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The role of context in
interpretation

2.1 Pragmatics and discourse context

In Chapter 1, we emphasised that the discourse analyst
necessarily takes a pragmatic approach to the study of language in
use. Such an approach brings into consideration a number of issues
which do not generally reccive much attention in the formal
linguist’s description of sentential syntax and semantics. We noted,
for example, that the discourse analyst has to take account of the
context in which a piece of discourse occurs, Some of the most
obvious linguistic elements which require contextual information
for their interpretation are thecdeictic formsyuch as here, now, 1,
vou, this and that. In order to interpret these elements in a piece of
discourse, it is necessary to know (at least) who the speaker and
hearer are, and the time and place of the production of the
discourse. In this chapter we shall discuss these and other aspects of
contextual description which are required in the analysis of dis-
course.

There are, however, other ways in which the discourse analyst’s
approach to linguistic data differs {rom that of the formal linguist
and lcads to a specialised use of certain terms. Because the analyst 18
investigating the use of language in context by a speaker/ writer, he
is more concerned with the relationship between the speaker and
the utterance, on the particular occasion of use, than with the
potential relationship of one sentence to another, regardless of
their use. That is, in using terms such as reference, presup-
position, implicature and inference, the discourse analyst is
describing what speakers and hearers are doing, and not the
relationship which exists between one sentence or proposition and

another.
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2.1 Pragmatics and discourse context
The role of context in f""f-”p;-em tion

2.1.1 Reference.

In presenting the traditional semantic view of referen
Lyons (1968: 404) says that ‘the relationship which holds betwegy
words and things is the relationship of reference ;. words refey
things’. This traditional view continues to be expressed in tho
linguistic studies (e.g. lexical semantics) which describe the e
tionship between a language and the world, in the absence
Ianguagc-users. Yet, Lyons, N a more recent statement on t
nature of reference, makes the following point: ‘it is the speakey
who refers (by using some appropriate expression): he invests the

¢f expression with reference by the act of referring’ (1977: 177). It is
exactly this latter view of the '

discourse analyst has to appeal t
pragmatic concept of reference j

“referring” is not something an
that someone can use

ed and speaker B, in her question, indu:gtes ll?:,t :EZ
gt his presupposition. We shall take Ehe.V{e\V .

 has accePlc‘i:.thl.},ffar;’im)rcquireti in discourse analysis is p.ragfna;:c
| notion ! ﬂemﬂI;],}L)t—hartm-t; ‘defined in_terms of assumptions the
I bout wi]at the hearer is likf_l_}_'_t_qﬂg_c_gg_gth_wﬂn_hgm_
: cali?}f___f‘}?‘}‘.f?_?- UIE—}EKS'J)”TEF%EH& of assumed ‘com'm.on
gb_ﬂl‘}}']g?-' ----(1(’:‘;2':1;)‘“(1 in such a characterisation of presuppos.ltlon
groun ltiafsfiund in this definition by Stalnaker (1978: 321):
g 'C' s are what is taken by the speaker to be the common ground
E;ﬁ:&pﬁ::tlit?;:is in the conversation.

i indi urce of
ice that, in both these quotations, the indicated so
Notice ' _ L |
: ositions is the speaker. . . P
pTZSUPP uently, we shall, as with reference, avoid att o che
. , : 1o 18, we can s
‘uppt?sitions to sentences Or Propositions. Tfhtr ;hc i o
]Pr::ll ractical use, in the analysis of discourse, c()l he notton o
IIt 'ca}l) presupposition which Keenan (1971: 45) des :
ogl 8 §
following way: B
3 logi oses a sentence S' just In caae_‘f’) logically
A sentence 5 logically presupp 8 e ealh implios S
implies 8" and the negation of 5, ~ 3, also log

n Strawson’s (1950) claim that

expression does; it js something

an expression to do’; and in Searle's view that

+ 'in the sense in which speakers refer, expressions do not refer any |
more than they make promises or give orders’ (1979: 155). Thus, in &

discourse analysis, reference

the speaker /

18 treated as an action on the part of
writer. In the following con
shall say, for example, that speaker A
and /e to refer to one individual and

refer to another. We will not, for exan

versational fragment, we 1
uses the expressions my uncle 4

my mother’s sister and she 1o E
ple, say that ke ‘refers to’ my

55 resent it bC!O\\'
]f we tak(‘. thC fil'St sentence Uf extract (I) as 5, and p (C ) d lh
as (23.) we can 3150 pl esent thC negatlon 0[ E;, as 21) , dn (&
’

logical presupposition, S, as (2c¢).
[ i Canada.
. My uncle is coming home from b
d. ¥ oul by . : o,
° b. My uncle isn’t coming home from Canad
& A: my uncle’s coming home from Canada on Sunday +

he's due in +

how long has he been away for or has
away? :
A: Oh no they lived in Canada eh he w
mother’s sister + + well she'’
of years now +

c. I have an uncle. i
B- BesE b Following Keenan’s definition, we can say :hal‘ (,?_a) logically
: 1€ Just been resupposes (2¢) because of constancy undc_r negatio he negative
: I‘;Io&[;w-er, it seems rather unnecessary to m.trOdhu-CCl;c{ween (2a)
sentence (2b) into a consideration of t}?e re]a“ml‘\stetilpearlicr in (1).
and (2c) which arises in the conversation prlcs:? the speaker has an
Though it may not be common knowledge t Tionconlrowrsml, in-
uncle, it is what Grice (1g81: 190) u:rn\fl se to say my uncle
formation. Moreover, since the speaker ¢ ]U::t assume she didn't
rather than / have an uncle and he .. ., wivmhlt she appears to be
feel the need to assert the lpfon:s::m;;m,,g ;mm Canada. Given
:]Ef‘;eninegrtiforlhatth‘r:h:fieze:{:?1111 ::cfshoui consider the dental of this
15 ass ’

as married to my
s been dead for number

The complex nature of discourse refere

nce will be investigated in
greater detail in Chapters 5 and 6.

2.1.2 Presupposition

In the preceding conversational fragment (1),

we shall
at speaker A treats the information that she

also say th has an uncle
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assertion in order to find out whether there s a presupposition in

what the speaker has not asserted seems particularly counterintui- |

tive.

The introduction of the negative sentence (2b) into a considera-
tion of (2a) creates an additional problem. For example, it has been
suggested (cf. Kempson, 1975) that a sentence $tch as (2d) 1s a
perfectly reasonable sentence of English and undermines the
argument for logical presupposition, as it is defined above,

(2d) My uncle isn't coming home from Canada because I don't have
an uncle,

Sentences like (2d) always seem typical of utterances made by a
speaker to deny another speaker’s presupposition in a rather
aggressive way, Yet the circumstances in which (2d) might be
uttered are likely to be quite different from those in which the first
sentence of extract (1) was uttered. The speakers, we may suggest,
would have different Presuppositions, in the two situations. [f we
rely on a notion of speaker, or pragmatic, presupposition, we can
simply treat (ac) as a presupposition of the speaker in uttering
(2a). Sentences (2b) and (2d) do not come into consideration at
all.

In support of a view that hearers behave as if speakers’ presup-
positions are to be accepted, there is the rather disturbing evidence
from Loftus’ study (1975) of answers to leading questions. After

watching a film of a car accident some subjects were asked the two
questions in (3).

(3) a. How fast was car A going when it turned right?
b. Did you see a stop sign?

We can note that one of the speaker-presuppositions in asking (3a)
is that car A turned right. A number (35%) answered yes to
question (3b). Another group of subjects were asked the questions
in (4). :

(4) a. How fast was car A going when it ran the stop sign?
b. Did you sec a stop sign?

One of the speaker-presuppositions in asking (4a) is that car A ran

the stop sign. In this situation, a significantly larger group (53%)
answered yes to question (4b).
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It is worth noting that a number of subjects did not answer the b

question in terms of truth or falsehood of fact, but according to

what the speaker, in asking the precedir}g qugstion, hac? appcarcd to
presuppose. (For a more detailfzd discussion of this issue, see
Loftus, 1975 and Loftus & Zanni, 1975.) o .

We shall reconsider the notion of presupposition in section 3.3.2,
but generally avoid the complex arguments \\'rhlch revolve around
the presuppositions of sentences and propositions. (See the con-
tributions and bibliography in Oh & Dineen (eds.) 1979.)

2.1.3  Implicatures .

The term ‘implicature’ is used by Grice (1975-) to account
for what a speaker can imply, suggest, or mean, as d:su‘nct f::om
what the speaker literally says. There are convenhon‘al implica-
tures which are, according to Grice, determined by ‘the conven-
tional meaning of the words used” (1975: 44). In the following
example (5), the speaker does not directly assert thal one propt?rl:y
(being brave) follows from another property (t?elng an En.gl,m -
man}, but the form of expression used conventionally implicates
that such a relation does hold.

(5) He is an Enghshman, he is, therefore, brave,

If it should turn out that the individual in questiqn is an English-
man, and not brave, then the implicature is m:slaken,‘ but ic
utterance, Grice suggests, need not be false. For a fuller discussion
of conventional implicature, see Karttunen & Peter_s (1979).‘

Of much greater interest to the discourse analyst is the notion of
conversational implicature which is dcriw;d frorp a general
principle of conversation plus a number'of maxims which Speakttl's
will normally obey. The general principle is call‘ed the C‘oopefa-
tive Principle which Grice (1975: 45) presents in the following
terms:

Make your conversational contribution such as 1s (cquircd, at Itli‘lc stage; a;
which 1t occurs, by the accepted purpose or direction of the talk exchang
in which you are engaged.

i BHE i hi upport this
The conversational conventions, or maxims, which supp
principle are as follows:
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Quantity: Make y

more informative than is required.

Quality:
not say that for which you
evidence.

Relation: Be relevant.

Manner: Be perspicuous,

Avoid obscurity of expression.

Avoid ambiguity.,

Be brief (avoid unnecessary prolixity).

Be orderly,

Grice does not suggest that this is an exhaustive Jist
maxim such as Be polite is also n
weight should be attached to e
“maxim of manner,

~he notes that a
ormally observed ~ nor that equal
ach of the stated maxims, (The
for example, does not obviously apply to
primarily interactional conversation.) We might observe that the
instruction Be relevant seems to cover all the other instructions.
However, by providing a description of the norms speakers operate
with in conversation, Grice makes it possible to describe what types

of meaning a speaker can convey by ‘flouting’ one of these maxims.

This flouting of a maxim results in the speaker conveying, in

addition to the literal meaning of his utterance, an additional

meaning, which is a conversatjonal implicature. As a brief exarple,

we can consider the following exchange:

(6) A: T am out of petrol.
B: There is a garage round the corner.
In this exchange, Grice (1975: 51)

infringing the instruction Be relevant i
a fact about the world via the literal m

suggests that B would be
f he was gratuitously stating
caning of his utterance. The

the corner, but also wil]

note that, in order to arrive at the implic
certain facts about the world,
round the comer is not a great

ature, we have to know
that garages sell petrol, and that
distance away. We also have to

3z

Do not say what you believesto be false. Do

lack adequate 7

4

our contribution as informative as is |
required (for the current purposes of the §
exchange). Do not make your contribution |

2.1 Pragmatics and discourse context

- . (
terpret A’s remark not only as a description of a particular cl;tate gf
n;;"jri but as a request for help, for instance. Onf:c the -.u;a }"blbn[
o d:ed meaning goes beyond the literal meaning of the ‘se :
mten : .
" es-on-the-page’, a vast number of related issues have to ‘
: ) : . . : r
Lnf]sidcred We shall investigate some of these 1ssues in the cours
co . _ ;
of this book, particularly in Chapters 6 anﬁl 7 e
As a brief account of how the term 1mp.hcature is us .
liscourse analysis, we have summarised the important poin fica
> o ; ) )
fGri(:e's. proposal. We would like to emphasise the fact tl’ga{t m'?? o
) . - a
tures are pragmatic aspects of meaning and have t.;]ertam i« e:tnlllal .
L 1 1 ived from the conventio
i They are partially derive ve
et meiadt s d in a speaific context
i ' utterance, produced in a sp
literal meaning of an et
which is shared by the speaker and the hcarer,f arll]d d(c:pcngrativc
the Coop
iti eaker and the hearer o
recognition by the sp s
inci i axi FFor the analyst, as we
Principle and its maxims. it i
1 impli es must be treated as inherently
conversational implicatur e i
“ 1 ive from a supposition that the sp :
minate since they dertve ! the spet e
1 ' ¢ Coopera
| ' 2onv 1eaning and of obeying
intention of conveying n ob Sanpe i
Inci i lyst has only limited access
Principle. Since the analy ! : i A
31 s behaving, in
i r how sincerely he was 2,
speaker intended, o e mear i he
] i > fragment, any claims reg
roduction Of d discourse : e ln
:Jmplica{ures identified will have the status O}f, mlerpreli:;o o
’ i ' rently s
' se analyst is not in the appa :
this respect, the discourse a b 5
inguist w g of the language w
it formal linguist who has ‘rules he
g is in th sition of the hearer
isfi t rather, is in the pos
are or are not satisfied, bu , ® pos ‘ :
1 ] S o not, make
i f the discourse which do, or oty
who has interpretations o . i
sense. (For a more detailed treatment of conversational impli
ture, see Levinson, forthcoming.)

2.1.4 Inference | ‘
! Since the discourse analyst, like the hearer, has no direct

ceess to a speaker’s intended meaning in producing an utterance,
he of ‘ i rrive at an
ocess of inference to a
he often has to rely on a pr ‘ b o
etween utte
i i or for the connections
interpretation for utterances . _ ot
anccsp Such inferences appear to be of different ](ITIC.’S. It rri );ion
the case that we are capable of deriving a specuffc clo1;cr:nce
: i i ‘¢ Infe
(7¢) from specific premises (7a) ancll (7b), via deductn{.q nlere wé
but we are rarely asked to do so in the everyday disc
encounter.
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The role of context in interpretation

(7) a, [f it's sunny, it's warm.
b. It's sunny,
¢. So, 1it's warm.

We are more likely to operate with a rather loose form of inferenc- 1
M . : Ty . : .
ing which leads us to believe that the hats and coats mentioned in
(8) belong to visitors to the house which has the dresser n its

kitchen.

(8) in the kitchen there was a huge dresser and when anyone
went in you see + the hats and coats were all dumped on this
dresser

It may be, of course, that such an inference is wrong, but, as
discourse processors, we seem to prefer to make inferences which
have some likelihood of being justified and, if some subsequent
information does not fit in with this inference, we abandon it and
form another. As an illustration of this, consider the following
sexample (9), taken from Sanford & Garrod (1981: 10):

(9) John was on his way to school.

If we were to take a formal view of the entailments of such a
declarative sentence (like that, for example, expressed in Smith &
Wilson, 1979: 150f.), we would be obliged to accept as entailments
a set of sentences which would include the following:

(10) a. Someonce was on his way to school,
b. John was on his way to somewhere.
c. Someone was on his way to somewhere,

This view of what we infer from reading (9) will only provide us
with a limited insight into how readers interpret what they read.
Most readers report that they infer from (g) that John is a
schoolboy, among other things. When sentence (9) 1s followed later
in the same text by sentence (11), readers readily abandon their

original inference and form another, for example that John is a
schoolteacher,

(11) Last week he had been unable to control the class.

In order to capture this type of inference, which is extremely
common n our interpretation of discourse, we need a relatively
34

2.2 The context of situation

e notion of inference based on socio-cultural knowledge. Gum-
o ) presents an extended discussion of the typeslof factors
'}le('”gl?; Ilhis type of pragmatic, as opposed to 10gl(ta‘l,.ll'lfer€'.l‘l{3t:.
‘\[\‘fiosl‘lzll discuss the influence of inference in more detail in Chapter

‘ i new whi i at the
: .nt, we simply present a view which claims that
B oo sl el mplicature and inference must be
eference, presupposition, i , ' ‘
e in th lysis of discourse. These
[ 3 ‘ sis of discourse.
tic concepts in the analy :
treated as pragma cep ‘ it e
terms will be used to indicate relationships between d1si:‘ »
: : i is se. Si matic u
participants and elements in the discourse. Since tl;f ‘}):agld‘ ¢ e
] i in which a discours
s 1s closely tied to the context 1n
of these terms 1s closely 1€ i e
oceurs, we shall now investigate what aspects of contex
! . . . . el
considered in undertaking the analysis of discours

2.2 The context of situation e ecome
Since the beginning of the 1970s, linguists have %
! ] ' terpreta-
increasingly aware of the importance of context in lht.f intery -
implicati i accou
tion of sentences. The implications of taking context into
are well expressed by Sadock (1978: 281): f |
i ronts the
There is, then, a serious mcthodqlogmal problem thfatv;iotna s e
advocate of linguistic pragmatics. Given some aspccts% 0 l\d[ z:he wentence
i > wh s
i i wext, is that aspect part o ‘
conveys in a particular context, e O L
conveys in virtue of its meaning . . . of should 1t be i»:]orl;? i
basis of Gricean principles from the rest of ttu: meaning
and relevant facts of the context of utterance!

I s on
If we are to begin to consider the second part of ]thu-, ??c;‘ls "
i : > ‘ ant fa
seriously we need to be able to specify whbalt are the. redc:nmeore
’. The same problem is raised by :
the context of utterance. . Himore
(1977: 119) when he advocates a methodology to which a dis
analyst may often wish to appeal: |
) ' )
The task is to determine what we can know about the meamnghand C?lll:fed
fl:fn Jtlc;ancc given only the knowledge that thp utteranu:l 'ab“(:gzl:ate!y
’ [ find that whenever I notice some sentence in F:oni:ext, tnnt Nt
fmd myself asking what the effect would have been if the contex
slightly different. -
i er
In order to make appeal to this methodology, which is v yi
15t ilosophi i 510N, we neec
commonly used in linguistic and philosophical discusml))n, A
to know what it would mean for the context to D¢ g
ditferent’.
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2.2.1 Features of context
Consider two invented scena
utterance is produced by two distinct speakers.

(a) speaker: a young mother, hearey: her mother-in-law, |

two-year-old son chasing ducks and the mother-in-law

has just remarked that her son, the child’s father, was

rather backeward 4t this age. The young mother says:

I'do think Adams quick

(b) speaker: a student, hearers: a set of students, place:
sitting round a coffee table in the refectory, time: evening
in March 1¢80. John, one of the group, has just told 2

joke. Everyone laughs except Adam. Then Adam laughs.
One of the students says:

I do think Adam’s quick

(In each case phonological prominence

Clearly we can do a formal analysis or
cases, the speaker says of Adam that
however, that the utterances in the contexts of situation in which
they are cited, would be taken to convey very different messages. In
(a) we shall simplistically assume that the referents of 7 and Adam
are fixed by spatio-temporal co-ordinates. This ‘Adam’ is being
compared (or contrasted), favourably, with his father. Quick, may
be interpreted, in the context of hackward, as meaning something
like ‘quick in developing’.

In (b) different referents for / and Adam are
temporally. This ‘Adam’ s being comp
with his father and favourably, but with the set of other students
unfavourably. In this case quick must be interpreted as heaning

something like ‘quick to understand / react / see the joke’. Moreove
since it is said in a context where

18 placed on Adam.)
1 these tokens and, in both
he is quick. It is clear,

fixed spatio-
ared (or contrasted) not

r’
Adam has just manifestly failed (o
react to the punch-line as quickly as the set of other students, the
speaker (given this type of speaker to this type of hearer in this
type of surroundings) will be assumed not o be intending to

tell an untruth, byt to be implicating the opposite of what she has
said.
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r1os in which an identical 1

2.2 The context of situation

ine i inci ' what aspects of
Is it possible to determine in any prmm_p]ed way what aspe o
text of situation are relevant to these different interpretations
contex

ions?
' ' on two occasions? B
same ‘utterance’ on ) |
lh; R. Firth (regarded by many as the founder of modern British
inguisti ked:
linguistics) remarked: - R
5 eanin
icians are apt to think of words and propositions as havmgf Sril{ua[iof
LUECth in themselves, apart from participants in clomcxls ?Lhat o
3o i 5 . 1 sugges s
: eem to be necessary : :
peakers and listeners do not s ¢ g ARGl
h}ﬁ:::ld not be entirely dissociated from tlhc soc:lall{ cmlllu\t ;zc\::hzu[d o
‘ : i :n langu :
i : Il texts in modern spoke ‘
‘tion and that therefore all te ’ : e
f::::;:;ied as having "the implication of utterance’, and be referred to typ
T ) B .
rtici i : ontext of situation.
participants in some generalised co e 82
T I ‘social
“irth, then, was concerned to embed the utterance n Fllc i
e : ' 3 anings in specified social
context’ and to generalise across meaning e
oiite; incipled description
ts. He sed an approach to the princip
contexts. He proposec on el
such contexts which bears a close resemblance to more re
descriptions which we shall go on to examine:

My view was, and still is, that ‘context of situau‘on‘ is bcs:{ éﬁi?e:tsg‘;
suitable schcmatic_cqnstrucl tolapﬁlll};]:::; Irs;rllitil;ﬁclﬁch::]?o_w.“;g, .
Siu*;a[i%‘nhi[):e}::g::lts‘flcca:::;g E{rll?f:tilcipapl_s: persons, personalitics.
- (i) The verbal action of the parucrpaptls. -
(1)) The non-verbal action of the participants.
B. The relevant objects,

et of the verbal action, _ e
C.\ngycrfgt:gh parallel to this sort of context can be found in language
A

i i ilway station and the
manuals providing the learner with a picture of the rall}\\ a;;:t;a::(iz il
i relling by train. It 1s very rough. S P
crative words for travelling by : B g
(\]\E)ithalhc grammatical rules, and is based on the repetitive rout
initiated persons in the society ll:llld.cr (le?clr‘:p;:;]q:m.appmwh il
57: ) : ctical application of F 8 ach,
(1957: 182; for a practic
1957.)
181 ' anc ethno-
An approach similarly emphasising the 1m};;0rmnec of ;lir:ies -
‘ icativ 'nts within communit 8
Ic Vi unicative events wit .
raphic view of comm C ‘ i . ol
%EC?‘I developed by Hymes in a series of articles. llymT.s V'lte' e
} 1 In
role of context in interpretation as, on the one hand, limi U%[mg
' 'r, as su
range of possible interpretations and, on the other, as supp
: .
the intended interpretation:

' tf1 ings. A context can
The use of a ]inguislic form identifies a range of p1c;11111:1g§.n:\3 e
u )imrl a rangé of meanings, When a form 1s used 1
suj
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se the form}

the meaningsg|
sc the context can support, '

(Hymes, 1962, quoted in Wootton,

Hymes (1964) sets about specify
may be relevant to the identificati
Way reminiscent of Fireh's.
‘persons’ participating

1975+ 44)]
ing the featuges of context which
on of a type of speech event in
Like Firth, he seizes first on the |
in the speech event. Generalising gyer ,

1€ recipient of the 3
dience, since the |
specification of the
given Communica- |
nalyst to imagine wha that
Knowledge of his addressee |

ectations even furthey. Thus, if you
is the prime minister or the

utterance. (Later H
presence of overhear
speech event.) Knoy

tive event makes possible for the 4
Particular person s likely to say,
constrains the analyst’s exp
know the speaker

ymes also distinguishes au
€IS may contribute to the
vledge of the addressor in g

If you know, further, what is being talked about, Hy

mes’ category
of topic, your expectations wil]

be further constrained. If then you
have information about the setting, both in terms of where the

event is situated in Place and time, angd In terms of the physical

relations of the interactants with respeet to posture and gesture and

facial expression, your €xXpectations will be stj]] further limited.
The remaining features of ymes discusses (in

1964) inc (how is contact
d — by speech,
» or dialect,

sed), message-form (what form js
intended — chat, debate, Sermon, fairy-tale, sonnet, love-letter,

etc.) and event (the nature of (he communicative eyent within
which a genre may be embedded — thus a sermon or Prayer may be
part of the larger event, a church service). In later recensions
Hymes adds other features, for example key (which involves

as it a good sermon, a pathetic explanation, ete.)

or style of language is being u

, and

2.2 The context of situation

e (what did the participants intend should come about as a
f;;:;ﬁ‘):f g e e"i‘;;)[-ual features should be regarded
Hymes intcn{dls t:i:é?i??ei?::res are regarded. Just as a ;;)tllom:tt:;
e ge?er: E’om the general phonetic features availa e, o
e v e{i’ ‘b:'fabr'a! and stop, but not lateral, to chan:actcrlfual
e T’O’f:‘v’ : ts, the analyst may choose from the Lunt\cx‘ive
g h.uggeieszsary to characterise a particular comrnt(lln:cgl d
. lhOSC:}T‘- honetician may wish to make a more detat ?O;
i Jus%'fa's' n!isl:‘ription of the [b] under cons1dcrat:c;rr1l,ISi0“
o )Té)’:‘;:nl;ioning delayed onset of voicing an(fiizn;::hz)c;rapher
of the ' ' re, SO may .
it d_‘-“"“g theo?il;:((izoorftz:li:l f‘eatures n great detafl.”Wc
i Sl:)'r}]c oint. Hymes’ features constitute esscnt!zt yba
Sha“kfttu::hi[:ht\x::muﬁ,d enable a visiting ethnograpiw‘r 'tsoj:r;r\oies};
hicot ! > unicative event i roce
hcgmmclz::ka(jl?fczttl:znd‘::l?lreo? :ﬁ:l?ature of the communicative
and to che
C";mt- 1s consider such an ethnographer as an ilwtmt;)lleywlt::e::i(;;
ricu gin, presumably, by
5 e SP‘“-iecfh i:;i::'ul!’{:oriz:::? vl.')lfft C}J(I:m:e! is being ulsed g;'e
R ; cavhathlanguage code is being used (we shal 'spzhal)g
f»h'd_llsa_y 599"“)‘;'3[ message-form is being performesi (w‘e o
; ]S'ﬁng{{ih)‘ \Lrsan'm:), what event is it embedded n (‘w'e i
Sl‘ccff}’ Lis m”tt(_;f an mterview). He can idt?nlafy the Partg:lg thf;
gl i Pj‘lf oung scientist who is being interviewe ttir;: .
b f’ddffr’ssmh’s g"sydoing research on |anguage. T‘he se h [gjni-
““’d"?ssee i '0 ;l in the addressee's territory in Edinburg L
ph)"%'c‘i”)’ i nnent physical feature is a lape-rego::der w tab]e
el o Pr;:“ ime is during the later rg70s »(so itis reasson i
ot 9t s Ch““ wi\II speak modern English, with Scot 1:2
e i ) tt:ybecn agreed that they will talk about the z(-)u g
acf“‘;@{:;;g;‘i lltlzc tape-recorder is switched on and he says:
scientis ,

[ must admit I'm very nervous,

(12)

l 15 [Opf( d 3 i : . |
SBAY ¢ ! ] St llaS I]c %l]()uld i"ld
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this a fairly Unsurprising utterance. It is v
life that we can predict

ance is

which did not ocecur:

(13)

The more the analyst knows about the features of context, the

a. Please pass the marmalade.

b. My cat has just been sick again,

¢. Get into the box.

d. I am about to make the first incision.

more likely he is to be able to predict what is likely to be said
(see 2.4).

[tis further the case that the ethnographic features will give us a
value for the deictic forms occurring in the utterance which was

1 actually

produced. Thus /, muest, and am must be interpreted with

respect to the speaker, the young scientist, at the time of making the
utterance. ("T'he context here makes the other possible reading, that
the speaker is characteristically nervous all of the time, so unlikely
as not to be considered apparently by the addressee, or indeed by

the anal

attention.) In 2.;

yst until the process of analysis was brought to conscious
we pointed out that deictic elements of the

utterances can only be interpreted with respect to the context in
which they are uttered. Hymes' checklist of cthnographic features

offers one characterisation of context to which we can relate
deictic elements,

co-ordin

such
A more elaborate checklist js provided by the

phi[osopf(197z), specifically to provide an index of those

ates which a hearer would need to have specified in order

that he could determine the truth of a sentence, Like most formal

linguists
English,

+ Lewis assumes that the channel is speech, the code,
the message-form conversation and the event one where

one individual is informing another. His interests lie, not with these

general

features of the commuhicative event, but with those

particular co-ordinates which constitute 'a package of relevant
factors, an index’ (1972: 173) and which characterise the context

against which the truth

of a sentence is to be judged. The

co-ordinates of the index are specified as follows:
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of the following ‘utterances’

cry rarely the case in real l
in detail the form and content of the
language which we will encounter, but, given all of the ethno-
graphic information we have specified, the actual occurring utter-
much more likely (hence, we assume, mugh more readily
processed by the addressee) than any

2.2 The context of situation

possible-world co-ordinate: this is to account for states

. of affairs which nught be, or could be supposed to be or
are
time co-ordinate: to account for tensed sentences and
b : e
) adverbials like today or next week
(c) place co-ordinate: to account for sentences like here it 1
C .
| speaker co-ordinate: to account for sentences which
C _ | -
= include first person reference (I, me, we, our, etc.)
(e) audience co-ordinate: to account for sentences includ-
e
ing you, yours, yourself, etc.
(f) indicated object co-ordinate: o account for sentences
containing demonstrative phrases hike this, those, etc.
(g) previous discourse co-ordinate: to account for sent-
’ ences including phrases like the latter, the aforemen-
tioned, ete.
i : an infinite series of things (sets
(h) assignment co-ordinate: an infinite series o gs (

of things, sequences of things . . .)

¢ T y 3 ¢ Iled
dl dlb(,OLl[S(’.' dOIIldlllb 1868 dlstllbs“"l
] ' ; » " k r i rearer in
I(Ier t aA88 Vi ] (l 1wctic Or 5 0! Speakel a“d
0O O Ass Igl‘l d]lleS 10
3 ] P . 5 c¢a
L fﬂCe II)Hleb gelle]ahs('{l i ture (l‘
dl;lll‘lcl account Of I?H.lé‘ anc .
{0 s Ilet Cen ‘he (t(fl( “( CO-01 llna[C f”df{ afed
b I ' p CUIONS A1SCONTSE
te th( ”lh” lnatll'"l mn hlS !”e?.ﬂ)”.&

been added. _ . .
It is, obviously, not possible for us in a textbook to permit you

41



(

interpreting this frag

S

stop. You may work
size for an individual
to each other to put
established this scale
the finger stop is only
removed. It would certainly help y

The rale of context e interpretation

have the experience of everyday discourse in what Ste
calls a ‘normal contex’, wherc the hearer is part of th
then experiences the text. We have to have reco

Stenning calls ‘abnormal’

n understanding them,
index.

(14) a. Place two fingers in the two

ide the characteristics of th

d spra

nning (1978)
¢ context and |

urse to what

contexts, where the analyst reads the text
and then has to try to prov

which the text might have occurred, W
with three written fragments, abstracted
they appeared. The first two are printed, the thir
a wall. We ask you to consider what,

€ context in

¢ are going to provide you
from the contexts in which

ygunned on
if any, difficulty you haye

In terms of the co-ordinates of Lewis’

finger stop. Remove finger nearest stop,

b. He seemed to resent them
wear them today.

¢. SQUASHED
RULE

holes directly to the left of the

on that occasion and will not

INSECTS DONT BITE MAD MENTAL

reader rather than a particular

Paying attention to Place and Remove and the ellipsis in
sentence (the) finger nearest (to the) stop). If you have d

ment it is probably partly

ure of the referents of he expression the two holes and

information :

The addressor IS
The addressee 1S

You can probably wark out
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owever we shall spel] oyt

out that the two holes h
(?) to put two fingers in, possibly near enough
two fingers of the same
, 1t seems likely that the
centimetres removed, ra

ou to have the

the Post Office.
You as a telephone user.

the rest if you did not know i
some more:

mdividual
the second
ifficulty in

because you are not

the finger

ave to be of a suitable

ther than kilometres

foHowing

2.2 The context of situation

The time of utterance in clock or calendar time d}?es no:
inly 1 U
seem relevant, but what certainly is relcvyn is that yolt
:liould know whether this mstruction sull apples. (
o
does.) ’
The place of the original utterance is hardly relevgnt but
Kt ur
where you would encounter the text is. (Look in yo
telephone directory.) -
: 2 .
The possible world that is relevant is :,Pemhed n c;::ﬂ
previous discourse: "It is worth remembering how to
999 in darkness or smoke,

ing aske 1se the
We should point out that you are not here being asked lgoll it
o dinates for the purpose Lewis intended them for, to ¢ chc v
e cruth of g can
tLl?e truth of a sentence. It 1s a matter of debate whether trut
aes.igned to sentences in the imperative f‘(Jrn‘n.). A
t em of interpretation arise
In text b the problem ( of not
knowing the referents for the expressions fe, t_kem, oressmn
I . B
ceasion and them and not having a value to fix tlfle time expnima[e
\ ou m at He refers to an a
to work out that He
today. You may be able : S,
na%éu]ine entity, the subject of both clauses. ‘](0111 may wol gdml rha)tz
e , . ich may sugges
it 1 - remed to resent them, whic 2ge
it 1s reported that He see d | bich sl it
s his own resentment, w i
he was unable to express \ : g
range of potential interpretations of the e:lcprcsdblon ]?;,‘y ey
is ou I
g s here them is plural, and y
that he resented theni, w ‘ .
vhat plural entity may be both resented and worn (or not 1Tin)
X . ' ist] cu
This I'examp]e has all the characteristics of a .sentcnccl- otchC nceg
ithin a larger piece of text, and illustrates quite clearly i
for & i 3 obviou
for a ‘previous discourse’ co-ordinate, as well as Elhc :E}?respmﬁng
i 1 : in The .
‘time” and ‘place’ co-ordinates. This text appeare e
Chronicle on 4 June 1980. In the preceding part (}1 thiCh. .
v;rilcr has been describing a particular racehorse (fe) « o
L} I : " v ' O
been fitted with blinkers (them) for its previous race
occasion). ‘ ﬁ i
The t%‘lil’(l text, ¢, offers more thorny prob!enll]:,. le o the
1 1 F - 1‘
language of @ and & is quite straightforward andbd ylc'u qused o
arrive at an interpretation are values for expressions *:cmgha e to
L ’ r
refer, you may feel that the language here is obscure};‘pﬁ [hilz-, e
, i 1 whic
i s relevant that the time at 5 b
even meaningful. It 1s re . . s 2
appeared was n the late 1970s. Your experience of previous
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- calls ‘message-form’ whic

The role of context in mterpretation

texts i _
ts in the 19708 may have familiarised you with the form X rule

O - N ‘(‘- . - .
) y pe mait }'OU O d]\r’]de Ih]b un q
7aN ‘r‘l“ ]I ”la' I 1 t ptln(,‘luﬂled s¢ uence

SQUASHED INSECTS DONT BITE
MAD MENTAL RULL PR

\E:; 5}].1;;@':5[ ﬁ:lcg‘: afpeared is relevant. It was spraygunned on a
i gplaw.e e' orm of the text, togebther with the informa-
nerie ek SUC}; tmdy suggest to you, if you have previous
betaeen sironp ot ‘f:xés, that this text derives from an interaction
it % hgb. Incyc‘lopacdlc knowledge of the world might
Pl y e at the writer is a member of ‘Mad Mental’ (a street
Insilsfuzan;:le‘l;rlhle mtended addressees are members of “T'he
Sidfione | street gang). You then need to make appeal to
il us discourse in which the Insects had proclaimed INSECTS
E. (You might then appcal to your knowledge of what Hymes
P 1 lal“I*elmfoz;‘ns you that street gang interactions
it }s an ‘coupter-taunls.b 'hus you might
INSECTS DONE b of intention mlthe warning SQUASHED
T Withomftfl a(r)};i‘the stra}ght assertion MAD MEN-
ass:;m isthe pare Gk aeddres:ii,.)whlch might be taken to invite
acce:;t.l:zfrz;n:]g;t:ci(flEessed to tht: gcnera! reader, are relatively
el feferemo anguage which require only specification of
i 'ents to make them readily interpretable. Text ¢ is
e (fe or specific addressees, not for the general public, and it is
presup‘?)roézzfoﬁ?;erjl pub[ic to intc_rprcl without access to shared
e i 1 nf Prévious experience which cannot comfortably
o f::}:f) the ramework proposed by Lewis. In order to take
piie (I)ike 1:i);\z;re going to a.n?ed some way of making appeals to
et .presup.poa".mons, ‘encyclopaedic knowledge’,
i I 11 ,SL m\lultenng and ‘experience of previous similar
: el we have simply appealed to in an ad hoc way in our
dls\;}zsmon so far. We return to these questions in 2.3 .
Sugg:::cgii:a;izlzwr? 1n this section ig that the contextual features
g b): . éwiss, supplemented with the index of co-ordinates
ot s ,n,"nd) y (put forward, femember, with quite different
e 0 ??able us to give a partial account of what the
tated term “congext” may mean. From this it follows that
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we could give some account of what it might mean to ‘change the
context’ in the sense in which Fillmore (1977: 119) envisages this

when he says ‘I . . . find myself asking what the effect would have

been if the context had been slightly different.” We could reply that

if you alter the condition specified by any of the co-ordinates, you

alter the context.

At this point we shall consider only the alteration of one

co-ordinate, the speaker co-ordinate. Obviously, if Jane says I'm

skipping and Mary says ['m skipping we observe that on one
occasion it is Jane who announces that she is skipping and on
another it is Mary. In each case the sentence is true if the person
who spoke was skipping at the time of the utterance. However, if
we are further told that speaker Jane is only three years old, we
may, in addition to paying attention to the announcement, consider
that it is a remarkable feat for a three-year-old, Whereas if Mary 1s
eight years old and known to be an intrepid skipper, the announce-
ment may be one of a depressingly predictable series. We pay
different amounts of attention to the announcements and react to
them differently, because one aspect of the context, the speaker, is
significantly different.

Consider the following fragment of conversation:

(15) A are you often here
B: quite often + about once a month + actually ++ 1 come

up to see my children

You have to suppose of B that B is of an age to have children. What
we are interested in is the different sorts of inferences which we
make as addressees, depending on variables like the age and sex of
the speaker, as a result of hearing what B says. Suppose B 18 a man
of seventy. We assume that B's children will be grown-up. Nothing
particular follows from the fact that he visits them once a month,
except perhaps we infer that he has a close relationship with them.
Suppose the speaker is a young man in his thirtics. We assume that
children he has will be young children, children of an age who
usually live with their parents. We may then wonder why B’s
children are not living with their father, wonder whether the
exigences of his professional life, or of his relationship with the
children’s mother, constrains him to live apart from them. Suppose
the speaker is a young woman in her thirties. Again we assume that
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[

she would have young children, children who would normally be
expected to be living with her. Since, in the case of the parents
being separated, young children usually live with their mother in
our society, we might infer that the woman’s children are in some
form of institutional or educational care. (In the copyersation we
quote from, the speaker was a man in his early thirties and the
children were living with his estranged wife, all inferences which
had been drawn by A before B went on to explain that this was the
case.)

Observe that the sorts of inferences we have been discussing are
not sanctioned by the form of language used. The different
inferences arise because of the alteration of the context, in the
simple manipulation of age and sex of the addressor. It is the
interpretation of the utterance in context which permits the hearer
to draw such inferences (see Chapter 7 for further discussion of
inferences).

Y 2.2.2 Co-text

In our discussion so far we have concentrated particular-
ly on the physical context in which single utterances are embedded
and we have paid rather little attention to the previous discourse
co-ordinate. Lewis introduced this co-ordinate to take account of
sentences which include specific reference to what has been men-
tioned before as in phrases like the aforementioned. It 13, however,
the case that any sentence other than the first in a fragment of
discourse, will have the whole of its interpretation forcibly con-
strained by the preceding text, not just those phrases which
obviously and specifically refer to the preceding text, like the
aforementioned. Just as the interpretation of the token g4 in the
child’s representation of ‘without to disturb the lion’ and the token
[P] in [greipbritn] are determined by the context in which they
appear, so the words which occur in discourse are constrained by
what, following Halliday, we shall call their co-text. Consider the
following lexical items in a number of verbal contexts cited almost

at random from Darwin’s Yorrnal ditring the Voyage of HMS Beagle
round the World:

(16) a. 'The children of the Indians are saved, to be sold or given
away as scrvants, or rather slaves for as long a time as the
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owners can make them believe themselves slaves. But 1
believe in their treatment there is little to complain of.

(114)

b. The same evening | went on shore. The first landing in any
new country is very interesting. (10g) ‘

c. When we came within hail, one of the four natives who
were present advanced to receive us and began to sl;-oul
most vehemently, wishing to direct us where to land. When
we were on shore the party looked rather alarmed. (206)

d. After crossing many low hills, we descended into the small
land-locked plain of Guitron. In the basins, such as this
one, which are elevated from one thousand to two thlousand
fect above the sea, two species of acacia . . . grow in large
numbers. {257)

(1892 edition)
The point we wish to make here should be an obvious one and
can of course be made with respect to many of the other items
which we have not italicised in the cited texts. Hnwever: consm.lcr
the sort of lexical content you would expect to find associated with
the forms treatment, landing, party and basin in a dictionary entry,
and note how finding the forms embedded within a co-text
constrains their interpretation. . '
Just as the interpretation of individual lexical items‘ IS cogstramcd
by co-text, so is the interpretation of utterances within a dlSCOllr’SC‘
Consider this text of the beginning of a sixteen-year-old Scottish
pupil’s account of a Sempé cartoon:

(17) a. a man and woman sitting in the living room + the woman
sitting reading quite happily ~ the man's bared goces to the
window looks out the window + and gets himself ready and
goes out +

The reader must interpret the woman sitting reading quite happily
as the ‘woman’ already mentioned, hence must construct an
interpretation which has her ‘sitting reading quite happily in the
lrving room’. Similarly the window which the man aepmaches must
be interpreted as ‘the window of the living room’. The speaker
continues with a change of location and we have to assume that
what follows is within the newly introduced location:

b. goes to his goes 1o a club + has a drink talks to the barman
+ then he starts dancing with a beautiful girl long black
hair + has a good time +
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We interpret everything that happens here as happening to the man
we met in the living room who is now ata club. So he has a drink,
talks to the barman, starts dancing and has a good time all at the
‘club’. The speaker announces another change of location

¢. then he goes home and he calls her + and Hi§ wife overhears
him +

Again we assume that we are still talking about the same man, that
he has returned home 10 the location w

met was located. Now the andlyst m
interpret and he calls her, since the man might rcasonably go into
the house and call (shout for) his wife. However this interpretation
s ruled out by the following co-text and his wife overhears him. So
we are obliged to interpret calls as meaning ‘phones’ and hey as
referring to ‘the beautiful girl with long black hair with whom he
danced and had a good time’,
Within the co-text, as we have seen in (17) above, a further
scontext may be constructed which has its own index of ¢o-
ordinates. Indeed within that constructed context, further contexts
may be nested. Consider the following passages:

here the ‘living room’ we first
ay be in some doubt how to

(18) About four months before the time I am writing of, my Lady
had been in London, and had gone over a Reformatory . |
The matron, seeing my Lady took an interest in the place,
pointed out a girl to her, named Rosanna Spearman, and told
her a most miserable story: which I haven’t the heart to repeat
here; for I don’t like to be made wretched without any use, and

no more do you. The upshot of it was, that Rosanna Spearman
had been a thief . .

(Wilkie Collins, The Moonstone)

The actual place and time of writing of the manuscript by the
author, Wilkije Collins, or indeed the identity of the author, is not a
necessary piece of information for the reader to interpret the text,
We may assume, however, that he will have a better undcrstanding
of the purpose of the author in constructing the text in the way it is
- constructed if he knows that it is*written in the late nineteenth
century (which will account for some differences in code, in Hymes’
terms) in Victorian England (which will account for the reference
to a Reformatory) and that the author is constructing the first
English detective story, narrating the events from the point of view
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of four different participants, whose charact.ers are in part rf‘:veale'd
by the narrative style which the author assigns (.o.them. We l;a\c
then, an author and an actual time and place of writing .lhc nove (or
a series of times and places). Then to ca;h narrator is asmgnedla:
time and place of the writing of his contnbunon.'lt 18 prc:qun’mb}}
that time which is relevant to the comment which I haven't the
heart to repeat here where I refers to the current narratl(:r.
Immediately preceding this extracted fragment,.thc narrato}:l as
been describing an incident relevant to the.n.lam story. This 1s
referred to in the expression the time I am writing of. I'he ngr;’lat}(:r
then proceeds to give some background lnformatlon,.whlt':d ¢
situates in a previous time About four months before. He introduces
Rosanna Spearman, who, at the time four mo‘nths t.mefore was a
resident of the Reformatory, but at some previous time to Fhal,{
Rosanna Spearman had been a thief. Within the time domalf'n 0
‘four months before’ a new speaker and hearer are introduced:

(19) My Lady . . . said to the matron upon t_ha,t, 'RosannakSpfcar-
K man shall have her chance, in my service’. Iq a week after-
wards, Rosanna Spearman entered this establishment as our

second housemaid,

At the time of utterance, four months before the time [ am wmr?:g r;f,
the beneficent lady speaks of the future, shall have her chance. In
the following sentence the narrator comments on what h'appenef a
week later than the time of the lady’s speech,. from the point of view
of his context at the time of writing his contribution to the novel, /n

e rwards . . . ‘
’ ?';‘pliii li;j:i{;f introduction does scant justice to the interest of the
temporal structure of this passage. It Idoes, howeverl, md.l[c?l.lﬁ tl:;
complexity of nested contexts estaplnshcd lt)y co-text which, :
hearers / readers, we are capable of interpreting. -y

In Chapter 6 we shall discuss the issue of anaphonc. re erentcz
which is generally held to depend crucially on co-text for interpre
110l?;}r the moment the main point we are cpncerned to makt’f is to
stress the power of co-text in constraining interpretation. E\'er} n;
the absence of information about p]ace' and time of orlgmai
utterance, even in the absence of information al.:)out the speaker
writer and his intended recipient, 1t 1s often possible to reconstruct

49



AFEL ML g LSRR R B R LU

at least some part of the physical context and to arrive at some
interpretation of the text. The more co-text there is, in general, the 3

more secure the interpretation is. Text creates its own context. As

Isard (1975: 377) remarks: ‘communications do not merely depend

on the context for their interpretation, they change that context’,

S

2.3 The expanding context

In our discussion so far, we have been concerned to
imposce some sort of analytic structure on the lumpen mass of
context. We have abstracted away from particular contexts, across |

communicative contexts in general, to arrive at a set of features,
some of which seem relevant to the identification of a speech event
as being of a particular kind, to the ability of the hearer to predict
what sort of thing the speaker is likely to say in a given type of
context, and to the constraining of interpretation in context. The
observant reader will have noticed that we have helped ourselves to
the content of the features proposed by Hymes and the co-ordinates

yproposed by Lewis in a fairly arbitrary way. So we have given
variable amounts of information about the speaker or the hearer or
the time or the place as we have discussed different fragments of
discourse. This behaviour is consistent with Hymes’ own expecta-
tions about how his framework would be used. You will remember
that he thought that contextual features might be considered in the
way that general phonetic features are considered: sometimes, but
not always relevant, and specifiable to variable degrees of delicacy
for different purposes (2.2.1).

A problem for the discourse analyst must be, then, to decide
when a particular feature is relevant to the specification of a
particular context and what degree of specification is required. Are
there general principles which will determine the relevance or
nature of the specification, or does the analyst have to make ad hoc
Jjudgements on these questions each time he attempts to work on a
fragment of discourse? For the moment, we shall limit our discus-
sion of this question to those features which relate directly to the
deictic context, those features which will permit interpretation for
deictic expressions like the temporal expression now, the spatial
expression here, and the first person expression /. Are there
standard procedures for determining what information is relevant
to the interpretation of these expressions?
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Lyons (1977: §570) suggests that there might, in principle, be
quch. standard procedures:

Every actual utterance 1s spauotemporally unique, being
spoken or written at a particular place and at a parti;ular_timc;
and provided that there 1s some standard system for identifying
pomts in space and time, we can, in principle, specify the
actual spatiotemporal situation of any utterance act.

There clearly are standard systems for local?llg points in time and
space. It would be possible to specify the time of an utterance as
stretching between say ¢.33 a.m. and 9.34 a.m. on § ]pnc 1901,
specifying the utterance in terms of clock and calendar time, good
standard systems. We could, then, presumably, 1if we had the
relevant instrumentation, specify the place of the utterance in terms
of a fine interaction of latitude and longitude. It is not at all clear,
however, that these particular standard'systems produce the re-
levant information on all occasions. Presumably some patrol ship
on the high seas might log messages in this way, but it is clear that,
as humans, our experience of utterances is not that we have
recorded in memory a list of utterances to which are 'flttached
standard tags specifying time and place in these terms. A friend can
attempt to recall to your mind some utterance which you both
experienced by a variety of place and tme tags:

But you just said he wasn’t. (Place: maintained; time: only
minutes ago) _ ‘

b. You said in the staff meeting yesterday that he wasn't.

¢. You said last week at the staff meeting that he wasn’t,

d. You said last year when we met in Toronto that he wasn't.

(20)

-

The further away in time the message was situated, the less likeI}'
the speaker is to remember precisely the date and time at wh.ich it
occurred, and the larger the time-span he is likely to make available
for it to have occurred in. It seems unlikely then, that ‘standard
procedures’ of recording space and time are going to be relevant to
the unique identification of utterance acts. ‘

Perhaps the standard procedures will enable us to f_ix the'rclevanl
space spans for the interpretation of deictic expressions like here.
Suppose X is talking to Y, standing on the blue bordler of the carpet
mm X's office, in a given street, in Manchester, in England, in
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Britain, in Western Europe
following utterances:

(21) a. There’s another worn section which needs repair here.
b. You've got a very nice room here.
g ¥
c. It's a really nasty day here.
3 y day ) )
- d. You have a comparatively mild climate here.

ey

[t must be clear that the spatial location identified by here in cach of
these expressions could be interpreted as a series of concentric rings
spreading out from the speaker and encompassing  different §
amounts of physical space, but the interpretation of the spatial
range of the expression here on any particular occasion of use will |

have to be sought in the context of what the speaker 1s talking A

about. What appears to be stable in interpretations of here (apart

from curious usages deriving from long-distance telephonic com-
munication and long-distance travel, discussed in Lyons, 1977) 1s

sthat the deictic centre is located where the speaker is.

Very similar problems arise with the interpretation of the

temporal deictic expression now. Consider the following possible

utterances:

(z2) Clap altogether NOW. (gym mistress to class)

I think you should begin the next chapter now. (supervisor

to student)

c. Now I'm getting older I really do find policemen look
)'Oungcr.

d. From the iron age tll now, man has been making in-
creasingly complex artefacts.

oo

In ¢ and d the utterances appear to be located within different
temporal spans, one relating to the speaker’s advancing age (involv-
ing a span of 20-30 years) as opposed to the advancement of man
(involving a span at least of decades and possibly centuries).
Utterances a and b are different in that the action specified is to
follow the utterance, immediately in the case of a, but after some
expanse of time in b. Once again we suggest that the deictic centre
is located within the context of utterance by the speaker, but that
the interpretation of the expression now as relating duratively or
subsequently to the utterance, and the time-span involved, must be
determined with respect to the content of the utterance.
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We should note that this fixing of the deictic centre is particularly
appropriate to what Lyons (1977: 637) calls
he canonical situation of utterance: this involves one-one, Or one-many,
: nalling in the phonic medium along the vocal-auditory channel, with all
:Lgc par(icipants present in the same actual situation able to see one another

\d to perceive the associated non-vocal paralinguistic features of their
ar ! ) L
utterances, and each assuming the role of sender and receiver in turn,

It is, of course, possible to use the exprcssion? here aqd now in what
might be described as ‘displaced contexts’. Cons1der how you
would interpret the utterance We'll land here said by one astronaut
to another, on earth, as they study a map of the moon. Or, how you
interpret the message on cach sheet of one brand of goven:ll\rg\;-
jssue toilet roll, which reads NOW WASH. YOUR HAI S,
PLEASE. Speakers, or writers, do have the opsmn of t.ransfcrrmgi
the deictic centre to the hearer’s, or reader’s, spatio-tempora
situation in which the text will be encountered. ‘ .

From our discussion of the spatio-temporal co-ordmlal.es ?vhlcb
seem, in principle, peculiarly accessible to standard spgcnhcalmn, it
must be obvious first, that deictic expressions may retain a standard
deictic centre but must be interpreted with respect to the content of
the utterance in which they occur and, second, 'that the relevant
standard temporal description of an utterance, for instanceg.22 a.m.
on Tuesday 28 June 1873, as opposed to in the late n_meleen!h
cenfury, will vary depending on the knowledge and intention of the
analyst (or speaker) in referring to the utterance as located in tlrr[uc.
That is to say, even if there were an agreed, standard system for
tagging utterances with spalio-l.empor.al features, ther:e 18 no
guarantee that that tagging system provides the rglevam informa-
tion. Thus in 2.2.1. we discussed a fragment of discourse:

He seemed to resent them on that occasion and will not wear
them today

where we specified the time of utterance as 4 June 1980. Thz
newspaper article from which this fragment was extracted di
indeed appear on that date. However, for anyone who knpws :hal
the expression the Derby means, it would almost certainly have
been more informative to tag the time of utterance as Derby Day,
1g8o. . -
The space—time co-ordinates cannot be regarded as simple
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unstructured cues to interpretation in context. Similarly, the other
co-ordinates relevant to the deictic context, speaker, hearer and)
indicated object, cannot be regarded as simple unstructured cyeg|
which demand standard specification. What does it mean o
specily, for instance, the indicated object co-ordinate? We could)
identify a person by name. We could report Ellen Blair said she’d)
ltke to come. This might be adequate to identify the speaker, indeed |
the expression Ellen might be sufficient. If, however, you do not 1
know who this person is, or might be, it would be more helpful if |
We were to give some indication of why we have introduced her into |
the conversation. So we might say my fisend Ellen Blair, or the |
Jormer chairman Ellen Blair, or a nurse in the ward called Ellen |
Blair, giving, in some sense, ‘credentials’ for her existence and for |
her relationship to the speaker who is responsible for introducing
her into the conversation Morgan (1g75: 442) asks 'What can we _ﬁ_
infer about the speaker’s intentions from the fact that he has chosen
this particular description, rather than any of the others which ]
would call to mind the same referent?’ For any individual there will |
be an immense number of possible descriptions which will be more
or less appropriate in different contexts. We may identify the |
person from external physical cues: the woman i the corner, the 1
man with a beard, the Student who has had his hair dyed, the child A
in the pink dress or, more or less flatteringly, the tali distinguished.
looking man | the man with a big nose and stringy hair, We may
identify people from a description of what they are doing: the

woman who is chaiting up the Admiral, the man who’s fixing the |
car, etc. !

‘The variable which interests us most is that which is concerned
with the various roles played by the individual, Lyons (1977: &
574ff.) distinguishes between the deictic role of ap individual
(which assigns, for instance, first, second and third )
nouns) and his social role or ‘status”. Lyons points out that, for
example, the terms of address used by a social inferior to a social
superior may be different from those used between pee
vocative terms like ‘Sir’ or ‘Doctor’ or ‘My Lord’
room). In different social contexts, then, different te
will be found. (Consider for instance, the distribut
VOuUs pronouns in French.) In general we m
particular social context, onl

person pro-

s, as in
(in the court-
rms of address
ion of the tu /
ay assume that, in a
y one 1ole is taken by an individual at
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1) g i ! 1Cro
ne pallicu]al liI'I"IC. A glance at any newspapm “l!l lei(l d l;lCl C lp
fidentificalions Of individuals n terms Of lh(.’ somal O]C relevan

4] T tto

the news item. Here are just a few:

. Daily Telegraph fm'.rpqm'st Nicholas Garland showing how

he sees the Prime ;‘l-hms:cr.(ls‘wp Press, 37 Pebruary 1g83)

b. Frank Silbey, chief mvestigator for the Serl.'me Labor and
‘ IHuman Resources Convmittee, picked up his telephone.

(Time, 31 May 198_2)

c. Sophia Loren, the film actress, awoke in a prison cell in

S ar Naples, today. .
e e e (The Times, 21 May 1982)
d. Mr. Robert Mugabe, the Prime M'J'h"a‘srer_' of Zlnrll)ab;b:t;
. ycs.terda\' sought to reassure prospective investors in hi

country. " (The Times, 21 May 1982)

1 ! v Party
¢. Senor Jorge Blanco of the ruling Revolutionary Party was

officially declared winner, (The Timass 1 Mayeaqli

. . iy o i
In each case the individual 1s identified either by lthE 1'0](;1.\’\-’:1[:{[[; .
i ¢ by which
f the article, or by the ro
relevant to the content o e art! | b
ic. Each individual may play many er
known to the public. Ea T haes
' ' ther, chess player, garc ! , bu
arent, child, niece, bro , © : bt
Ehesc r:;)Ies are not relevant in this context, so not mentioned on
occasion, _ .
It is possible for more than one social role to be rf:lcvagt at e
tme. Rommetveit (1974: 45) discusses a sentence introducec

Chomsky (1972: 67):

I am not against MY FATHER, only against THE LABOR
MINISTER

I v 5 ¢ i no ] ¢ 3I‘I]y -C()nlla-

. = . W o ]

1 ‘ ALY 1 ne ) !‘ § ’Il € some aprCt 0]

lrt’ln I}a ent %pa(,e construc t‘d on axiomatic prerequlb"es lt T QI}E 1-
8 e : 3 s 1

b s R =y i evere laws f
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truth values prescribe that the speaker must know him (the |

indicated entity) fully or not at all’ (1974: 48)

It is possible for speakers, hearers or indicated entities to be |

regarded from the perspective of more than one role. Consider:

(24) a. As his neighbour I see quite a lot of him, as his colleague T

hardly ever see him.

b. As a colleague you're deficient but as a neighbour you're

marvellous,

¢. I quite like her as a colleague and she’s very pleasant as a
casual friend but she's impossible to live with.

It is clear that we can hold partially or severely differing opinions
about the same individual in different roles,

In the following extract from 2 report in The Times (15 May
1982) the same individual is referred to by a number of different
expressions which relate to the multiple roles that the reporter
1+ considers relevant to the incident :

(25) Priest is charged with Pope attack (Lisbon, May 14)

A dissident Spanish priest was charged here today with
attempting to murder the Pope.

Juan Fernandes Krohn, aged 72, was arrested after a man
armed with a bayonet approached the Pope while he was
saying prayers at Fatima on Wednesday night.

According to the police, Fernandez told the investigating
magistrates today ke had trained for the past six months for the
assault. fle was alleged to have claimed the Pope ‘looked
furious’ on hearing the priest’s criticism of his handling of the
chureh’s affairs,

If found guilty, the Spaniard faces a prison sentence of
15-20 years.

We have italicised the expressions relating to the man identified in
the headline as Priest. The relevance of his role as priest (referred
to by the expressions Priest, a dissident . . . priest, the priest’s) is
presumably as a priest of the Roman Catholic Church of which the
Pope is Head. Since the incident reported takes place in Portugal
(Lisbon) and any subsequent prison sentence will be served in
Portugal, it is relevant that the priest is not Portuguese {
Spanish priest, the Spaniard). A potentially confusing indefinite
referring expression, a man armed with a bayonet, apparently
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relates back to the period before he was identified as ‘a c.!isside{mt
Spanish priest’. He 1s identified b}.r his name, as an individual, in
the set constituted by the intersection of the various relevant roles
(Juan Fernandez Krohn, F.emandez). As Levy (1.9791 1.93) re-
marks, ‘the speaker by making reference may not ‘sunply 1(teq11fy
but may construct the object by selecting from a f!e]d of relalllons
those properties that are relevam_at the moment of utterance’.

Consider the response of a five-and-a-half-year-old gu"l in a
Yorkshire infant school where she is aslfed to say how two pictures
are different from each other. She rephes:

(26) a. That one’s over there in that but it in't there.

The teacher then holds the little girl's hands, so she can’t point,
shuts her own eyes and says to the child:

b. Now I can’t see the picture. Tell me the difference again,

This time the child says:

c. In this picture the teddy’s on the chair but there ain’t no
teddy in that one.

The pictures are identical except in three respects: 'lhe presence or
absence of a teddy bear sitting on the chair, a cf:lfference in the
pattern on the counterpane, a difference in the position of a mirror,
For the child the teddy bear is clearly the salient object. She r.e-]les
in her first response on the teacher’s access to the shared visual
context to interpret what she says. She ‘poims to the teddy !38?11‘
(that one) in the first picture and then points to the empty chalf in
the second picture (there) and assumes that Fhe teacher is paying
attention to what she is pointing to in their shared context of
situation. When the teacher inhibits the child from pointing and
pretends not to be able to see the picture, the child understands that
the communicative situation has changed, that she can no longer
rely on the shared visual context and she makes her rgfgrence
explicit (the teddy), locates him verbally rather than b}r pointing to
him (on the chair) and makes explicit how the se§on(l picture differs
from the first (there ain’t no teddy). A salient aspect of the
addressee, her ability to see what the child can see, hgs been
changed by the utterance of b and the acts accompanying the
utterance.
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Speakers, hearers and indicated objects are not featureless, |

LI

colourless sphe'res. Nor do they come simply tagged with proper |
names appropriate to all occasions together with one identifying |

description appropriate to all occasions, They are, characteristically
endowed with immense numbers of physical and social pmpcrtics,
any one of which may be the property which is“;elevam to a;
partlr.jular communicative act. The philosopher’s crisp index, which
permits the identification of speaker and hearer as X and Y ‘is only
velevantin a restricted model world. The discourse analyst \‘=vorkin}F
in the r;al world has to be able té extract, see as relevant, just 1hos§
properties of the features of context which are relcv;mt to the
partu:.ular communicative act which he is describing, and which
contribute to the interpretation (or intended meaning) of the
utterance. As Enkvist (1980: 79) remarks, “The context analyst’s
first en?barrassmem 18 richness.” How is he to determine which
properties of which features of context are relevant on a particular
occasion? Are there general principles to appeal to? Is it reasonable
o assume, as we tend to do, that those features of context which are
salient 10 the speaker are equally salient to the hearer? Ought we not
raxher.to think in terms of partially intersecting views of context?
BalT-Hl'llel (1970: 79) states that ‘the depth of the pragmatic cont;?x;
which 15 necessary for the full understanding of various sentence-
tokens, is different, of course, from case to case’. As yet we have
only a very limited understanding of how we migh“l set about
det(.:rmming ‘the depth of the pragmatic context which is necessary’
for interpretation. We outline a possible approach to the problem in
the next section and in Chapter 3.

2.4 The principles of ‘local interpretation’ and of
‘analogy’ -

. In 2.3 we have discussed the problems for the discourse
malyst in specifying what aspects of the apparently illimitable
catures of context are to be taken into account in the iriterpretation
f d.ISCOUI'SC. How is he to determine the relevant span of time in
he interpretation of a particular utterance of 'now’ or the relevant
spects of a character referred to by the expression ‘John'? We must
ssume that the problem for the discourse analyst is, in this case
lentical to the problem for the hearer. There must bf,: principlcs\ol"
iterpretation available to the hearer which enable him to deter-

2.4 ‘Local interpretation’ and ‘analogy’

mine, for instance, a relevant and reasonable interpretation of an
expression ‘John” on a particular occasion of utterance. One princi-
ple which we can identify we shall call the principle of local
interpretation. This principle instructs the hearer not to construct
a context any larger than he needs to arrive at an interpretation.
Thus if he hears someone say ‘Shut the door’ he will look towards
the nearest door available for being shut. (If that door is shut, he
may well say ‘It’s shut’, rather than consider what other doors are
potentially available for being shut.) Similarly if his host says
‘Come early’, having just invited him for eight o’clock, he will
interpret ‘early’ with respect to the last-mentioned time, rather than
to some previously mentioned time.
Consider again extract (17) presented here as (27).

(27) a man and woman sitting in the living room . . . the man’s
bored goes to the window looks out the window . . . and goes
out + goes to his goes to a club + has a drink talks to the

barman

[n our discussion in 2.2.2, we pointed out the effect of ‘co-text’ in
limiting the interpretation of what follows. The initial setting of the
co-text determines the extent of the context within which the hearer
will understand what is said next. He assumes that entities referred
to will remain constant, that the temporal setting will remain
constant, that the locational setting will remain constant, unless the
speaker indicates some change in any of these, in which case the
hearer will minimally expand the context. Not only does the hearer
assume it i the same ‘man’ who is being talked about throughout,
he also assumes that the man will stay in the same place unless the
speaker announces that he moves. When the hearer hears goes to the
window, he assumes it is ‘the window’ in that same ‘living room’
which has already been mentioned, and he assumes that the man
‘voes to the window’ on the same occasion, within minutes of the
original setting ‘sitting in the living room’. When the man goes to a
club, the hearer assumes that the ‘club’ 1s in the same town, that the
man has not caught an aeroplane and flown to .as Vegas. Again the
minimal expansion of the spatio-temporal setting will suggest that
the man kas a drink and talks to the barman within that same club
and on that same occasion, within a restricted time-span, say an
hour rather than a year.
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context any larger than necessary to secure an interpretation, which

accounts for how we understand Sacks’ (1972) much-quoted sequs
ence:

(28)

It is possible, of course, to imagine that the first of these sentences
describes one event and the second describes another, quite
unrelated, event (so the person identified as ‘a mother’ may be
picking up a chair in the course of cleaning a room). The principle |
of local interpretation however, will guide us to construct a limited
context in which ‘the mother’ is the mentioned baby’s mother and ]
the expression 7t is used to refer to the previously mentioned baby. |
Moreover the sequence of events will be understood as happening
adjacently in time and situated adjacently in place. It does not even i
occur to the reader that the baby might have cried one year in
“Singapore and be picked up by its mother a year later in Aden. It 3
would, of course, be possible to establish a setting in which such a
sequence of events would be plausible, but, if no such setting is

established, the reader will assume a local interpretation in respect
of time, place and participants,

conceptualised. It seems unlikely that in interpreting (28) the
reader postulates any exact physical distance between the mother
and the baby at the point before the mother picks the child up, or
that he bothers to wonder whether the mother picks the child up
after it has finished crying (and if so how long after, in terms of
minutes or seconds) or whether the child was still crying when the
mother picked it up. Similarly it seems unlikely that the reader will
bother to construct a three-dimensional, photographic representa-
tion of ‘the baby’ which cries in the first sentence and which is
picked up in the second sentence. ‘Local interpretation’ probably
relates to another strategy which instructs the hearer / reader 1o do
as little processing as possible, only to construct a representation
which is sufficicntly specific to permit an interpretation which s
adequate for what the hearer judges the purpose of the utterance to

I

It

be,

6o

Ev

t 1s this principle, which instructs the hearer not to construct g

The baby cried. w8
The mommy picked it up.

must be obvious that ‘local interpretation’ may only be vaguely

erything that we have said so far in this section leans heavily

2.4 ‘Local interpretation’ and ‘analogy

he hearer’s / reader’s ability to utilise his know]t‘:dgc of th'c world
e IE‘ ast experience of similar events in interpreting the
and ISe \F:Jhich he encounters. It is the experience of similar events
]anguhagnabies him to judge what the purpose of an utterance might
Whlcneis his knowledge of the world which constrains his local
Iij[i’erprelation' Consider again (27) presented here as (29).

_ .
a man and woman sitting in the living room . . . the man’s

(z0) bored goes to the window . . . goes out . . . goes to a club

We suggested that goes (o rh_e whu{ow willl hbe mter‘pr\ifiezz
meaning that ‘he goes to the window in thc lfwng room l, hereas
goes to a club will be intcrpret.e(.i as meaning ‘goes to e 1h i
same town’, 1.c. not ‘in the living room’, nor even in the .
tk}:nus.f:' Knowledge of the world tells us that houses which contain
]ijing ;‘ooms do not usually contain bars. Goes out c’an‘r:mhbz s:glp&
interpreted as meaning ‘goes out of the rg:uml, ]Cha a\lcr .
interpreted as meaning ‘goes out of the house’, (’ n p
return to a discussion of ‘knowle:dge (‘:hf the wlorld .)[ .
We must suppose that an individual’s experience of past eve oo
a similar kind will equip him with expectations, hypotheses,b af -
what are likely to be relevant aspects of context. Bartl.elt, one o N
founders of modern psychology, comments on the 1q1p0rtalnce
relating a particular experience to other similar experiences:

it 3 i ave been

it is legitimate to say that all the cognitive processes w:qc: :::nc -

considered, frome perceiving to thinking, are wa_yb;s lgk-“l;im e adly

‘ ing’ sceks expression. Speaking very y,

lamental ‘effort after meaning’ se _ QrOHE
;uch effort is simply the attempt to connect something that is given

SR qiher than Hsel, (1932: 227, our emphasis)

The individual, he suggests, generalises over particular Fxperl(:'f[l‘?fs
and extracts from these a number of types of. experience. 19;
notion is, of course, umplicit in the consl‘ruct.:onbof t‘hc scts o

features of context which we have been cgnmdermg l,“. lbis chapter.
[n order to construct a notion of ‘speaker inacontext’itis necc&;z
to generalise over contexts and to dftcfnune .whaldcharacl::];l;wl
speakers in different contexts share. bmularly,‘m or er‘to c?o g
a notion of ‘genre’, it 1s necessary to genera}hsc 301.'0?5 e};\pe nee
and determine what it is that is common to fairy stories, chats, nev
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i

broadcasts, epic poems, debates or salesmen’s routines which
enables us to recognise one as being a token of the generalised type. .8

On the basis of experience then, we recognise types of coms- 1
municative events which take place against the background of a 1

mass of below-conscious expectations also based 0N past experience
which we might summarise, following van Dijk (1977: 99), as ‘the
ASSUMED NORMALITY of the world’. We assume that our muscles will
continue to move normally, that doors which normally open will

continue to open, that hair grows on heads, that dogs bark, that '._-_-

towns retain their geographical locations, that the sun will shine,
and so on. It is interesting to observe the powerful constraints on

creators of surrealist or science fiction in this respect. Alice may ¢

enter a looking-glass world where unexpected things happen, but
she is still constituted like a human being: walking may take her in
an unexpected direction, but the nature of the physical act of
walking is taken for granted. If too many expectations are flouted,
the writer may be suspected of being mentally unbalanced, of being
incapable of seeing the world in a normal way.

Thus, on the one hand, expectations make interpretation possi-
ble and, on the other, they constitute an extension or further
affirmation of their own validity. Popper makes the point cogently:
‘we are born with expectations: with “knowledge” which, although
not valid a priori, is psychologically or genetically a priori, i.e. prior
to all observational experience. One of the most important of these
expectations is the expectation of finding a regularity. It is con-
nected with an inborn propensity to look out for regularities, or
with a need to find regularities’ (1963: 47, original emphasis).
Furthermore, as Lewis (1969: 38) points out, ‘fortunately we have
learned that all of us will mostly notice the same analogies’.
Not only are we all primed to look for regularities, we tend to
perceive the same regularities. Clearly the smaller the community,
the more notions of regularity will be shared, since the con-
texts which the members of the community share will be very
similar,

Once the individual begins to establish regularities, to generalise
over experience, it becomes possible for him not only 1o recognise a
particular experience as being one of a type, say a scolding or an
interview, it also becomes possible to predict what is likely to
happen, what are likely to be the relevant features of context,

bz

2.4 ‘Local interpretation’ and ‘analogy

within a particular type of commun%cative event, It foilov.vs that the
hearer in a speech situation is not in the' position of trying to pay
attention to every feature of. the context (in pnnmple.an impossible
rask). He only pays attention to thpse f.eatmjes which have been
necessary and relevant in similar situations n the past. Ba}rtleltt
suggests that the indivic}ua] has ‘an overmastering tcndc'nt:);: snpphy
to get a general impression of the whole; and on the basis o t_hls e
constructs the probable detaill’ (1932: 200). We pay attention to
those salient features which are constitultwc of the type of genre,
and expect that the peripheral features will be as they have been in
the past. Obviously there will be types of occasions which have not
occurred within our past experience. We hgvc cultural stereotypes
which suggest that such occasions are difficult for us, potentially
embarrassing, because we do not know the appropriate responses.
Thus, if it is the first time someone tells you a particular genre of
joke, you may not know the appropriate type Of. response. The
second time around, however, you feel more cophdem of what to
expect. (‘Tolstoy, in War and Peace, gives a brilliant account of the
insecurity engendered by the first :chasionb Of. a new type gf
experience in his description of Pierre’s induction into membership
of a masonic brotherhood.) -

Our experience of particular communicative situations tgachcs us
what to expect of that situation, both in a general predictive sense
(c.g. the sort of attitudes which are ]ikcly. to b}c exp‘rcssed, tbe sort
of topics which are likely to be raised) Iwhnch gives rise to notions of
‘appropriacy’, and in a limited pref]ic}we sense which enables us to
interpret linguistic tokens (e.g. deictic forn}s ll!ce .he"e and now) l?n
the way we have interpreted them before in similar contexts, We
must assume that the young child’s acquisition of language comes
about in the context of expanding experience, of expanding possible
interpretations of forms like kere and now in c?iffcrcnt contexts of
situation, contexts which come to be recognised, and stored as
types. . .

Against the background of this mass of expectations which
derives from and constitutes our experience, it must become
possible to identify the relevant properties of fcatu.res_ of the context
of situation in terms of norms of expectation within a particular
genre, The more highly constrained and ritualised t.hc genre, the
more likely we are to be able to identify norms. Thus it seems likely
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that examination questions in chemical engineering at degree level
will bear certain similarities of form and content, and share certain
presuppositions, in institutions throughout the world. The less &

constrained the genre, primarily interactional ‘chat’, for example, L
the less likely it is that we can confidently state norms of expecta- |
tion which will generalise even over the experience of the English-
speaking population. For the individual participant in a chatting
relationship, this does not constitute a difficulty, because he has 8
plenty of previous personal and local experience to call upon. For | :
the discourse analyst, on the other hand, the more personal and &
particular the occasion for the participants, the more limited and
circumspect he must be in his nterpretation. Confronted with data
of the following sort, an extract from a private diary only intended
to remind the elderly writer of how she passed a day in January

1982, the discourse analyst may not be able to proceed very far in
his analysis.

(30) Did more to [vy’s letter. A.A. rang me at 4 o/c she returned on
2nd and had had grand time with Gwenda and families. As was
nice p.m. I went to Evensong (rev. Carlil) and walked back
with Mrs, Nicholls (85!1) and daughter. Cos' Doris rang 8.15
and will come tomorrow! Bed., 11.15.

Of course, if the discourse analyst experiences a great deal of data
like this, he will feel more confident in his description and
interpretation. He, too, is constrained in his interpretation by past
similar experience, by mterpreting in the light of what we might
call the principle of analogy.

The principle of analogy will provide a reasonably secure
framework for interpretation for the hearer and for the analyst most
of the time. Most of the time, things will indeed conform to our
expectations. However, conventions can be flouted and expecta-
tions upset, either deliberately for a stylistic effect, or by accident
or oversight. Note that where the speaker / writer is deliberately
flouting a convention, upsetting amréxpectation for a stylistic effect,
he can only bring off that effect becausc the convention / expecta-
tion exists. The ‘non-limerick’ which follows only makes an effect
in the light of the conventional structure for limericks which have a
characteristic rhythm and an aabba rhyme scheme:

O4

2.4 ‘Local interpretation’ and ‘analogy

(31) There was a young girl of St Bees,

’ Who was stung on the nose by a wasp,
When asked ‘Does it hurt?’
She replied ‘Yes it does, ‘
But I'm glad 1t wasn't a hornet,

The principle of analogy 15 one of the Ifu.nda!nenlal hcx.lristif:s
which hearers and analysts adopt iq dctermmmg‘ mtcr.prelauon':s n
context. They assume that everything will remain as it was b.e 0:le
unless they are given specific nOtiC(? that some aspect‘ has'changel :
Dahl (1976: 46) formulates a princ1})le for spca.kers: Indi;:late only
things which have changed and omit those which are as t‘ Ey were
before.” To repeat what is known to bf_: shared knqwledge, tk lngséas
they were before’, flouts Grice’s maxim of quantity. (Speakers o,
of course, remind each other of knowledge Whlf)h they share, l{;
order to make that knowledge part of the activated context o
discourse, as McCawley (1979) points out.) . o

Discourse 1s interpreted in the light pf past experience of smulsr
discourse, by analogy with previous.su‘llnla: lc:xt;n(:}t::lﬁ:?et;;rr;tae

levance of experience of previous similar texts i ; -
:ieon of (14¢) In F()_“,hapuﬂ:t‘ 2, SQUASHED I‘NSECTS.DON I Bl'}ll E
MAD MENTAL RULE). Relevant previous experience, toget e;
with the principle of local interpretanon, will impel .hearersh
readers to try to interpret sequential utterances as F‘elatmg to tbe
same topic. When two sentences are plac‘cd together in sequence by
a writer who does not want us to consider them as a conu‘n.umils
text, their separateness or disconnectedness must be positively
indicated. In a linguistics textbook, the f0110\~:f|ng two scntcncesl
were presented as separate citation examples to illustrate structura
ambiguity.

(32) 1. The bride and groom left early last night.

irl with a smile.
2. He greeted the girl wi (Brown & Miller, 1o80: 84)

In the context of a linguistics textbook, expecially one on synFax(i
we would not expect to have to interpret two continuous cite
sentences as describing an event sequence. lp most contexts}
however, the natural ‘effort after meaning’ will m_lpel thrf! hearlcr
reader to try to co-interpret chunks of language which he finds close
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© permutting the hearer to construct a coherent interpretation. The

The role of context in interpretation
to each other on a page, or a stone or a wall and, where possible, to
interpret the language as relevant to the physical context. i

This last point leads us to an important, but frequently mis:
understood, concept in the analysis of discourse., The imperativ
‘need 10 find regularities’ which Popper speaks of, coupled with |
Bartlett's ‘effort after meaning’, constitute a powerful expectation in ¢
human beings that what is said or written will make sense in the
context tn which it appears. Even in the most unpropitious
circumstances, the natural réaction of man appears to be to mak
sense of any sign resembling language, resembling an effort to
communicate. The reaction of the man who finds what arc
apparently signs etched in a stone in the middle of a desert is to try
to decipher their meaning. The reaction of parents to infants, and |
of friends to the speech of those who are gravely ill, is to attribute
meaning to any murmur which can be interpreted as relevant
to the context of situation, and, if at all possible, to interpret what
appears to be being said as constituting a coherent message,

natural effort of hearers and readers alike is to attribute relevance &
and coherence to the text they encounter unul they are forced not
to.

The normal expectation in the construction and interpretation of
discourse 1s, as Grice suggests, that relevance holds, that the
speaker 1s still speaking of the same place and time, participants and
topic, unless he marks a change and shows explicitly whether the
changed context is, or is not, relevant to what he has been saying
previously. Similarly the normal expectation is that the discourse
will be coherent. The reaction of some scholars to the question of
‘coherence’ 1s to search for cues to coherence within the text and
this may indeed yield a descriptive account of the characteristics of
some types of text. It ignores, however, the fact that human beings
do not require formal téextual markers before they are prepared to
interpret a text. They naturally assume coherence, and interpret
the text in the light of that assumption. They assume, that is, that
the principles of analogy and local interpretation constrain their
experience,

There are as many linguistic ‘cues to coherence’ (a concept to be
discussed in detail in Chapter 6) holding between the pairs of
sentences: o -

06

»
= . & i3 i 0 ,‘
2.4 ‘Local mterpretation and ‘analogy

L. The bride and groom left carly last night.
2. He greeted the girl with a smile.

(33)

as there are between:

(34) The baby cried. _
‘ The mommy picked it up.

es which represents ‘coherent
Rather it is the reader, driven by the principles 0:;
“ s the > secon
analogy and local interpretation, who assumes thdtdth_c tb. e
lse uence describes a series of connected events an n ulpri“
]il?guistic cues (like baby ~if) under that us:sumpuEn.hEnuJun ¢ lh%
i ces i 1 ich they occur,
irst ps ntences in the context in whi
the first pair of senter : g
reader does not assume that they describe a connected .s.ei'q].menmmc
interj tential linguis
3 lv does not interpret the po U
events and consequently b =
1 . tity. The princip
' 0o — s referring to the same entity
cues (like groom —he) as . e
1 efore) and lo
i Il tend to be as they were
of analogy (things wi e B e The
” ' 1 3 minimal) torn
' i s a change, assume 1t 18 n th
interpretation (if there 18 : i m
basispof the assumption of coherence m our e)\penﬁncc of
general, hence in our experience of discourse as well,

[t is not the sequence of sentenc
discourse’.
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