Pragmatics & Beyond
Companion Series

Editors:

Jacob L. Mey
{Odense University)

Herman Parret
{Belgian National Science Foundation,
Universities of Leuven and Antwerp)

Editorial Address:
Department of Germanic Languages
and Literatures
University of Antwerp (UIA)
Universiteitsplein 1
B-2610 Wilrijk
Belgium

Editorial Board:
Norbert Dittmar (Free University of Berlin)
David Holderoft (University of Leeds)
Jerrold M. Sadock (University of Chicago)

Emanuel A. Schegloff (University of California at Los Angeles)
Daniel Vanderveken (University of Quebec at Trois-Riviéres)

Teun A. van Dijk (University of Amsterdam)
Jef Verschueren (University of Antwerp)

5

Jef Verschueren and Marcella Bertuccelli-Papi (eds.)

THE PRAGMATIC PERSPECTIVE

Selected papers from the 1985 International Pragmatics Conference

THE PRAGMATIC PERSPECTIVE

SELECTED PAPERS FROM THE
1985 INTERNATIONAL PRAGMATICS CONFERENCE

edited by

Jef Verschueren
Belgian National Fund for Scientific Research
and the University of Antwerp

and

Marcella Bertuccelli-Papi
University of Geneva

JOHN BENJAMINS PUBLISHING COMPANY
AMSTERDAM/PHILADELPHIA

1987

! Neutsches Seminar |
imatitat fic Qeutsche Sprache Und Alters Literalr

E Universitat Freiburg L Br.







al 3 b
d prod
- . gve
eclio and ne
3 d forward
broade 3
another sense na
dividual languag
P 4 |
senbere
(] D a 4
06 or examnle
pseudo rS3
exceptio O e
Q78 poested
Op punds fo
ECESsSa OMpone
and O ANgUAPE
D ples gove
d OtO and 2
0 A
orrela ()
elative orde g Q0
Other reses
or example, so
q anted e
0 >
]
OWe 0
pOTt O ese 4 b
A g .
D3 ord orde
pological ge A
ofte belied b
ord Orde ANg
b ECessa 0 0
ord orde De

D A OPPER
: 0 0 p ;
PO 0 A sta
4 e lie Ot SO
£rsa 3 de and ad
g do e road ae
be done oug d
ENCOMpPa Ore A
: eq g a reversion to te
as a ba 0 pological reaso
0 pology ome general re
) " -
DO d (] 0 0 D
guages presented some d
g e A enberp =
A 0 aye anpuage one ¢
0 > d11014 c1atio D
2 Dject eleme ould be o
PTOPO o STE : bie
O C C g ANG 3 - p
A (] Ore po DI 10 gEe
2 0 De ] D8
0 questioned = pologica =
arcely 2 othe ord orders o
at 3 et alone que
0, and ] e ba 0 e
ppested : ore ot fewe
guage ad s ord Orde
dence that certa digeno
A 078) d ed a 0
C ost p disco e da ]
0
eed became appare 0
[Despite A op
at1Q depend On a concep ba
anguage variab OpPD
g e ed, and 3
duce a ‘sems BTI0 0
C M3 Erion proposed

DR A
based on Prague
] 0 0

Ha
pr topical, and
onsed
age to a POLog
2 DEe D
4 0 O 13
e word orde
3 e po O
078 a3
a ord ord

DO Prag
- - )

2Ce Brod

Y POSSE

prd ord
pond to 3
A of ambip
0d 0
pmple &
0 elt a
orde 0 3

e dNgudge

Orde PO
al” d b 0

AVe Prig

D D 0 e

pncepts 4

o be =
ered by appes
2 0 ated
uld C ()
he
i
paper fo

A
;
pe d
p
dene
a
erb
d
()
d
d
d
cad
0
0
a 0
old
[
ALMA
e 0

D. . £
CO AN = cd D € 1E
an be worded as follo
ge ; o . e
2 alls o e Predicate
O language e cht assig 3
0 e word orde a ba
Al c a (O SET as1de a spe
0 probic 0 anguagec
d esome variatio
3 C e typ
2 ade b Anguage
Pragma ord ¢order, and |a
al word ord a typolog
guage ould have neithe
ed at altho dividual la
c O 0 C 0 0
guage to language, and ma 0
3 ] eque ease of pro
0 o word orde polopy add
C e. bor one g, word orde
as O one word ord z
ation found to a greater or lesse
ee 0 be no reaso 0 value
C Oulid s pposed
ormatio D £ Sema
pological cla embe p? And
0 be standardized ]
ese questio ould © De
CTE 14 ag : dl pc e
= C dnda = cd, d
guage guage esLgalio
( c 4] para ete DeIng
1 EVETal aspe 0
O typology and © ¢ other hand




458 PAUL }. HOPPER

to discourse and pragmatics. In the discussion that follows, the basic nature
of the position of the verb with respect to other clause elements is ic-
instated, contra Hawkins 1983, on the grounds that the position of the verh
appears to be a fundamental link between syntactic grammar and discourse
function. Moreover, it seems most unlikely that such relatively minor syn-
tactic facts such as prepositions vs. postpositions and preposed genitive vs,
postposed genitive, which Hawkins proposes to substitute for Greenberg's
verb position typology, would materially subtend more global facts about
clause structure. The $,V,0 typology is, however, re-examined in the light
of the difficulties of defining S and O.

In this paper, too, I restrict myself to a discussion of VSO and SV()
languages. The application of the ideas discussed to other types (both verh-
final and more exotic types such as OVN and VOS) is part of another
agenda. In line with a number of other researchers (e.g. Myhill 1985; Givin
1979) 1 assume that some of the difficult questions raised by these consider-
ations (the problematic nature of *‘SVO’ languages, the insertion of seman-
tic and pragmatic factors into the definition of typological class) should he

best approached by adopting a more consciously diachronic attitude toward.

the data. I suggest (or rather, presuppose) that ‘SVO’ languages, while pos-
sibly not definable synchronically as a typological class, can be revealingly
treated as a diachronic ‘target’, an extreme case of the shift towards NV 1o
which languages of the V-initial type seem to be susceptible.

3. Grammatical/pragmatic concepts

The following grammatical/pragmatic concepts are important for the
discussion which follows:

3.1 NV/VN alternation

In all NV languages there is an alternative order in which the subject
follows the verb. This order may be very highly restricted; in English, i.'nr
example, the initial verb is found chiefly in *special’ speech acts (questions,
imperatives). It is also true, as noted by Greenberg, that no “VN* language
fails to have some construction in which the subject (or topic) can precede
the verb. We might wish to capture these generalizations by stating thﬁt__th#'.
division made by Greenberg between Type 1 and Type II languages consiss
not in fixed structural differences but in differences in the pr-‘igm.«'fﬁ -
cumstances under which in VO languages the Subject can precede tﬁ'.‘-_‘b'ﬂ_'k*_"
Such a formulation, however, has the disadvantage of privileging the ‘0=
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464 PAUL J. HOPPER

In 19th century Malay this distribution is a relatively clear one, The
ergative, with its VN word order, is compatible with narrated events carrie
on by a single (thematic) topic/agent, while actives (transitive or intransj.
tive) and passives, with their NV word order, are appropriate for
“backgrounding” (global or local in the text) — situations, explanations:
commentary, and so on. Actives and Passives, far from displaying c.-m-:-
tinuity of agent/topic, tend to have new, short-lived, and somewhat tandam
subjects. The following passage from the Hikayat Abdullah exemplifiey
these phenomena:

maka sa-bentar sa-bentar di-ambil-nya surat itu,
and fromtime totime PASS-take-AGT. letter the

di-renong-nya, kemudian di-letakkan-nya,  demikian-lah
PASS.-stare:at-AGT. then PASS.-put:down-AGT such -LAH

Maka sa-hari-hari adat-nya ia berkereta pada
daily habit his he go:driving on

petang-petang; maka pada hari itu sampai malam kereta
afternoon and on day that until evening carriage

laku-nya.
behavior his and

dari ramal-nya...
he want go:down from house-his

menanti
ME:remain at-door

di-pintu, tiada ia maw turun

not

‘and this was his behavior: every now and then he took the letter,
stared at it, and then put it down again. It was his custom to go for &
drive every day in the afternoon; but on that day his carriage remained
at the gate, and he did not leave his house’ A 86.

At a somewhat later stage of Malay (Rafferty 1985), we see the begin-
nings of a shift in this distribution, as, increasingly, transitive clauses dare
formulated in the active regardless of their discourse status. In the muderm

language the tendency toward a clause type of the NV form has proceeded

even farther, so that if asked to translate (!) a clause with a pronominal
agent, with no content supplied, modern speakers will spontansously pros
duce clauses modelled on the NV type, such as:

dia memukul anjing itu
he ME:beat dog the
*He beats the dog’.

This development has proceeded by way of an encroachment ﬂ_'f lhﬂ_'
two NV clause types — Passive and Active — onto the discourse-pragmuie
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sudah di-langgar-nya pula gelok itu ata-nya, ‘A ’ at Hassan, tong
‘he has knocked over the pot again’, aying ake i 2

berselelir-lah aver itu atc at Hassa
‘the water is spreading’.

On the other hand, the text also contains lexical nouns in pre-predicate Botak then picked up a club and ped do
position:

Lantai tidak berlubang
floor not have:holes omparable discourse conte Abd
‘the floor has no drainage-holes’. ord ould be impossible out some ove

Such backgrounded utterances, which explain or comment on the dis- . - ) ) Iy
course, are consistently NV in form and, to the extent that case marking is ~ ’
visible, are nominative/accusative. For example, the third person agentive axa oleh Dotak  p di-ams :
pronoun is dia for both transitive and intransitive clauses, while the verti- : D -
initial — i.e., ergative/absolutive — clause type has the enclitic nya for a  ku-tana aka di-kato a a
transitive agent and dia for intransitive ‘subject’ and transitive object.

Yet ‘backgrounded’ though they are, they constitute a considerahle

enn Bota e 3 : 2d dQ
percentage of all occurring clauses. For example, if there is a focus an the X - P 7 ane i

agent, the clause is predictably NV, even though there is no clear sense in
which such clauses are ‘backgrounded’: ave no real way o OWINg €Xa 0

Long, kamu menumbok, ya?, aku mengayak i
NAME you ME:pound OK? I  ME:sieve ; : 2 )
‘Long, you pound [the clay], OK? I'll sieve [it]’ (66) e

There are, admittedly very rarely, examples of NV clauses in which
both 5 and O are lexical nouns. One clear example is the following: (in
which antecedent discourse is given in English). It is an interrogation of a
witness whose testimony implicates the defendant Botak in the murder of
Mat Hassan; the witness’s replies therefore tend to focus on the proper -
names: 2 B one de ation of the Dz

A. (...Mat Hassan arrived). B: (Did he come in?) A: (No, be eir 2 e A

stayed outside). A: (Then?) B: (Botak asked, ‘What brings you here,  hvely ation, so that the morphological trapp

Mat Hassan?") A: (What did Mat Hassan say?) B: (He said he had b-accomp: : ord order now & e Q

come to get a stick.) A¥RE Lor one development @ emantica 0

B (continuing): Botak ambil tongkat lalu dia terjun ka-tanak, : "_ '

NAME take club  then he jump to-grotnd
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e CONVERSATIONAL RELEVANCE

David Holdecroft

University of Leeds

The conclusion I shall argue for in this paper is that there is not just

.L gne central question about the analysis of relevance to be discussed, but

H‘ath'er a number of questions each of which raises far more issnes than one

' eould hope to discuss in a single paper. Amongst these questions are the
following:

1) Questions which raise issues about the evidential relevance of a proposi-
tion. For instance, if there is an argument the question arises of how what
18 said is related to positions being maintained. Is it intended to support the
speaker’s position, or to undermine his opponents?

2) Questions which raise issues about the determination of illocutionary
fiarce. For instance, what material in the conversational-context is available
t participants to determine the responses expected of them at any given
stape of the exchange?

3) Questions which raise issues about the interpretation of an utterance in
! ﬁ,rljxf_:hversational context. For instance, what material is in principle relevant
inﬂle interpretation of an utterance in a specific context? Some have
fgucd, of course, that this last question is profitless, since the answer is
Everything’, and you cannot have a theory about everything. (Fodor &
itz 1974), But this pessimistic conclusion seems unwarranted if this admit-
tedly [arge and unmanageable question is itself split up into a number of
manigeable ones. For example, what is relevant to the resolution of
SPsis? What is relevant to the determination of a reference for a pronoun,
04 definite NP? What parts of shared background knowledge are rele-

|




