sanction see rule
sarcasm, 44, 112
Sayonara-sale, 187
scalar, 69, 336 n, 17
gliding scale, 51
Scandinavian, 164
scenario, 184, 194
sale, 187
see also seript
schizophasia see schizophrenic discourse
schizophrenic
discourse, 154-6, 308
patients, 154, 308
symptoms, 308
see also patient, instrtution
Scholastic see philosophy
school see education
sCience
pure, EE_E
mathematics, 19, 181
physics, 13, 182
scientific explanation, 182
see also methodology
script, 162, 183-4, 193, 237, 342 n. 83
idiosyneraric, 193
party-, 162
task-related plan, 184
restaurant, 145, 230
second language see language acquisition

second pair part se¢ conversation analysis

sclection see syntax
self
~contradiction see repair; conversation
analysis

~CIMTECTION $6¢ Tepair
-idemtifcanion see openings, telephone
exchange
-incriminanon, 301
-interruption see self-repair
~fEpaIT S&¢ TEpair
-selecthion see conversation analvsis
semantay, 334 o &
SEMANTIC
clash, 207
dustinctions, 105
presuppositions, 158
selection, 228
wrts, 110
waste-basker, 20
semantics, 86, 92, 207
abstract, 183
iatensional, 92
philosophical, 112
and syntax, 183
universal, 110
semanticism, 2
sentence, 115, 156
correct, 135
meaning, 43; see also lingwistic meaning
‘repeatable’ (Bakhtin), 199
sequence, 138, 144, 160-1, 190
backtracking, 150
independent, 144
insertion, 145-4
interrupred, 147
marked, 152
opening, 152
preempting, 146, 160, 168, 265
framework, 160
see also pre-sequence
‘serting-up’, 103, 113, 210-11, 334 n. 10;
see also pragmatic acts
gexism, 314
‘sexast flouting”, 203
macho, 149
{non-)sexist language, 314
see also gender, generic
shared
informanion, 113
knowledge see mutnal knowledge
‘shifver’, 53, 197, 337 0. 34, see also
adverb, deixis, pronoun
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sign, 4, 178, 19
and interpreter, 10
matural, 42, 46, 50
silence, 158, 277, 287, 330, 342 n. §4
duration, 277
pragmartic act, 279
see aiso prosody
simplicity see methodology
simulating see computer program
sincerity, 94, 286
condition and rule see speech acts;
conditions and rules
SITEATION
concrete, 220
context of, 94, 110
mformaricon about, 227
situated speech act, 94, 219
small ralk, 138; see also conversanon
smibey, 148; see also emoticon
social
SCOMIMERICative
relanons, 315
conditions, 125, 290, 294, 310
consciousness, 312
guilt behavior, 121
construction of reality, 115
context, 189, 214, 228, 295; zee aiso
context of society
defaule, 229
deixis, 275
discourse, 192
facts, linguistic construction of, 115
funcoion, 116
goals, 180
hierarchy see societal structure
inferiority, 274; see also societal
privilege
interaction, 10, 138
prestige se¢ social setring
relations see social setong, societal
structure
rales, 296
scene, 217
setring, 30, 312, 326
status see societal structure
stratification see societal structure
theory, 290; see also sociology
use of language, 303

socictal
change, 314
conditions se¢ condinons of society
context see context of socety
domination, 60, 190
empowerment, 217-8§
fabric, 190
impact, 279
injustice, 311=12; see also societal
privilege
INSEHUTIONS s8¢ Insttution
meold, 227
power, 194, 293
privilege, 50, 297, 311
presuppositions, 246
societally sensitive pragmarics, 289, 312
structare, 82, 115, 227, 297, 320, 126
sociolinguistcs, 5, 296
sociology, 9, 138, 290
mortality raves, 192
peer group, 290
rar race, 293
urban ghetto, 293
whire middle-class children, 250
some, 48
Spanish, 40, 59, 79, 149, 272, 310
speaker, 119, 197, 221
meaning, 42
see also hearer
speech
communty, 115
genre, 271
event, 219
speech time (ST), 241, 244
speech ace, 7, 30, 92, 98, 108, 117, 124,
135, 138, 149, 162-3, 1899,
215-17, 227-8, 237, 152, 161,
320, 326
canonical, 183
classification, 105, 117, 119-23
Austin vs, Searle, 124-6
criteria, 124
“splitters” vs. “lumpers’, 105
one-sentence-one-case principle, 1215
cross-cultural, 275, 280
force, 118, 157
formulae (SAF), 109
functions, 163
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hypothenical, 108

indirect, 111, 116-17, 136-7, 146, 158,

215

problem, 117, 21%; see glso hints
mterpretation of, 161
number of, 98, 105, 275
persecative, 124

rehabilitation, 124
see alsp pragmatic act
situated, 219
‘speech act thar isn't, 109, 284
structuring role of, 190
synchronized, 283
taxonomy, 120, 124
theory, 92, 135, 214
rypology, 118, 161
aniversal, 98

verbs (SAV], 106-9, 117-18, 124, 134,

158, 183, 234, J64
see also mdividual entries
speech acts, condinons and rules
‘connt as’, 96-8, 99, 190, 211, 216
essential condition, 100, 115
essential rule, 101

felicity conditions, 125-6, 160, 227, 233

mishring, 96, 339 0. 54
predictability, 141

preparatory condition, $9-100, 115,

115
preparatory rule, 101
sincerity, 186
sincenty condition, 100
sincerity rule, 101

speech acts, specific, 115, 212; see also

individual entries

stage play, 195, 248; see also fictional
space, character

Standard Average European/M™orth
Amencan (SAE), 182, 264

statement (act), 123, 136

strategies, 149, 214

structuare, 5, 22, 191

complexity, 152; see also dispreferred

of society see societal structure
student movement, 310
subject, 179, 342 o. 86
subjectivity, ‘considered’, 315
subjunctive see mood, verbal

suggestng, 115
summarizing devices, 142; see also
discourse markers
summons, 158, 342 g, 81
surface form, 111, 126
sushy, 207
Swedish, 110
symbaolic, 312
control, 295
representanion, 115
symmetry, false, 310; see also
manipulation
syntacuc, 39, 166, 182, 191
agreement, 312
classifcation, 105
rules, &8
well-formedness, 24, 32, 68, 181
see also correctness
syntacticism, 22
5-'!||'I'I|'.EI
boundaries of, 4
“clash’, 539
rules, 228, 333 0. 2
selection, 140
features, 20
SYSIEm
¥s. sirncture, 191
SYSICIIC S€€ CONStraints

taboo, 34, 74, 94, 249
tact, maxim of, 82; see also maxim
‘take-turm’, 225; see also body move
Tale-5pin see computer experiment
taxonomy, 1214

of speech acts, 118

see also classification
telegraphic seyle, 180
relephone

greeting, 133

interchange, 149-30, 197

ntrusion, 147-8

talk, 142

see glso conversation analysis
Ten Commandments, 103
tense, verbal, 54, 141-2

past, 244

future, 244

see also Hme
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Abelson, Robert P, 183, 230

Abildgaard, Nicolaj A., 332

Abraham, Patriarch, §2

Adam Homo, 312

Adams, Gerry, 260

Adorno, Theodor F, 313

Aeneas, Pius Pater, 272

Aesop, BE

Allen, Woody, 174

Allwood, Jens, 182, 223, 227, 341 n. 73

Amazdnia, JO8

Ameka, Fehx, 287

Amish, 100

Andersen, Sasha, 41

Antigua, 341 n. 73

Antonius, M., 58

Ariel, Mira, 87

Aristophanes, 345 n. 11

Aristotle, 33

Auerbach, Erich, 256

Augustine, Saint, 23

Ausren, Jane, 138, 155

Auster, Paul, 255

Austin, John L., 7, 22-3, 92, 95-6, 101,
1046, 117-23, 124-7, 138, 163, 189,
2213, 155, 339 0. 53

Bakhtin, Mikhail M., 199, 201, 271
Ballmer, Thomas, 11

Bar-Hillel, Yehoshua, 19
Bar-Lev, Col., 282

Bareson, Gregory, 118
Bathsheba (Uriah's wife), 57
Bauman, Richard, 219

Beckert, Samuel, fd

Beckmann, Howard B., 116
Benerton, 253

Benjamin, Walter, 315
Benjamins, john, 333 o 1
Berger, Peter L., 115, 328

Berlin Wall, 41

Bernsvein, Basil, 290, 294, 310
Bernstemn, Carl, 210

Bible, 186

Bickhard, Mark, 104

Biermann, Wolf, 41

Bilmes, Jack, 30, 45, 52, 138
Bismarck, Ooo von, 280
Blakemore, Diane, §3
Bleikasten, André, 246, 261, 344 n. 108
Bloomheld, Leonard, 27
Blum-Kulka, Shoshana, 276, 187
Boas, Franz, 30

Bolingee, Dwight D., 129, 303
Bolin, Alma, 33

Bourdien, Pierre, 318, 3143 p, 50
Borges, Jorge Lus, 194

Borurt, Silvana, 184




Name Index

387

Braga, Denise Béroli, 56

Brecht, Bertolt, 291

Brown, Penelope, 268, 338 n. 46

Brown, Roger, 41, 273

Biichner, Georg, 191

Bithler, Karl, 10, 53-4, 334 0. §

Bulgakov, Mikhail, 2434, 272, 144 p 99

Burgin, Diane, 344 n. 100

Bush, Gearge P, 192, 204, 209

Byart, Antonia 5., 169, 237, 240, 245,
344 n 101

Caesar, C. lulius, §2, 272

Caff, Claudia, xii, 176-8, 1834, 186,
189, 201

Camorra (Naples), 274

Camel, Joe, 344 n. 107

Campbell, Richard, 104

Carberry, Susan, 183

Caribbean, 182

Carlsberg, 253

Carnap, Rudolf, 23, 33, 53, 92, 333 . 3

Carpenter, Philip, xiv

Carroll, Lewis, 31, 89

Carthusians, 233

Casares, Julio, 39

Catherine the Great, Empress, 133

Cariline (L. Sergius Carilina), 272

Chafe, Wallace A.. 144 p. 193

Chinco, Giorgio de, 347, o 139

Charwin, Bruce, 156

Cheesman, Robin, 33

Chomsky, Noam A., 4, 5, 8, 19, 22, 25,
27,29, 67, 92, 207, 337 n. 39

Cicero, M. Tullius, 38, 272, 334 o, 10

Clark, Romy, 116

Clarke, David, 13, 86, 136

Clement XIV, Pope, 213

Clinton, Bill, 127-8, 344 . 107

Cooper, David, xi

Cooren, Frangaois, 106

Copenhagen, 154

Cortdzar, Julio, 79, 259

Cray, Simon, 34 p. 94

Cutler, Ann, 338 . 42

David, King, 57
Davidson, Brad, 116

Delillo, Don, 17, 255, 258
Denmark, 298

Descartes, René, 220

Dominicans, 31

Donne, John, 223, 246, 344 n 101
Donati’s comer, 129

Dostoyevski, Fyodor M., 72, 72
Dupré, Lows, 312

Duranti, Alessandro, 94, 178, 274
Diirrenmatt, Friedrich, 326

Dyce, William, 287, 129

Eco, Umberto, 194, 253, 136 n. 32
Edelson, Danny, 26

Edison, Thomas A., 31

Egner, Thorbjarn, 328

Ehrlich, Susan, 241

Eisenstein, Sergey, 141

Elgin, Suzette Haden, 325, 345 n, 109
Emerson, Caryl, 199, 137
Emerson, Ralph Waldo, 137
Enfield, Nick, 343 n. 91

Engels, Friedrich, 312

Enninger, Wemnes, 277, 279
Ennius, Q., 334 o, 10

Entebbe {Uganda), 282

Euchd, &7

Ezckiel, Prophet, 111

Fairclough, Norman, xi, 214, 316-17,
319-20

Fasold, Raiph ]., 333 o 4

Faulkner, Willam, 243, 250, 260-1

Felman, Shoshana, 246

Felix, Governos, 137

Fillmore, Charles ]., 197

Firth, Alan, xi

Firth, . R., 30

Fisch, Max, 345 n. 116

Fishman, Joshua, 30

Fludernik, Monika, 241, 154

Foucault, Michel, 191-2

Founding Fathers, 21

Fowler, Roger, 315§

Fowles, John, 194

Frank, Francine W., 308, 312, 346 n. 111

Frankel, Richard, 116

Frankfurt School, 315
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Fraser, Bruce, 18, 24, 65, 75, 89, 181,
325,342 nn. 75, 78

Frege, Friedrich Ludwig Gortlob, xiii

Freire, Paulo, 291, 293

French Revolution, 268

Genette, Gérard, 247, 250, 343 n. 97

Gazdar, Gerald, 30, 69, 76, 178, 335 o
16, 336 n. 27, 339 n. 49

Germany, 278

Gesualdo, Prince of Venosa, 79

Gibson, James J., 219-20

Giddens, Anthony, 104

Gill, Satinder P, 223, 226

Gilman, Albert, 41, 273

Goethe, Johann Wolfgang von, 256

Goffman, Erving, 11, 30, 74, 115, 146,
301, 308, 320

Good, David, 223-4

Goodwin, Charles M., 217

Gorayska, Barbara, 11, 343 n. 93

Goropios Becanus, 167

Gramsci, Antonio, 319

Greeks, Ancient, 266

Green, Georgia M., 77, 82, 200,
345 n. 117

Gregersen, Frans, 290

Grice, H. Paul, 22, 24, 73-4, 79, 82-5,
151, 180, 269, 336 nn. 24, 32

Griffins vs. California, 278

Gu, Yoeguo, 223

Gudykuonst, William B., 269

Gumperz, John, 278, 343 n. 89

Gundel, Jeanetre, 57, 87, 345 n. 114

Gustavus Adolphus, King, 311

Haberland, Hartmus, xiii, 8, 338 n. 45,
176

Habermas, Jirgen, 315

Hajicovd, Eva, 87

Hakurakes Comer, 330

Halliday, M. A. K., 30, 146, 194, 240,
342 0. 79, Mén. 128

Hanks, William, 199, 220

Ha-Notsn, Yeshuoa, 272

Harris, Roy, 343 n. 92

Hasan, Rugaiva, 194, 240, 342 n. 79

Haugen, Einar, 311

Haviland, John, 270-1

Hawn, Goldie, 208

Heath, Christian, 227

Heidegger, Martin, 216

Helen of Troy, 58

Hellsping, Lennart, 160

Henry VI, King, 33940 n. 54

Hill, Susan, 329, 347 n. 136

Hindmarsh, Jon, 227

Hinkelman, Eizabeth, 87

Hijelmslew, Louis, 19, 27, 67, 110, 268

Hockett, Charles, 27

Holberg, Ludvig, 211

Homer, 256

Horace (). Horatius Flaccus), 272

Horkheimer, Theodor, 315

Horn, Lawrence R., 823, 220,
336 n. 31, 343 n. 87

Hurmanae Vitae (Encychca), 30

Husserl, Edmund, 53

Hymes, Dell, 30

Idi Amin, 282

lgnatius Loyola, Saint, 233

International Pragmatics Association,
IPrA, 3

lshiguro, Kazuo, 259

lsrael, 282-3

Ivanic, Roz, 317, 320

Jackson, Sally, 160, 210, 213, 216-17,
227 i

Jacobs, Scott, 160, 210, 213, 216-17, 227

Jacquemet, Marco, 174

Jakobson, Roman, 10, 143, 137 n. 34,
Mln 74

James, Saint, 340 n. 5§

James, Wilham, 106

Janks, Hilary, 317, 320

Janney, Richard M., xiii, 147

Japan, 121, 286

Japan MNational Railways, 335 n. 22

Jaworski, Adam, 222

Jefferson, Gail, 138, 147

Jennings, Bridger, wiv

Jespersen, Onto, 337 n. 34

Jesuirs, 32, 233

Jesus Chnist, 336 n. 29
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John, Saint, 191, 199, 306
Jobn Paul 11, Pope, 91
Johnson, Mark, 306
Joseph 1I, Emperor, 233
Jourdan, Christine, 292
Joyee, James, 260

Jucker, Andreas, xii, 82
Judge, A. J. N., 303

KDD (kokwu-den-den), 180
Kafka, Franz, 328

Kallmeyer, Werner, 217

Kant, Immanuel, 156, 218, 220
Karttunen, Lauri, 28, 58

Kasper, Dawid, 34, 204

Kasper, Gabriele, 276, 338 n. 45
Kaw, Jerry J., §

Keating, Elizabeth, xiii, 94, 182, 340 n.

1.3
Keenan, Edward, 51
Keenan, Elinor Ochs, 76, 182
Keesing, Roger, 292
Kempson, Ruth, 201
King, Robert [, 146
Kiparsky, Paul and Carol, 335 n. 19
Kirkeby, Per, 332, 347 n. 139
Kissinger, Henry, 2921
Kittay, Eve, 13
Kjzrbeck, Susanne, 140
Kinigsberg, 156
Kramarae, Cheris, 116
Kroeger, Alfred, 338 n. 41
Kuhn, Thomas, 4
Komatoridam, Tersuo, 263
Kunst-Gnamus, Olga, 75, 80
Kuorzon, Denmis, xiii, 96, 221-2, 279

Labov, William, 9

Lacoste, Michéle, 116, 299

Laing, R. D, xi

Lakoff, George, 4, 12, 25-6, 306-7,
335 n. 14

Lakoff, Robin, 335 n. 17

Lancaster School, 216

Law, Sylvia, 205

Lawrence, D. H,, 239

Le Page, Robert, 166

Leech, Geoffrey, 7, 21=2, 47-8, 50, 64,

68-70, 76, 78, 80-1, 83, 117, 178,
180, 335 n. 14, 336 n. 24, 339 n. 54,
340 nn. 58, 60, 341 n. 67

Lehtonen, Jaakko, 141, 270

Leibniz, Gottfried Wilhelm von, 19, 268

Lermontov, Mikhail Yu, 238-9

Lerner, Gene, 140, 143

Levinson, Stephen C., 10, 23, 25, 44-5,
50, 74, 76, 79, 94, 113, 136, 152, 157,
161=2, 178, 197, 199, 213, 215, 217,
228, 268, 333 n. 2, 335 n. 16

Lewis, Dawvid, 91

Lilli, Laura, 1594

Lodge, David, 12, 143

London School of Pragmatics, 83

Luckmann, Thomas, 115, 328

Luke, Saint, 246, 268

Luke, Allan, 56

Lucy, John A., 176

Lyons, Sir John, 22, 341 n. 74

Macedo, Donaldo, 293

Madvig, Johan Nicolai, 42

Malinowski, Bromislaw, 30, 341 n. 74

Manistee, Mich, 337 n. 41

Mariboro Man, 344 n, 107
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Mirquez, Gabriel Garcia, 301, 346 n.
127

Martinet, André, 181

Marx, Karl, 312, 315

Matthew, Saint, 77, 95, 330, 331, 336 n.
25, M7 n. 137
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McCarmey, Paul, 249
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Mclnerney, lan, 341 n. 71

Mechan, James, 88

Megiddo, Plains of, 111

Meseguer, Alvaro G, 16, 335 n. 21

Mey, Alexandra R., xii, 48

Mey, Ingee, xin, 78, 337 n. 37
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1801, 194-5, 229, 236-7, 245, 253,
267, 293, 302, 306, 308, 312-13, 318,
320, 343 n. 93, 344 n. 101

Mey, Sara K., 72-3
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Samnt-Exupéry, Antoine de, 253

Sajavaara, Kari, 141, 270

Samuel, Prophet, 57

Saussure, Ferdinand de, 178

Saville-Troike, Muriel, 279

Sawada, Harumi, xiii

Schank, Roger C., 11, 26, 183, 230

Schegloff, Emanuel, 141, 147-8, 131

Schickel, Richard, xi

Schiffrin, Deborah, 174, 198

Schiller, Friedoich, 256

Schmaetrerer, Jack B., 128
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Schorr, Damel, 127
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Scollon, Ron and Suzie, 74, 277

Scorm, Walrer, 53, 194

Searle, John R., xiia, 7, 22, 92-4, 104,
112-14, 117-24, 181, 339 nn. 51, 53,
34] p 65
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Sewell, Fiona, xiv

Shakespeare, William, 237, 344 p. 104

Sherzer, Joel, 219

Shibatani, Masayoshi, 337 o, 36
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343 n B9
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136 o 20
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Stalnaker, Robert, 1835

Stalpers, Judith, 335 o, 15

Stent, Gunther, 347 n, 138
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Stevenson, William, 282

Stohl, Cyarhia, 191, 244
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Sereeck, Jirgen, 227
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Ting-Toomey, Stella, 269
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Praise for the first edition
“Strongly recommended reading for those with an interest in pragmatics,
and certainly for those requiring an up-to-date and user-friendly
pragmatics textbook.”

Australian Journal of Linguistics

This is a succinet introduction to the rapidly developing field of
pragmatics = the study of language from the point of view of its users, of
the choices they make, the constraints they encounter in using language in
social imteraction. and the effects their use of language has on other
participants in cOnmumcanion.

The book reviews the work of Austin, Grice, Searle, Levinson and others
and examines the implicit meaning of everyday conversation, as well as the
social importance and determination of our individually performed
‘pragmaric acts’.

In this updated and thoroughly revised edition, Mey extends the treatment
of metapragmatic phenomena w what is often referred 10, in the US
anthropological-pragmatic tradition, by the term ‘indexing’. He has also
given full-fledged treatment o his theory of Pragmatic Acts (including
‘embodiment’), and has included new chapters on literary pragmatics and
pragmatics across cultures. The final chapter on social aspects of
pragmatics covers extensive recent research in what has come to be named
the ‘critical’ orientation of the discipline.

Jacob L. Mey
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Southern Denmark, Odense Main Campus. In 1977 he founded. with
Hartmut Haberland, the Journal of Pragmatics, of which he is the chief
editor. He was awarded an honorary doctorate from the University of
Zaragoza, Spain in 1992, His latest publications include The Concise
Encyclopedia of Pragmatics (editor, 19'93} and When Foices Clash:
A Study in Literary Pragmatics (1999,
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