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Foreword

Throughout more than a century of outstanding pragress in linguistics -
and especially from the time of the Junggranumatiker — the most impressive
and apparently most abiding successes have been in work at the elemental
end of language structure; the deseriprion and relation of phonological
units. Nor, when they were pressed mto reluctant service, did the cate-
gories and mnsights evolved for phonology get us far in cxplicating lin-
guistic organization at other ‘levels’, the morphological and syntacuc.
Moreover, even 1n the fruitful renaissance of syntactic studies during the
third quarter of this century, work has been virtually canfined to relations
within the sentence. This limitation, though to some extent vigorously
defended on theoretcal grounds, has not in general been because no rele-
vanee to lingustic structure was seen in the relations between sentences,
in the connectuons which resulted in the impression of well-fornied para-
graphs or longer stretches of discourse. But as with semantics — another
and indeed closely related area which linguists have hesitated to enter,
often justifying their dissociation on closely-argued theoretical grounds -
it was not unreasonably held that relations *beyond the sentence’” involved
a complex mterplay of linguistics with other concerns such as thetoric,
acstheties, and pragmances, for which the theorctical foundations and frame-
work were too shaky to support ambitious model building. And that in
any casc linguists had enough on hand to get their sentential house
furnished.

Meanwhile, literary critics (for whom of course text scructure has been
a traditional coneern) and social anthropologists (for whom text and tale
constitute fundamental evidence) began themselves to look at the con-
structs evolved by de Saussure, the Prague School, and other hinguists. One
thinks for example of Lévi-Strauss, Dell Hymes, Roland Barthes, as out-
standing expornents of structurabsm in broad-scale textual analysis, And
among linguists, there have always been those who have persisted i the



Vi FOREWORD

venture to subserve literary and other humamstic disciplines by extending
their work to embrace stylistics and other aspects of textual studies, In this
movement, Michacl Hallidayand Rugaiya Hasan have long becnespecially
active. The prose of Golding and the verse of Yeats are among the material
subjected to valued linguistic scrutiny by the former, while the latter has
made ‘cohesion” her special field, beginning with a doctoral dissertation at
the University of Edinburgh and continuing with mfluential papers while
she worked for several fruitful years in the Communication Research
Centre at University College London, During the whole of this period,
the two authors have worked in close cooperation and mutual influence,
acutely aware of arcas in English studies of profound interest for both
linguists and entics but rigorously explored to a large extent by naither.

We are singularly fortunate that we are able to correct some of these
grave deficiencies in the descriprion of English with the work of so uni-
quely equipped a team. As English has mereasingly come into world-wide
usc, there has arisen a correspondingly increasing need for more informa-
tion on the language and the ways i which it is vsed. The English
Language Series secks to mect this need and to play a part mn further stim-
ulating the study and teaching of English by providing up-to-date and
scholarly treatments of topics most relevant to present-day English — in-
cluding 1ts history and traditions, 1ts sound patterns, its gramumar, its
lexicology, its rich variety and complexity m speech and writing, and its
standards in Britain, the USA, and the other principal areas where the
language 15 used,

University College London RANDOLPH QUIRK
May 1975



Preface

This book originated as onc of a series of studies of the English language
and modern English texts which were undertaken by the Nuffield Pro-
gramme in Linguistics and English Teaching at University College London.
The aim of these studies was to provide an account of aspects of contem-
porary English which would be both founded on theory and also applic-
able i practice: a description of the system, but one which, since it way
based on evidence from texts of different varietics, including both spoken
and written, would be uscful in application to further text studies.

A relanvely neglected aspect of the linguistic system is its resources for
text construction, the range of meanings that arc specifically associated
with relating what is being said .or written to its scmantic environment,
The principal component of these resources is that of cohesion. Cohesive
relations are relations between two or more elements n a text thar are
independent of the structure; for example between a personal pronoun
and an antccedent proper name, such as John . - . hie. A semanuc relation of
this kind may be set up cither within a sentence or between sentences; with
the consequence that, when it crosses a sentence boundary, 1t has the effect
of making the two sentences cohetre with one another. The various kinds
of cohesion had been outlined by M. A. K. Halliday in his wntings on
stylistics, and the concept was developed by Ruqaiya Hasan in her Uni-
versity of Edinburgh doctoral thesis.

The earlier chapters of this book were first published as Gransiatical
Coliesion in Spoken and Written English, Part I, by Ruqaiya Hasan, Com-
munication Research Centre (University College London) and Long-
mans, Green & Co, Programie in Linguistics and English Teaching: Papers,
No. 7, 1968, This contained Chapters 1, 2 and 3 m their oniginal form. The
later chapters were written 1 collaboration by Ruqaiya Hasan and
M. A. K. Halliday, and were prepared for publication in the follow-up
serics (Schools Cowncil Prograpmie in Linguistics and English Teaching: Papers
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Series IT). However, mstead of 1ssuing this part separately, it was decided
to revise the carlier chapters and to publish the two halves together as a
book. The revision was undertaken by M. A. K. Halliday, who also added
the last two chapters.

We should like to express our gratitude to several individuals and insti-
tutions for their cooperation and help. The Nufficld Foundation financed
the original project within which the catlier part of the work was written.
The Schools Council financed the successor project (Schools Council Pro-
gramme in Linguistics and English Teaching, 1967-71); although the latet
part was not written directly under their auspices, since Ruqaiya Hasan
had by then left the team, 1t had been planned to publish it m the series of
papets emanating from this project, and we are grateful to them for allow-
ing it to be withdrawn and published in its present revised form. The final
version was written by M, A, K, Halliday during hus tenure of a fellowship
at the Center for Advanced Study in the Behavioral Sciences, Stanford,
California, and we are most grateful to the Center for providing this
opportunity.

We wish to thank Stephen Lushington, General Editor of the Schools
Council Programime tn Linguistics and English Teaching: Papers Series IT, and a
former collcague in the project, for his valuable help and comments
throughout the preparation of the original manuscript. Other members of
the Nuffield team — Kenneth Albrow, Eirian Davies, Peter Doughry,
David Mackay and Brian Thompson — provided stimulating discussion, as
did our colleagues on another related research project, Rodney Huddles-
ton, Richard Hudson and Eugene Winter, T'o Marcia Insel we express our
appreciation for her research and bibliographical assistance during the final
revision. Students at the Linguistic Socrety of America’s Linguistic Insn-
tute, at the University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, in summer 1973, made
numerous helpful observations in the context of a course based on this
material.

We much appreciate the intercst shown by Randolph Quirk, friend,
former colleague, and General Editor of the present series; and would Iike
to take this opportunity of referring to the debt owed by everyone m the
field of contemporary English ro the work done by lum and by his col-
leagues at the Survey of English Usage. Finally we thank the many people
who have kindly enguired after the progress of the book. Their continuing
concern has been a mast valuable source of encouragement,

University of Essex MAKH
May 1975 RH
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Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1 The concept of cohesion
7.1, Text

If a speaker of English hears or reads 2 passage of the language which is
more than one sentence in lfength, he can normally decide without diffi-
culty whether it forms a unified whole or is fust a coliection of unrelated
sentences. This book is about what makes the difference berween the two.

The word TEXT is used in linguistics to refer to any passage, spoken or
written, of whatever length, that does form a unified whole. We know, as
a general rule, whether any specitnen of our own language constitutes a
TEXT or not, This does not mean there can never be any uncertainty. The
distinetion between a text and a collection of unreelated sentences is in the
last resort a matter of degree, and there may always be instances zbourt
which we are uncertain — a point that is probably familiar to most teachezs
from reading their students’ compositions. Buot this does not invalidate the
general observation that we are sensitive to the distinction between what is
text and what is not.

This suggests that there are objective factors involved — there must be
certain features which are characteristic of texts and not found otherwise;
and so there are. We shall attempt to identify these, in order to establish
what are the properties of texts in English, and what # is that distinguishes
a text from a disconnected sequence of sentences. As always in linguistic
description, we shall be discussing things that the native speaker of the
language ‘knows’ already — but without knowing that he knows them.

A text may be spoken or written, prose or verse, dialogue or mono-
logue. It may be anything from a single proverb to a2 whole play, fom a
mOmentary cry for help toan 2H—d3y discussion on a committee.

A text is a unit of language in use. It is not 2 grammatical unit, bke a
clause or a sentence; and it is not defined by its size. A text is sometimes
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envisaged to be some kind of super—sentence, 2 grammatical unit that is
larger than a sentence but is related to a sentence int the same way that a
sentence is related to a clause, a clause to a2 group and so on: by con-
STITUENCY, the composition of larger units out of smaller ones. But this
is misleading. A text is not something that is like a sentence, only bigger;
it is something that differs from a sentence in kind,

A text is best regarded as a SEMANTIC unit: 3 unit not of form but of
meaning, Thus it is related to a clause or sentence not by size but by
REALIZATIOR, the coding of one symbolic system in another. A text does
ROt CONSIST OF senitences; it is REALIZED BY, or encoded in, sentences.
H we understand it in this way, we shall not expect to find the same kind
of STRUCTURAL integration among the parts of a text as we find among
the pares of a sentence or clause. The unity of a text is 2 unity of a different
kind.

1.1,.2 Texture

The concept of TRXTURE is entirely appropriate to express the property of
“being a text’. A text has texture, and this is what distinguishes it from
something that is not 2 text. It derives this texture from the fact thar it
functions as a unity with respect to its environment.

What we are investigating in this book are the resources that English has
for creating texture. If a passage of English containing more than one sen-
tence is perceived as a text, there will be certain linguistic fearures present
in that passage which can be identified as corftributing to its total unity and
giving it texture,

Let us start with a simple and trivial example. Suppose we find the fol-
lowing instrucdons in the cookery book:

{1:1] Wash and core six cooking apples, Put them into a fireproof dish.

it is clear that them in che second sentence refers back to fis ANAPHORIC tO}
the six cooking apples in the first sentence. This ANaPHORIC function of
them gives cchesion to the two sentences, so that we interpret them as a
wheole; the two sentences together constitute a text. Or rather, they form
part of the same texe; there may be more of it to follow.

The texture is provided by the cohesive RELATION that exists between
them and six cooking apples. It is important ta make this point, because we
shall be constantly focusing attention on the items, such as them, which
typically refer back to something that has gone before; but the cohesion is
effected not by the presence of the referring item alone but by the presence
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of both the referring item and the item that it refers to. Inn other words, it
is not encugh that there should be a presupposition; the presupposition
must also be satisfied. This accounts for the humorous effect produced by
the radio comedian who began his act with the sentence

[1:2] So we pushed him under the other one.

This sentence is loaded with presupposttions, located in the words so, hims,
other and one, and, since it was the opening sentence, none of thern could
be resolved.

What i the MEaNING of the cohesive relation between them and six
cooking apples? The meaning is that they refer to the same thing, The two
items are identical in reference, or COREFERENTIAL. The cohesive agency
in this instance, that which provides the texture, is the coreferentiality of
them and six cooking apples. The signal, or the expression, of this coreferen-
tiality is the presence of the potentially anaphoric item them in the second
seritence together with o potential targer item six cooking apples in the first.

Identity of reference is not the only meaning relation that contribures to
texture; there are others besides, Nor is the use of 2 pronoun the only way
of expressing identity of reference. We could have had:

f1:3] Wash and core six cooking apples. Put the apples into a freproof
dish,

Here the item functioning cohesively is the apples, which works by repeti-
tion of the word apples accompanied by the as an anaphoric signal. One of
the functions of the definite article is to signal identity of reference with
something that has gone before. (Since this has sometimes been said to be
its only finiction, we should perhaps point out that it has others as well,
which are not cohesive at all; for example none of the instances in (a) or (b}
has an anaphoric sense;

f1:4] a. None but the brave deserve the fair.

b. The pain in my head cannot stifle the pain in my heart.

For the meaning of the, see 2.4.2 below))

153 Ties

We need a term to refer to a single instance of cohesion, 2 term for one
occurrence of a pair of cohesively related items, This we shali cali a 1. The
relation between fhem and six coking apples in example [1:1] constitures 2
tic.

We can characterize any segment of a text in terms of the number and



4 INTRODUCTION

kinds of ties which it displays. In [1:1] there s just one tie, of the particular
kind which we shall be calling »arEREN CE (Chapter 2). In [1: 3] there are
actually two ties, of which one is of the “reference” kind, and consists in
the anaphoric relation of the to six covking apples, while the other is of a
different kind and consists in the REPETITION of the word apples, a repeti-
tion which would still have 2 cohesive effect even if the two were not
referring to the same apples. This latter type of cohesion is discussed in
Chaprer 6.

The concept of a tic makes it possible to analyse a text in terms of its
cchesive properties, and givea systematic account of its patterns of texture.
Some specimen analyses are given in Chapter 8. Various types of question
can be investigated m this way, for example concerning the difference be-
tween speech and writing, the relationship berween cohesion and the
organization of written texts into sentences and paragraphs, and the pos-
sible differences among different genres and different authors in the pum-
bers and kinds of tie they typically employ.

The different kinds of cohesive tie provide the main chapter divisions of
the book. They are: reference, substitution, ellipsis, conjunction, and
lexical coheston. A preliminary definition of these categories is given later
in the Introduction {1.2.4); each of these concepts is then discussed more
fully in the chapter in question.

1.1.4 Cohesion

The concept of cohesion is a semantic one; it refers to relations of meaning
that exist within the text, and that define it as a text.

Cohesion occurs where the INTERPRETATION of some element in the
discourse it dependent on that of another. The one prEsUzPOSES the
other, in the sense that it cannot be effectively decoded execept by recourse
to it. When this happens, a relation of cohesion is set up, and the two cle-
ments, the presupposing and the presupposed, are thereby at least poten-
tially integrated into 2 text.

This is another way of approaching the notion of a2 tie. To return to
example [1:1], the word them presupposes for its interpretation something
other than itself. This requirement is met by the six cooking apples in the
preceding sentence. The presupposition, and the fact that it is resolved,
provide cohesion between the two sentences, and in so doing create text,

As apother example, consider the old piece of schoolboy humour:

{1:5] Time 8ies.
- You can’t; they fiy oo quickly.
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The first sentence gives o indication of not being a complete text; in fact
it usually is, and the humour lies in the misinterpretation that is required if
the presupposition from the second sentence is to be satisfied. Here, inci-
dentally, the cohesion is expressed in no less than three tes: the elliptical
form you can’ t (Chapter 4, the reference item they {Chapter 2} and the lexi-
cal repetition fy (Chapter 6).

Cohesion is part of the system of a language. The potential for cohesion
}ics in the systematic resources of reference, ellipsis and so on that are built
mto the language itself. The actualization of cohesion in any given in-
stance, however, depends not mercly on the selection of some option from
within these resources, but also on the presence of some other element
which resolves the presupposition that this sers up, It is obvious that the
selection of the word apples has no cohesive force by itself; a echesive rela-
tion is set up only if the same word, or 2 word related to it such as fruit (see
Chapter 6}, has occurred previcusly. It is less obvious, bur equally true,
that the word them has no cohesive force either unless there is some explicit
referent for it within reach. In both instances, the cchesion Yes in the rela-
tion that is set up between the two,

Like other semantic relations, cohesion is expressed through the stratal
organization of language. Language can be explained as a multiple coding
systern comprising three levels of coding, or “strata’: the semantic {mean-
ings}, the lexicogrammatical {forms} and the phonological and ortho-
graphic {expressions}. Meanings are realized (coded) as forms, and forms
are realized in turn (recoded) as expressions. To put this in everyday ter-
:mnology, meaning is put into wording, and wardmg into sound or
writing:

mv:{ning {the semantic system)
wording (the lexicogrammatical system, gramumar
N and vocab
‘sounding fwriting  (the phonological and orthographic
systerns}

The popular term *wording” refers to lexicogrammatical form, the choice
of words and grammatical structures, Within this stratum, there is no
hard-and-fase division between vocabulary and grammar; the guiding
principle in language is that the more general meanings are expressed
through the grammar, and the more specific meanings through the vocab-
ulary. Cohesive relations fit into the same overall pastem. Cohesion is
expressed partdy through the grammar and partly through the vocabulary.
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We can refer therefore to GRAMMATICAL COHESION atid LEXICAL
COHESION. In example {1:1], one of the tdes was grammatical {reference,
expressed by the}, the other lexical {reiteration, expressed by apples). The
types of cohesion dealt with in Chapters 24 {reference, substitution and
ellipsis) are grammatical; that in Chapter 6 is lexical. That dealt with in
Chapeer 5 {conjunction) is on the borderline of the two; mainly gram-
matical, but with a lexical component in it. The distinction between
grammatical and lexical is really only one of degree, and we need not
make too much of it here. It is important to stress, however, that when we
talk of cohesion as being *grammatical or lexical’, we do not imply that it
is a purely formal relation, in which meaning is not involved. Cohesion is
a semantic relation. But, like all components of the semantic system, it is
realized through the lexicogranmmatical system; and it is at this point that
the distinction can be drawn. Some formis of cohesion are realized
through the grammar and others through the vocabulary.

We might 2dd 25 a footnote here that certain types of grammatical co-
hesion are in their turn expressed through the intonation system, in spoken
English. For example, in

[r:6] Did I hure vour feelings ? I dida’t mean to.

the second sentence coheres not only by eBipsis, with I dida’t mean fo pre-
supposing hurt your feelings, but also by conjunction, the adversative mean-
ing ‘but’ being expressed by the tone. Phonologically this would be:

J.z. did I huct your / FeemNGs f A 1/ didn’t / aBAN [ 1o /

the second sentence having the rising-falling tone 4. For an explanation of
the intonation system, see section 5.4 and the references cited there.

1.2 Cohesion and linguistic structare
1.2.1 Texture gnd structure

A text, as we have said, i not a2 structural unit; and cohesion, in the sense
in which we are using the term, is not a seructural relation. Whatever rela-
tion there s among the parts of a text — the sentences, or paragraphs, or
turns in a dialogue — it is not the same as structurc in the usaal sense, the
rclation which links the parts of 2 sentence or a clause.

Seructure is, of course, a unifying relation. The parts of a sentence or a
clause obviously ' cohere’ with each other, by virtue of the structure. Hence
they also display textere; the elements of any structure have, by definition,
an internal unity which ensures that they all express part of a text. One



1.2 COBERRION ANLD LINGUISTIC STRUCTURE i

cannot change text in mid-sentence, so to speak; or rather, if one does,
there will always be a brezk in the structure, with something being inter-
polated which is not structurally a part of the same sentence, as in Hamlet's

[t:7] Then I will come to my mother by and by -
they fool me to the top of my bent — I will come by and by.

ot, mote conversationally,

{1:8] ... Buc what I want 1o know is — yes, some ice, please — what this
government think they're doing when they spend all that meney
on building new schools. What's wrong with the old ones?

In general, any unit which is structured hangs together so as to form text.
All grammatical units — sentences, claases, groups, wotrds — are internally
‘cohesive” simply because chey are strucrured. The same applies to the
phonological units, the tone group, foot and syllable. Structure is one
means of expressing texture.

I every text consisted of only one sentence, we should not need to go
beyond the category of structure to explain the internal cohesiveness of a
text: this could be explained simply as a finction of its structure. But texts
are usnally ot limited to one sentence; on the contrary, texts consisting of
one sentence only are fairly rere. They do exist; there are pablic notices,
proverbs, advertising slogans and the like, where one sentence by itself
comprises a complete text, for example

[1:9] 2. No smoking.
b. Wonders never cease!
¢. Read The Herald every day.

But most texts extend well beyond the confines of 2 single sentence.

In other words, a text typically extends beyond the range of structural
relations, as these are normally conceived of. But texts cohere; so cohesion
within a text — texture - depends on something other than structure. There
are certain specifically texe-forming relations which earnot be accouated
for in terms of constituent structure; they are properties of the text as such,
and not of any structural unit such as a clause or semtence. Our use of the
terin COHEESION refers specifically to these non-structural text-forming
relations. They are, as we have suggested, semantic relations, and the text

IS a sernantic nnit,

1.2.2 Cehesion within the sentence?
Since cohesive relations are not concerned with structure, they may be
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found just as well within a sentence as between sentences. They ateract less
notice within a sentence, because of the cohesive strength of grammatical
structure ; since the sentence hangs together already, the cchesion is not
needed in order to make it hang together. But the cohesive relations are
there all the same. For example

[1:30] I you happen to meet the admiral, don’t tell him his ship’s gone
WL

Here the him and his in the second half have to be decoded by reference to
the admiral, just as they would have had to be if there had been 3 sentence
boundary in between. Similarly:

[1:21] Mary promised to send a picture of the children, but sbe hasn’t

done.

Here done equals sent a picture of the children, and it is quite irrelevant to this
whether the two are in the same sentence or not.

Cohesive relations have in principle nothing to do with sentence bound-
aries, Cohesion is 2 semantic relation between an clement in the text and
some other element that is crucial to the interpretation of it. This other
element is also to be found in the text {¢f 1.2.4 below); but its location in
the text is in no way determined by che grammatical structure. The two
elements, the presupposing and the presupposed, may be structurally re-
lated to each other, or they may not; it makes no difference to the meaning
of the cohesive relation.

However, there is a sense in which the sentence is a significant unit for
cohesion precisely because it is the highest unit of grammatical structure:
it tends to determine the way in which cohesion is ExprEsSsED. For
example, if the same entity is referred to twice within the same senitence,
there are rules governing the form of its realization. These are the rules of
pronominalization. It is the sentence structure which determines, within
Limits, whether at the second mention the entity will be named again or
will be referred to by a pronoun. For example, we cannot say

{z:12] John took John's hat off and hung John's hat on a peg.

Assuming that there is only one ‘John” here, and only one *hat’, then this
identity af reference must be expressed by the use of Prcncnnnai forms:
Johss took his hat off and hung it on a peg.

This sert of thing can be accounted for by reference to sentence struc-
ture; the relation between an itern and another one that presupposes it
couid be explained as a structural relation. In the preceding sentence, for
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example, the words one and if both, in different ways, presuppose the word
item; and this presupposition conld be incorporated into the structaure of
the sentence.

Bat this would be misleading. Ouly certain instances of cohesion could
be treated structurally, and ouly when the two items, the presupposing
and the presupposed, happened to occar within the same sentenee. But, as
we have seen, the question whether the two fall within the same sentence
of not is irrelevant to the nature of the cohesive relation; cohesion is a
more general notion, and one that is above considerations of structure.
Morcover only certain kinds of cohesive relation are governed by such
rules; mainly those involving identity of reference, which under certain
conditons must be signalled by a reference item (Chapter 2}, Cohesion
that is expressed through substitution and cllipsis {Chapters 3 and 4} is
anaffected by the sentence structure; and so is lexical cohesion (Chaprer 6.
In the case of conjunction {Chapter s), there are special forms to express
the various conjunctive relations where these are associated with gram-
matical structure; compare [1:13a}, which is non-structural, with its struc-
tural counterpart [1113b}:

Ir:13}a. K's raining. — Then let’s stay at home.
b. Since it's raming, let’s stay at homs.

Regardless of the presence or absence of a structural ink, che semantic re-
lation that provides cohesion, namely that of canse, is the same in both.
For these reasons cohesion within the sentence need not be regarded as
essentially a distinct phenomenon. Cohesion is 2 general texi-forming rela-
tion, or set of such relations, certain of which, when incorporated within
a sentence structure, are subject to certain restrictions — no doubt because
the grammatical condition of *being 2 sentence” ensures that the parts go
together to form a text anyway. But the cohesive relations themselves are
the same whether their elements are within the same sentence or not.
As a general rule, the examples cited in this book will be of cohesion
across sentence boundaries, since here the effect is more siriking and the
ing is more obvious: cohesive ties between sentences stand out more
cleasly because they are the oMUY source of texture, whereas within the
sentence there are the structural relations as well. In the description of 3
text, it is the intersentence cohesion that is significant, hecause that rep-
resents the variable aspect of cohesion, distinguishing one text from an-
other. But this should not chscure the fact that cohesion is not, strictly
speaking, 2 relation ‘above the sentence’. It is a relation to which the
sentence, or any other form of grammatieal structure, is simply irrelevant,
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1.2.3 Cohesion and discourse structure
It will be clear from what has been said abowe that cohesion is not just

another name for discourse structure, Discourse strecture is, as the name
implies, 2 type of structure; the term is used to refer to the structure of
some postulated unit higher than the sentence, for example the paragraph,
or some larger entity such as episode or topic unit.

The concept of cohesion is set up to account for relations in discourse,
but in rather a different way, without the implication that there is some
stracrural unit that is above the sentence. Cohesion refers to the range of
possibilities that exist for linking something with what has gone before.
Since this linking is achieved throagh relations in MEANING {we are
excluding from consideration the effects of formal devices such as syn-
tactic parallelism, metre and rhyme}, what is in question is the set of mean-
ing relations which funcrion in this way: the semantic resources which are
drawn on for the purpose of creating text. And since, as we have stressed,
it is the sentence that is the pivotal entity here — whatever is put together
within one scatence is ipso facte part of a text ~ we can interpret cohesion,
in practice, as the set of semantic resources for linking a sENTENCE with
what has gone before.

This #s not to rule out the possibility of setting up discourse structures,
and specifying the structure of sotme entity such asa paragraph or topic unit.
1t is clear that there is structure here, at least in certain genres or registers
of discourse. But it is doubtful whether it is possible to demonstrate
generalized structural relationships into which senterces cnter as the realiz-
ation of functions in some higher unit, as can be done for all urits below
the sentence. The type of relation into which sentences enter with each
other differs from that which holds among the part or sub-parts of a sen-
tence, We cannot show, for example, that there is any functional relation
between the two sentences of [1:1] above, such that the two form a con-
figuration of mutually defining structural roles. {It may on the other hand
be possible to show something of the kind precisely by invoking the con-
cept of cohesion; ¢f Chapter 5.) Whereas within the sentence, or any
sirnilar unit, we can specify a limited number of passible stractures, such as
types of modification or subordination, transitivity or modal structures
and the like, which define the relations among the pasts, we cannot in the
same way list a set of possible structures for a text, with sentence classes to
fli the structural roles. Instead we have to show how sentences, which are
stricturally independent of one another, may be linked together through
particular features of their interpretation; and it is for this that the concept
of cohesion is required.
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1.2.4 Cohesion as a semaniic relation

To say that two sentences cohere by virtue of relations in their meaning is
not by itseif very precise. Practically any ewo sentences nright be shown to
have something to do with cadh other as far as theie meaning is concerned;
and although n judging whether there is texture or not we certainly have
recourse to some feeling about how much the sentences do actually inter-
relate in meaning, we could not give any very explicit account of the
degree of relatedness that is needed or how it is to be measured.

But there is one specific kind of meaning relation that is critical for the
creation of texture: that in which ONB ELIEMENT 1S INTERPRETED BY
REFERENCE TO ANOTHER. What cohesion has to do with is the way in
which the meaning of the elements is interpreted. Where the interprea-
ticn of any item in the discourse requires making reference to some other
item in the discourse, there is cohesion.

Consider the example

f1:14] He said so.

This sentence is perfectly intelligible as it stands; we know what it means,
i the sense that we can “decode’ it semantically, But it is UNINTER-
FRETABLE, because we do not know who “he’ is or what he said. For
this we have to refer elsewhers, to its ‘context’ in the sense of what has
gone before.

Now it is also true that, given just the sentence

f1:15] John said everything.
we do not know who “John' is, or what he said, either. But there is an
important difference berween examples {1:14] and [1:15]. In [1:14], the
items he and so contain in their meaning an explicit signal that the means of
their interpretation is available somewhere in the environment. Hearing or
reading this sentence, ‘we know that it links up with some other passage in
which there is an indication of who “he” is and what he said. This is not the
casc with John or everything, neither of which necessarily presupposes any
such source of frther interpretation.

We now come to the more complex part of the picture. It is easy enough
to show that ke and se are cohesive; there is no means of interpreting them
in their own right, and we are immediately aware of the need to recover
an interpretation from elsewhere, There are systematically related ques-
tions which express this: Who said so7 What did he say? By the same token
we can readily recognize the cobesive effect of a sentence such as:

{1:26] Lying on the Hoor.
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Here there is no explicit signal of presupposition, in the form of 2 word
like ke ot so; the cchesion is provided by what is left out, and again we can
ask the relevant question Who is? Notice however that there is now
some ambiguity as regards the information to be supphied; the actual text
might bave been

[1:17] Wkhat was John doing when youcame in ?
Lying on the floor.

in which case lying would have to be interoreted as was lying not is lying,
And there are still further possibilities as illastrated by:

f1:18] What is vour favourite pastime ?
Lying on: the floor.

These show that cohesion is 2 relational concept; it is not the presence of 2
particular class of item that is cohesive, but the relation between one item
and another.

This point emerges very cicarly with another type of cohesion, which
woutld otherwise be difficult to explain. We said with reference to example
[1:15] that there is nothing presuppusing about the item John; the sen~
tenice fohir said everything does not in itself confer the automatic right to ask
for an interpretation of John, as ke said everything does with regard to he.

But we may have a sequence such as:

{1:19} I was introduced to them; it was John Leathwall and his wife. 1
had never met John before, but I had heard a lot about im and
had some idea what to expect.

Here John does have a cohesive function — because it 1s reiterated. This
form of cohesion is lexical {Chapter 6}; it consists in selecting the same
lexical item twice, or sclecting two that are closely related. The two m-
stances may or may not have the same referent; but the interpretation of
the second will be referable in some way to that of the first. Compare what
was said about example [1:3] above. Another example would be:

{1:20] Jan sat down to rest at the foot of 2 huge beech-tree. Now he was
so tired that he soon fell aslecp; and 2 leaf fell on him, and then
another, and then another, and before long ke was covered all
over with leaves, yellow, golden and brown.

Here leaf ties with beech—tree. The two are clearly not identical in reference,
since ree and leaf are not synonymeous; but the interpretatdon of leaf de—
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pends on deech-tree — we “know’ thar the leaf was 2 beech-leaf, and if the
sentence had continued before forg he was covered all over with oak-lzaves we
should have rejected it as a mistake, This Hlustrates the force of cobesion;
and it also illustrates the fact that cohesion depends not on the presence of
expiicitly anaphoric items like so and #e, but on the establishment of 2
semantic relation which may take any one of various forms.

One other form it may take is that of conjunction, expressed by means
of items such as but, later on, in that case (Chapter 5}. Here the cchesion
resides inn an abstract relation between one propasiton and another. This
may be 2 matter of the CONTENT of the proposidionsy, how they are
refated to each other as phenomena; for example

I1:2¥] First, he took z piece of string and tied it carefully round the neck
of the bottle. Next, he passed the other end over a branch and
weighted it down with a stone.

Or it may be a matter of their role in the disconrse, how they are related
in the perspective of the speaker or writer, for example

f1:22] First, he has no experience of this kind of work. Next, he
showed no sign of being willing to leam.

Here next refers to succession in the argument, not to any sequcnce of
events in time. A very large number of different words and phrases oecur
as expressions of conjunction; but they all {all into a few sets representing
very general types of legical relation.

Thus the concept of cohesion accounts for the essential semantic relations
whereby any passage of speech or writing is enabled ro function as text.
We can systematize this concept by classifying it into 2 small number of
distinct categories ~ reference, substitution, ellipsis, conjunction, and lexi-
cal cohesion; categories which have a theoretical basis as distinct Typzes of
echesive relation, but which akso provide a practical means for describing
and analysing texts. Each of these categories is represented in the text by
particular features ~ repetitions, omissions, occurrences of certain words
and constructions — which have in common the property of signalling that
the interpretation of the passage in question depends on something else.
H that “something else” is verbally explicit, then there is cohesion. There
are, of course, other types of semantic relation associated with 2 text which
are not embodied in this concept; but the one that it does embody is in
some ways the most important, since it is commeon to text of every kind
and is, in fact, what makes a text 2 rexe.
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1.3 Cohesion and linguistic context
1.3.1 The domain of cohesive relations

The sinmiplest form of cohesion is that in which the presupposed clement
is verbally explicit and is found in the immediately preceding sentence;
for example

f1:23] Did the gardener water my hydrangeas?

— He said so.

We shall treatshis as the norm for purposes of illustration and discussion;
not only because it is simpler in practice but also because it is, as we have
suggested, the paradigm case of cohesion from a theoretical point of view,
since the boundary between two sentences represents 2 minimal break in
structaral continuity.

There are two kinds of departure from this norm. First, the presupposed
clement may be located elsewhere, in an earlier sentence, perhaps, or in
the following one; secondly, it may not be found in the text atall. Let us
comsider these in turh.

Cohesior: as we have said is not a structural eelation; hence it is anxe-
stricted by sentence boundaries, and in its most normal form it is simply
the presupposition of something that has gone before, whether in the pre-
ceding sentence or not. Thisform of presupposition, pointing BACK to some
previous item, is known as ANAPHORA. What is presupposed anaphori-
cally may be in the sentence immediately preceding, but it may also bein
some carlier sentence; in the following example, Ae refers back to Henry:

[1:24] The first years of Henry’s reign, as recorded by the admiring
Hall, were given over to sport and gaiety, though there was lirtle
of the licentiousness which characterized the French Court. The
athletic contests were serious but very popular, Masques, jousts
and spectacles followed one another in endless pageantry. He
brought to Greenwich 2 tremendously vital court life, a central
importance in the country's affaiss and, above ali, a great naval
connection.*

Or it may be the whole of some longer passage; here the such presupposes
everything that precedes:

{1:25] Travelling with huge retinues of staff and servants, medieval
maonarchs demanded a series of houses to take care of theix needs.

* Olive and Migel Hamilton, Royal Greenwich, The Greeewich Bookshop.
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Their requirements were large. Government went where they
went — (it was still ¢he King’s government} — with all its ateendant
staff and visitors. They were responsible for a large number of
followers, and visitors had to be entertained in seyle. They were
expected to dispense patronage and o entertain on a lavish
scale. During the winter festival of Christinas, lasting twenty
days, they nominally kept open house. Richard I, notoriously
prodigal, entertained over ten thousand every day at his palaces,
and even more over Christmas.

No single home cotild possibly cope with the organization and
material products needed on such 2 scale*

As might be expected, the tendency is different with different types of
cohesion, Where the cohesive element is something like ke or one, which
coheres by dircct reference to, or substitution for, another item, the pre-
supposed element is typically a specific item in the immediately preceding
sentence. This is the most usual pattern in the case of reference and sub-
stitution. Characteristicatly these intances also tend to form comesive
CHAINS, sequences in which i, for example, refers back to the immedi-
attly Pfeceding sentence — but to another it in thar sentence, and it is
necessary to go back three, four or morc sentences, stepping across a whole
sequence of is, before finding the sabstantial element. An example of this
is [1:25) above, which has a cohesive chain medieval monarchs . . . their . ..
t&éy ...they ... they . . . they, leading finally to Richard II as a specific
instance of 2 medieval monarch. Here is another example in which three
such cohesive chains intertwine, initiated by Shore, Johsson over Jordan and
Johnson:

[r:26] Short places Johnson over Jordas squarely in the tradition of
expressionist drama. He says that Johuson is a “typical Briton’,
an ‘English Everyman’. He regards the play as an imaginative
presentation of the mind of a man who has just died. But, he
adds, Priestley is more interested in Johnson living than in John-
son dead. In this the play is expressionist in its approach to theme.
But it is also 50 in its use of unfamiliar devices — the use of muasks,
the rejection of the three or four act lay-out of the plot. And,
fnally, he points to the way in which Johnson mowves quite
freely in and out of chronolegical time. ¥

It may be helpfid to tabulate the ties forming these three chains:

¥* Obive znd Nigel Hamiiton, Royal Creenwidh, The Greenwich Bookshop.
+ Gareth Lioyd Evans, [ B. Priestlcy — The Dramsarisy, Hicinenzaan,
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g i
Short  Johnson over jordan Johnson

Sentence 1: Short  Johnson over Jordan Johnson {in ] over )

Sentence 2: he $ Johnson

Sentence 3: he the play a man who has just
died

Sentence 4: he } Johnson {2 x}

Sentence 51 1 the play . ., its

Sentence 6: ... 1S

Sentence 7: he Johnson

Where the cohesion takes the form of conjunction, with expressions
like but, so, in that case, later on, the presupposition typically involves a pas-
sage longer than a single sentence. This hardly needs ilustrating, but here
is one example, a passage of Carlyle in which the conjunction on the other
hand clearly relates to the whole of the preceding paragraph:

I1:27] How much is still alive in England; how much has not yet come
into life! A Feudal Aristocracy is still alive, in the prime of life;
superintending the cultivation of the land, end less consciously
the dustribution of the produce of the land, the adjustment of the
guarrcls of the land; judging, soldiering, adjusting; everywhere
governing the people, — so that even a Gursh, bom thrall of
Cedric, lacks not his due parings of the pigs he tends. Govern-
ing; — and, alas, also game-preserving, so that a Robin Hood, a
William Scarlet and others have, in these days, put on Lincoln
coats, and taken to living, in soine universal-suffrage manner,
under the greenwood trec!

How silent, on the other hand, lie all Cotton—trades and such
like; not a steeple-chimney yet got on end from sca to seal

Lexical cohesion differs again, in that it regularly leaps over a number of
sentences to pick up an element that has not figured in the intervening
ext:

{r:28} Iscreamed, and my scream went wafting out on the night air!
And some neighbours who ~ they were my nearest neighbours,
but they were still soine distance away - came rushing along.
They were awfully good, and they said afterwards they thought
I'd been being murdered. Well, I couldn’t've made more noise
if I had been! But I'd surprised myself - really, the sound that
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went floating out on the air [ didn’t know I had it in me, and
they said it would make my fortune if [ sent it to Hollywood.
And 1 may say it sarprised the thief sufficiently that he dropped
my handbag and fled. Fortunately I wasn't besween him and the
daoor, so there was no harm done and I didn’t lose anything.

— Fortunately for him, or fortunately for you?

— Oh, for me; they generally carry knives.

—I know: someone was murdered in the main hotcl quite
recently.

— Ch yes, yes, although people did say that there were wheels
within wheels in that. But you get between 2 flecing thief and
his exit, and he’s bound to be carrying a knife. Bot anvhow, the
only thing I lost was my voice. I couldn’t speak for a week
afterwards,

Here lost {in lost . . . my veice) resumes the fose {in didn’t lose anything), the
resumption being signalled by the conjunctive item anyhow; and voice ce-
Iates back to scream, noise and seund. Resumptions of this kind can span
large passages of intervening text, especially in informal conversation.

So far we have considered cohesion purely as an anaphoric relation, with
a presupposing item presupposing something that has gone before it. But
the presupposidon may go in the opposite direction, with the presup-
posed element following. This we shall refer to as caTaPHORA.

The distinction only arises if there s an explicitly presupposing item
present, whose referent clearly either precedes or follows. H the cohesion
is lexical, with the same lexical item ocourring twice over, then obvicusly
the second occurrence must take its interpretation from the first; the first
can never be said to point forward to the second. K Jobn follows fobs,
there is no possible contrast between 2naphora and cataphora. But an item
such as fhis and here can point forward, deriving its interpretation from
something that follows, for example:

f1:29] This is how to get the best resalts. You let the berries dry in the
sun, till all the moisture has gone out of them. Then you gather
them up and chop them very fine.

The presupposed clement may, and often does, consist of more than one
sentence. Where it does not, the cataphoric reference is often signalled in
writing with a colon: but although this has the effect of uniting the two
parts into a single orthographic sentence, it does not imply any kind of
structural relation between them. The colon is used solely to signal the
cataphora, this being one of its principal functions.
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There remains one further possibility, namely that the information
required for interpreting some element in the text is not to be found in
the text at all, but in the situation. For example, given

fr:30] Did the gardencr water those plants?

it is quite possible that these refers back to the preceding text, to some
earlier mention of those pardeular plants in the discassion. But it is also
possible that it refers 1o the environment in which the dialogue is taking
place — to the "context of sitradon’, as it is called — where the plants in
question are present and can be pointed to if necessary. The interpretation
would be “those plants there, in frone of us’.

This type of reference we shall call BxoprBORA, since it takes us outside
the text altogether. Exophoric reference is not echesive, since it does not
bind the two elements together into a text, One might reason that, meta-
phornically speaking, the plants form part of the tcxt; but this seems rather
pointless, because there could be no significant contrast here between the
presence of cohesion and its absence — one would have to assume that, in
the absence of cohesive reference to them, the plants would have com-
prised 2 text on their own. But exophora is of interest at several points in
the discussion, particularly with reference to the definite article as a texe-
forming agent, and it will be brought up where relevant,

The line between exophoric and anaphoric reference is not always very
sharp. In dramatic dialogue, for example, the mere presence or absence of
2 stage direction would change the picture, eg

J1:3¥] How sweet the moonlight sleeps upon this bank!
Bere will we sit, and let the sound of music
Creep in our ears.

If the stage directions specify something like 'a grassy bank’, then for the
zeader this and here become anaphoric; otherwise, they were exophoric.
The significance of the exophoric potential is that, in instances where the
key to the interpretation is not ready to hand, in text or situation, the
hearer or reader CONSTRUCTS a context of situation in order to supply it for
himself. So we supply the grassy bank in oar imagination, and the pro-
ducer need not put onc on the stage. This is an essential element in all
Hnagmative witing.

It may be helpful here to draw attention to the distinction berween co-
hesion as a relation in the system, and cohesion as a process in the text,
‘Cohesion’ is defined as the set of possibilities that exist in the language for
making text hang together: the potential that the speaker or writer has at
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his disposal, This is a purely relational concept, and directionality comes
into it only if one of the elements in the cohesive relation is By 175 NATURE
cohesive, in that it is inherently ‘pointing to’ something else; in this case
there is a logical dependence, and hence a significant opposition wv Tz
sYsTEM berween pointing back {anaphora} and pointing forwards {cata~
phora). But cohesion is also a process, in the sense that it is the instantiation
of this relation in a text. A text unfolds in real time, and directionality is
buailt into it; hence of the two clements embodying the cohesive relation,
Ot aiwnys fﬂBBWS Ehﬂ Dth‘ﬂf.

In the system: ae——>b
In the text: '
{tirne;

imphcitly anaphoric  John,  John,
explicitly anaghoric  John :he
{explicitly} cataphoric  he: John

In the text it is natural for the element occurring second te depend for its
interpretation on the one occurring first; hence, anaphora s the unmarked
and cataphora is the marked term in the opposition. Cataphora occurs
only as an ExpLICIT relation, with the first element always being one that
is inherently presupposing. Thus cohcsion as a process always involves one
item pointing to another; whereas the significant property of the cchesive
zelation, as we have stressed above, is the facr that one item provides the
source for the interpretation of another.

1.3.2 Text and situation

‘We should now say a little more about the nature of a text, and its relation
t0 2 context of situation. Let us begin with an example:

{1:32] Although the light was on he went to sleep. Although the house
was unfurnished the rent was very high. Althcugh he was paid
a high salary he refused o stay in the job.

These three sentences dlearly have something in commeon; they are not
just three sentences picked at random from a corpus of written English.
What they have in common is a certain degree of grammatical similarity:
patailel structures, with repetition of the item although. They could, how-
ever, be written in any other sequence without disturbing the organiza-
tion of the passage as a whole, such as it is; whatever it is that gives unity ro
this “text’ it does not depend on the order in which the sentences are

arranged.
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This sort of grammatical paralielism is not irrelevant to internal cohe-
ston; it is a cominon feature not only of poetry but of many other kinds of
discourse as well. But by itself it does not make a string of sentences into
a text. The sentences in [1:32] could be said to form a text, butif so itisa
text of a very special kind: a text about language, in which the sentences
are CITATION FORMS - that is, items introduced for the purpose of saying
something about them. A set of citation forms that are related onLY by
their grammatical parallelisin s a familiar featare of texts about language;
and [1:32]is in fact taken from a textbock of Chinese for English-speaking
students. The sentences in it, together with their Chinese equivalents,
form part of a doill.

The passage illustrates, in an extreme form, a general principle concern-
ing decisions about what is and what is not a text. We do not, in fact,
evaluate any specimen of language — and deciding whether it does or does
not constitate teXt is a prerequiisite to any farther evaluation of it — without
knowing something about its context of sitnation. It is the context of
situation of this passage, the fact that it is part of a language textbock, thae
cnables us 1o accept it as text. A set of sentences that in any other environ-
ment would not constitate a text is admissible as such in the restricted
context of a book about language. Since the present book will be fuil of
citation forms we need not discuss them further here; the effect of their
occurrence in a situation to whielt they are inappropriate can be seen in
Ionesco’s play The Bald-headed Primadenna. But they illuserate the general
principle that the hearer or reader, when he is determining, consciously
or unconsciously, the status of a specimen of language, invokes two kinds
of evidence, the external as well as ghe internal: he uses not only linguistic
clues but also situational ones. Lingusteally, he responds to specific
features which bind the passage together, the patterns of connection, inde-
pendent of structure, that we are referring to as cehesion. Situationally, be
takes into account all he knows of the environment: what is going on,
what part the language is playing, and who are involved.

The internal and the external aspecis of *texture” are not wholly sepas-
able, and the reader, or listener, daoes not separate them when responding
unconsciously to a passage of speech or writing. But when the linguist
secks to make explicit the basis on which these judgments are formed, he
is bound to make observations of rwo rather different kinds. The one con-
cerns relations within the language, patterns of meaning realized by gram-
mar and vocabudary ; the other concerns the relations seTwery the language
and the relevant features of the speaker™s and hearer’s (or writer's and
reader’s) material, social and ideclogical environment. Both these aspects
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of a text fall within the domain of linguistics. The linguistic patterns,
which embody, and at the same time also impose structure on, our
experience of the environment, by the same token also make it possible to
identify what features of the environment are relevant ¢to lingnistic be-
haviour and so form part of the context of situation. But there are two
sets of phenemena here, and in this book we are concerned with the
LivcuUrsTIC factors that are characreristic of texts in English. The situational
propertics of texts, which are now beginning to be studied in greater de-
tail and with greater understanding, constitute a vast field of engniry
which hies omtside our scope here. Some of the factors of most immediate
relevance are summarized in the paragraphs that follow.

The term SITUATION, meaning the “context of sitvation’ iz which a
text is embedded, refers to all those extra-linguistic factors which have
some bearing on the text itself. A word of caution is needed about this
concept. At the moment, as the text of this Introduction is being com-
posed, it is 2 typical English October day in Palo Alto, California; a green
hiliside 15 visible cutside the window, the sky is grey, and it is pouring
with rain. This might seem part of the “sitnation” of this text; but it is not,
because it has no relevance to the meanings expressed, or to the words or
gramrnatical patterns that are used to express thesn. The question is, whas
arc the exrernal factors affecting the lingunistic choices that the speaker or
writer makes. These are likely to be the nature of the audience, the me-
dium, the purpose of the communication and so on. There are types of
discourse in which the state of the weather would form part of the con~
text of situation, for example, language-in-actior in mountaineeting oz
sailing ; bat writing 2 book about language is not one of them.

As 2 rule, the features of the situation are relevaat at a rather general
level. That is to say, if we think of the example of 2 lecture on current
affairs 1o an adult evening class, what matters is not that it is John Smith
talking to Messrs Jones, Robinson, Brown and others on a particular Taes-
day evening in Burnley, but that it is a lecturer addressing a gathering of
adult students within the framework of a given social institution. This is
not to deny either the individual characteristics of speakers or writers or
the importance of studying the distinctive quality of a particalar author’s
style. It is mercly to emphasize that many of the features of 2 text can be
exphined by reference to generalized situation types.

1.7.3 Components of the context of situntion, and register

The concept of CONTEXT OF SITUAYION was formulated by Malinow-
ski in 1923, in his supplement to Ogden and Richards’ The Meaning of
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Meaning, and subsequently elaborated by Firth, particularly in a paper
written in 1950 called “Personality and language in society’. Is has been
worked over and extended by a number of linguists, the best-known
trearment being perhaps that of Hymes in * Models of interaction of lan-
guage and social setting’. Hymes categorizes the speech sitnation in terms
of eight components which we may summarize as: form and content of
texXt, setting, patticipants, ends (intent and effect}, key, medium, genre and
interactional norms. It will be noted that, in this view of the matter, the
text itself forms part of the speech situation.

A more abstract interpretation, intended as a basis for DERVING the
features of the text from the features of the situztion, had been offered by
Hailiday, McIntosh and Serevens in The Linguistic Sciences and Language
Teaching. They had proposed the three headings riELD, MODE, and
TENOR (to adopt the terminology preferred by Spencer and Gregory in
Linguistics and Style). These are highly general concepts for describing how
the context of situation determines the kinds of meaning that arc expressed.
The FIELD is the total event, in which the text is functioning, together
with the purposive activity of the speaker or writer; it thus includes the
subject-mmatter as one element in it. The MODE is the funciion of the text
in the event, inciuding therefore both the channel taker by the language -
spoken or written, extempore or prepared — and its genre, or rhetorical
mode, 3s narrative, didactic, persnasive, ‘phatic ccmmumion’ and so on,
The rENOR refers to the type of role interaction, the set of relevant social
rciations, permanent and temgporary, among the participants involved.
Field, mode and tenor collectively define the context of situation of a text
(see the further discussion i Halliday’s Language and Social Man).

The linguistic features which are typically associated with a configura-
tion of sitvational features — with particular values of the field, mode and
tenor — constitute a4 REGISTER. The more specifically we can characterize
the context of sitnation, the more specifically we can predict the properties
of a text in that situation. ¥ we merely name the subject-matter, or the
mediam, it will tell us very little; we condd talk of 2 “register of marine
biology’ or 2 'newspaper register', but this hardly enables us to say any-
thing of interest about the types of text in question. Butif we give somein-
formation abous all chree categories of field, mode, and tenor, we begin to
be able to make some useful observations. For instance, if we specify a field
such as ‘personal interaction, at the end of the day, with aim of inducing
contentment through recounting of familiar events’, with mode *spoken
monologue, imaginative narrative, cxtempore amd tenor ‘intimate,
mother and three-year-old child’, we can reconstruct a great deal of the
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language of this kind of bedtime story, especially if we go further and
describe the coNTEX T 0F curT unE {another of Malinowski’s concepts)
which will tell us, among other things, what are the familiar events in the
life of a child with the given socio—cultural background. The register is
the set of meanings, the configuration of semantic patterns, that are typi-
cally drawn upon under the specified conditions, along with the words
and structures that are used in the realization of these meanings. The fact
that we can say of any given text, with some assurance, whether ornot it
satisfres 2 description of the context of situation such as the one just given,
shows how real the notion of register is.

In general, if a passage hangs together as a eext, it will display a con-
sistency of register. In other words, the texture involves more than the
presence of semantic ralations of the kind we refer to as cohesive, the de-
pendence of one element on another for its interpretation, It involves also
some degree of coherence in the actual meanings expressed: not only, or
even mainly, in the conTenT, bur in the roraAL selection from the semantic
resources of the language, including the warious interpersonal {social-
expressive-conative) components — the moods, modalities, intensities, and
other forms of the speaker’s intrusion into the speech situation.

The concept of COHESION can therefore be usefully supplemented by
that of REGISTER, since the two together effectively define 3 TEXT. A text
is 2 passage of discoursc which is coherent in these two regards: it is co~
herent with respect to the context of situation, and therefore consistent in
register; and it is coherent with respect to itself, and therefore echesive,
Neither of these two conditions is safficient without the other, nor does
the one by necessity entail the other. Just as one can construct passages
which seem to hang together in the situational-semantic sense, but fail as
texts because they lack cohesion, so also one can construct passages whick
are beautifully cohesive but which fail as texts because they lack consis-
tency of register — there is no continuity of meaning in relation to the
situation. The hearer, or reader, reacts to both of these things in his judg-
ment of texture.

Under normal circumstances, of course, we do not find ourselves faced
with “non~text’, which is ‘non-sense” of a rather esoteric kind. Texture is
a matter of degree, It is almost impossible to construect a verbal sequence
which has no texture at all — but this, in turn, is largely because we insist
on interpreting any passage as text if there is the remotest possibility of
doing so. We assume, in other words, that this is what languag: is for:
whatever its specific function may be in the particular instance, it can serve
this function only under the guise of text. If one can imagine 2 situarion
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in which someone is faced with a string of words picked at random from a
dictionary, but which has bees made to look or sound as if it was strac-
tured, then it is safe 1o predict thae he will go to great lengths to intesprec
it as text, and as related to some accessible features of the situation. The
nearcst ‘we get to non-text in actual life, leaving aside the works of those
poets and prose writers who de]ibmtciy set out to Creaie nen-text, is
probably in the speech of young children and in bad translations.

Two further points are worth making, in connection with the text and
its context of sitwation. One is that the relation of text to situation is
variable, in terms of the relative weight which the text has to bear. There
are certain types of situation in whick the non-linguistic factors cleatdly
dominate and the language pfays an ancillary role: for cxamplc, 2 non-
verbal game, like football, in which there are a few verbal instructions
from player to plaver; or joint operations on objects, building, asscmbhng
cooking, cleaning and the like. Here it Is impaossible to interpret what is
said or written without sitnational information; one must know what i
going on. At the other end of the scale are types of activity in which the
lanpuage is the whole story, as in most formal or informal discussion on
-abstract themes, such as those of business, politics and intellectual Life.
Here the language may be totally selfsufficient and any relevant situa-
tional factors are derivable from the language itself. The qualiry of texture,
and the forms of cohesion which provide it, differ very muach as between
these two poles. One question on which a great deal of further stady is
needed is the refation between texture and situmation type: the different
ways in which texes of different kinds are constructed 5o as to form seman-
tic whales.

The second point concerns what Ellis calls pELicACY OF FOCUS In
situational analysis. We obviously canpot draw a clear line between “the
same situation’ and ’different situations’; any two contexts of situation
will be alike in some respects and not in others, and the amount of detail
needed to characterize the situation will vary according to what we are
inserested in — what distinctions we are trying to make between one in-
stance and another, what fearures of the text we are trying to explain and
S0 O Qucsnenslii:c ‘are these two texts in the same register ¥’ are in
themselves meaningless; wr can only ask in what respects the texts, and the
situations, are a]zkc and in what respects they differ. i a child turns around
from talking to his father and starts talking to his uncle, we are not called
on to decide whether the situation has changed or not; but we shall be
interested to note whether there are linguistic signals of the difference in
personal relationships. This affects our netion of a text. Up to now we have
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been discussing this on the asumption of an all-or-nothing view of tex-
ture: either 2 passage forms text, or 1t does not. In real life we so seldom
meet non-text thar we can afford 0 adopt such a deterministic view: we
are not required in practice to decide where a text begins and ends, But in
fact there are degrees of texture, and if we are examining language from
this point of view, especially spoken language, we shall at times be uncer-
tain as to whether a particular point marks a contination of the same text
or tire beginning of 2 new one. This is because texture is really a * more-or-
less” affair. A partial shift in the context of situation — say a shift in one
sitaational factor, in the field of discourse or in the mode or tenor - is likely
to be refiected in some way in the texture of the discourse, without
destroying cempletely the continuity with what has gone before.

It is worth pointing out in this connection that continuity of subject-
matter is neither 2 necessary nor a sufficient condition for the creation of
texture. Subject~matter is neither more nor less important than other fea-
tures of the context of situation as a determinant of text; it is simply one of
the factors that enzers into the picture. And where there is continuity of
subject-matter within a text, as we typically find it, the texture is not
necessarily the result of this ; the following example is about mathematics,
but cohesion Is provided, especially in the lase sentence, more by the lexical
patterns of complicated . . . difficult . . . easy and greater time. . fong. ..
short than by any linking of specifically marhematical concepts:

{1:33] Throughout the long history of mathematics, men have always
wished that they could calculate more quickly. As cach mathema-
tical discovery was made and knowledge advanced a little the
¢caleulations facing markematicians became more and morte com-
plicated and demanded an even greater time. There are some
people who like doing long and difficulr arithmetic, but most of
us do not and are eager to finish our sams in the shortest and
casiest way X

A text, then, can be thought of as the basic unit of meaning in language.
It is to semantic structure what the sentence is to lexicogrammatical struc-
ture and the syllable to phonological structure, It 15 3 unit of situational-
scmantic organization: a continoum of meaning-in-context, constructed
around the semantic relation of cohesion. According to the particular
situational-semantic configuration, 6t REGISTER, of the text, so the forms
taken by the cohesive relation will differ: texeure in informal conversation

* E. B. Lovis, Computers ¥ {Contemporary School Mathematics, First Sexies), Edward Arnold.
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is quite unlike that in formal written language, which is one reason why
the former locks strange when written down and the latter sounds odd
when read aloud. A text therefore normally has continuity of register; it
“fits” 2 given set of sitnational features, a pattern formed by the nature of
the communicative event (field), the place’assigned to language acts within
the event {mode} and the role-relationships of those who are participating
{tenor). This fit does not by itself ensure the kind of continuity we asso-
ciate with texts; we often feel, in looking at children’s writing for
example, that it 6UGHT to hang together precisely because it is making
sense in the situation, but in fact it does not, This reveals the existence of
the other aspect of texture, which is cohesion. The meaning relations which
constitute cohesion are a property of text as such, and hence they are
general to texts of all rypes, however much they may differ in the parti-
cular form they take in one text or another.

Texture resules from the combination of semantic configurations of
ewo kinds: those of register, and those of cohesion, The register is the set
of semantic configurations that is typically associated with a particular
cLass of contexts of situation, and defines the substance of the text:
WHAT IT MEANS, in the breadest sense, including all the components of
its meaning, social, expressive, commanicative and so on as well as repre-
sentational {see 1.3.4 below). Cohesion is the set of meaning relations that
1t geperal to ATL cLASSES of text, that distinguishes text from ‘non-text’
and interrelates the substantive meanings of the text with cach other.
{Cohesion does not concern: what a text means; it concerns how the text is
constructed as 2 semantic edifice,

1.3.4 The place of cohesion in the linguistic system

Table 1 summarizes the main components in the linguistic system, show-
ing where cohesion comes in relation to the rest.

There are three major functionzlsemantic components, the 1bea-
TIONAL, the INTERPERSONAL and the TEXTUAL The IDEATIONAL
component is that part of the linguistic system which is concerned with
the expression of "content’, with the function that language has of being
aBour something. It has two parts to it, the experiential and the logical,
the former being more directly concerned with the representation of
experience, of the ‘context of culture’ in Malinowski’s terms, while the
latter expresses the abstrace logical refations which derive only mdirectly
from experience. The INTERPERSONAL component is concerned with
the social, expressive and conative funcdons of language, with expressing
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the speaker’s "angle’: his attitudes and judgments, his encoding of the role
relationships in the simation, and his motive in saying anything at all. We
can summarize these by saying that the ideational component represents
the speaker in his role as observer, while the interpersonal component
represents the speaker in his role as intruder.

There is 2 third component, the TExTUAL, which is the text-forming
component in the linguistic system. This comprises the resources that
language has for creating text, in the same sense in which we have been
using the term all along: for being operationally relevant, and cohering
within itself and with the context of situation.

In part, the textual component operates Like the other two, through
systems associated with particular ranks in the grammar {see 7.4.1 below).
For example, every clause makes a selection in the system of THEME, 2
selection which conveys the speaker’s organization of the clause as a mes-
sage and which is expressed through the normal mechanisms of clause
structure. But the textual component also incorporates patterns of mean-
ing which are realized outside the hierarchical organization of the system.
One of these s INFORMATION structure, which is the ordering of the text,
independently of its construction in terms of sentences, clauses and the like,
intc units of information on the basis of the distinction into e1vex and
NEW: what the speaker is treating as information that is recoverable to the
hearer {given) and what he is treating as non-recoverable (new). This aspect
of the meaning of the text is realized in English by mtonation, the infor-
mation unit being expressed as one TONE GROUP.

The remaining part of the textual component is that which is concerned
with cohesion. Cohesion is closcly refated to information structure, and
indeed the two overlap at one point {sec 5.8.2 below); but information
structuce is a form of structure, in which the entire text 1s blocked out into
elements having one or other function in the total configuration — every-
thing in the text kas some status in the ‘given-new” framework. Cohesion,
on the other hand, is 2 potential for relating one element in the text to
another, wherever they are and without any implication that everything
in the text has some part mn it. The information it is a structural unis,
although it cuts across the hierarchy of structural units or constituents in
the grammar (the “rank scale” of sentence, clause and so on); but there are
no structural units defined by the cohesive relation.

Cohesion, thercfore, is part of the text-forming component in the
lingusstic system. It is the means whereby elements that are structurally
unrelated to one anothes are inked together, through the dependence of
one on the other for its interpretation. The rescurces that make op the
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cohesive potential are part of the total meaning potential of the language,
having a kind of catalytic function in the sense that, without cohesion, the
remainder of the semantic system cannot be effectively activated at all.

1.3.5 The meaning of cohesion

The simplest and most general forms of the cohesive relation are “equals’
and ‘and’: identity of reference, and conjoining. We shall discuss the
meanings of these and of the other forms of cohesion, and related mean~
ings in other parts of the linguistic system, in a rather summary way in
Chapter 7, after the detailed discussion of each eype, The means of
expressing these various types of cohesion are, as we have seen, drawn
from a number of areas of the lexicogrammatical systemn, which have in
common merely the fact that they contribute to the realization of cohe-
sion. The personal pronoun he, the verb substitute do and the adjunct
nevertheless would not be likely to appear on the same page in a description
of English grammar; still more remote would be any reference to the
phenomena of ellipsis or to the repetition of lexical items. But these do
come together in this book, because they are all text-forming agencies.
A sentence displaying any of these featuses is an invitation to a text. If
the invitation is taken up — if there is in the environment another sentence
containing the required key to the interpretation — the text comes into
being.

‘Igc have noted the significance of the sentence, as the highest structural
unit in the grammar. The relation among the elements within the sen-
tence, together with the order in which the elements occar {which is one
of the means of realizing these relations}, is determined by the structure.
Between sentences, however, there are no such structural relations; and
there are no grammatical restrictions on the sequence in which sentences
are put together. Hence the sentences of [1:32] could follow each other
in any order, without in any way affecting the total meaning of the
F The sentences of a2 texe, however, are related to cach other both sub-
stantively and by cohesion; and it is 2 characteristic of a text that the
sequence of the sermtences cannot be disturbed without destroying or
radically aitenng the meanmg. A text has meaning as a text, whereas a
passage consisting of more than one text has ne meaning as a whole; it is
stmply the sum of its parts. Within a text the meaning of each sentence
depends on its environment, including its cobesive relations with other
sentences. When we consider ¢ohesion, therefore, we are mnvestigating the



Table 1: The place of conEsION in the description of English

Functional components of the semantic system

Ideational Interpersonal Textual
Experiential Logical (structural) (non-structaral)
By rank: All ranks: By rank: By rank: Cross-rank:
Clause: Paratactic and | Clause: Clavse: Information Cohesion
transitivity hypotactic mood, modality { theme unit: Reference
relations information Substitution
Verbal group: (condition, | Verbal group: Verbal group: disteibution, Ellipsis
tenise addition, petson voice information Conjunction
report) focus Lexical cohesion
Nominal group: Nominal group: | Nominal group:
epithesis attitude deixis
Adverbial group: Adverbial group: | Adverbial group:
arcumstance comment conjunction
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linguistic means whereby a text is enabled to function as a single meaning-
ful anit.

To round off this general inerroduction, let us look at one further
example, with a briet discursive commentary on its cohesion:

{1:34] The Car only grinned when it saw Alice.
‘Come, it's pleased so far,” thought Alice, and she went on.
‘Would vou tell me, please, which way I ought to go from
here?’
“That depends a good deal on where you want to get to,” said
the Cat.
‘I don’t much care where - said Alice.
“Then it doesn’t matter which way you go,’” said the Cat.
‘~so long as I get somewhere,” Alice added as an explanation.
‘Oh, you're sure to do that,” said the Cat, "if you only walk
lorg encugh.’

Starting at the end, we find the words do that occurting as a verbal sub-
stitute for gei somewhere; this in turn relates by lexical echesion to wherz you
want io get 1o and thence to which way T oughs to go. The form ok is a con-
junction relating the Cat’s answer to Alice’s preceding remark; and in
similar fashion the Cat’s interruption is related to F don’t much care where by
the conjunction thes. The clliptical form: where presupposes {I] gef to; and
care, in I dow't muck care, is lexically related to want. The reference itern
that, in that depends, presupposes the whole of Alice’s queston; and the i
in Alice's first remark presupposes the Cat, also by reference. Finally both
the proper names Alice and the Cat form cohesive chains by repetition,
leading back to the first sentence of the passage.

A systemnatic analysis of cohesion in 2 number of other passages is given
in the final section of Chapter 8. Table 1 shows where cohesion belongs
in relation to the grammar of the language as a whole,



Chapter 2

R eference

2.1 Endophoric and exophoric reference

There are certain items in every language which have the property of
reference, in the specific sense in which we zre using the term here; that is
to say, instead of being interpreted semantically in their own righe, they
make reference to something else for their interpreration, In English these
items are personals, demonstrarives and comparatives.

We stare with an example of each:

fz:1] a. Three blind mice, three blind mice.
See how they run! See how they run!
b. Doctor Foster went 1o Gloucester in a shower of rain.
He stepped in a puddle right up to his middle and never went
there again.
¢. There were two wrens apon a tree.
Another came, and there were three,

In {3}, they refers to three blind mice; in (b} there refers to Glougester; in
{c) another refers to wrens.

These items aze directives indicating that information is to be retrieved
from eisewhere. So much they have in common with all cohesive cle-
ments, What characterizes this particalar type of cohesion, that which we
are calling REFERENCS, i3 the specific nature of the information that is
signailed for retrieval. In the case of reference the information to be
retrieved is the referendal meaning, the identity of the particular thing or
class of things that is being referred to; and the cohesion lies in the con-
tinuity of reference, whereby the same thing enters into the discourse 2
second time. In See how they run!, they means not merely ‘three blind
mice’ but *the same three blind mice that we have just been talking about’.
This is sometimes expressed by the formula that all reference items *con-
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tain the definite article’, since the definite article is the item that, in Eng-
lish, carries the meaning of specific identity or “definiteness’ in its pure
form {sec 2.4.2. below}. But this is putting it in unnecessarily concrete
terms; there is no need to imagine a the lurking in every reference item. It
is enough to say that reference has the semantic property of definiteness, or
specificity.

In principle this specificity can be achieved by reference to the context
of situation. By contrast to substitution, which is a grammatical relation
(see Chapter 1 below), reference is 2 semantic reladon. One of the con-
sequences of this disunction, as we shall see, is that substitution is sabject
to a very strong grammatical condition: the substitute must be of the same
grammatical class as the item for which it sebstitutes. This restriction does
not apply to reference. Since the relationship is on the semantic level, the
reference item is in no way constrained to match che grammatical class of
the itemn # rcfers to. What must match are the semantic propertics. But
these need not necessarily have been encoded in the text; they may be
retrievable from the sitaation, as in

jz:2] For he's a jolly good fellow
And so say all of us.

where the text does not make it explicit who ke is, although his identity is
not in doubt to those who are present.

It has been suggested in fact that reference to the situation is the prior
form of reference, and that reference to another item within the textis a
secondary or derived form of this relation. This seems quite plausible, even
though it is not entirely clear what it means; is the priority a historical
one, or is it in some sense logical ? It is certainly possible that, in the evolu-
tion of language, situational reference preceded text reference: in other
words, that the meaning “the thing yousee in front of you’ evolved earlier
than the meaning "the thing 1 have just mentioned’. Being present in the
text is, as it were, a special case of being present in the situation. We tend
to sce matters the other way round; the word conTexT, for example,
means literally 'accompanying text’, and its use in the collocation con-
TEXT OF SITUATION seems to us a metaphorical extension. Bue it is
fairly ¢asy to sce that there is a logical continuity from naming {referring
to a thing independently of the context of situation), through situational
reference (referting to a thing as identified in the context of situation) ro
textual reference {referring to a thing as identified in the surrounding
text); and in this perspective, situational reference would appear as the
priot form.
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We shall find it useful in the discussion to have a special term for sirua-
tional reference. This we are referring to as EXOPHORA, of EXOBHORIC
reference; and we could contrast it with ENDOPHORIC as 2 general name
for reference within the text:

R eference:
[situational] frextual]
exophora endophora
; i
ito ?re-z:;ding cext] ito following text]
anaphora cataphora

As a general rule, therefore, reference items may be exophoric or endo-
phoric; and, if endophoric, they may be anaphoric or cataphoric {¢f 1.9
above). This scheme will allow us to recognize certain distinctions within
the class of reference items, according to their different uses and *pheoric’
tendencies,

Exophora is not simply a synonym for referential meaning. Lexical
items like John or tree or run have referential mesning in that they are
names for some thing: object, class of obiects, process and the Like. An
exophoric item, however, is one which does not nzme anything ; it signals
that reference must be made to the context of sitmation. Both exophoric
and endophoric reference embody an instruction to retrieve from else-
where the information necessary for interpreting the passage in guestion;
and taken in isolation 2 reference item is simply neutral in this respect — it
we hear 2 fragment of conversation such as

[2:3] That must have cost a lot of money.

we have no means of knowing whether the that is anaphoric or exophoric.
The previous speaker might have said, "'T've just been on holiday in
Tahiti*, or the participants might be looking at their host’s collection of
antique silver; and if both these conditions hold goed, the interprecaton
will remain dounbtful. Ambiguous situations of this kind do in fact quite
often arise.

What s essential to every instance of reference whether endophoric
{textual} or exophoric (situational} is that there is 3 presupposition that
musst be satisfied; the thing referred to has to be identifiable somehow.
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One of the features that distinguish different REGISTERS is the relative
amount of exophoric reference that they typically display. I the situation
is one of “language-in-action’, with the language playing a relatively
small and subordinate role in the rotal event, the text is likely to contain a
high proportion of instances of exophoric reference. Hence, as Jean Ure
has demonstrated in her studies of different registers, it is often difficult to
interpret a text of this kind if one orly hears it and has no visual record
available,

It is important to make this point, and to emphasize that the special
flavour of language-in-action is not a sign that it is ungrammatical, sim-
plified, or incomplete. It is often highly complex, although we have no
very convincing measures of structaral complexity; and if it appeats un-
grammatical or incomplete this is largely due to the preponderance of
reference items used exophorically, which seem incomplete because their
presuppositions are unresolved. A high degree of exophoric reference is
one characteristic of the language of the children’s peer group. When
children interact with each other, especially young children, they do so
through constant reference to things; and since the things which serve as
reference points are present in the immediate environment they are
typcally referred to exophorically. In the same way the adult is exptz::c&
to pick up the necessary clues from the context of sitmation, as in this
exchange between one of the present authors and her three-year-old
son:

[2:4] Child: Why does THAT one come out?
Parent: That what?
Child: THAT one.
Parent: That what?
Child: That oxg!
Parent: That one what?
Child: Thart lever there that you push 1o let the water out,

It did not occur to the child that he could point to the object in question,
presummably because it did not occur to him that what was in 118 focus of
attention was not also in evervone ¢lse’s, a imitation that is characteristic
of the egocentric phase of interaction.

Bernstein has shown that one characteristic of speech that is regulated by
RESTRICTED CODE is the large amount of exophoric reference that is
associated with it; and the researchers ir his team have found abundant
evidence of this. He characterizes it in terms of dependence on the context
of situation: exophoric reference is onc form of context-dependence,
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since without the context we cannot interpret what is said. Let us quote one
of Bernstein's passagres in which this point is brought cut.

We can distinguish between uses of language which can be called
‘context bound” and uses of language which are less context bound.
Consider, for cxample, the two following stories which Peter Hawkins,
Assistant Research Officer in the Sociclogical Research Unit, con-
structed a5 a resule of his analysis of the speech of middle—class and
working-class five-vear-old children. The children were given a series

of four pictures which told a story and they were mvited to tell the
story. The first picture showed some boys playing football; in the
second the ball goes through the window of a house; the third shows a
woman locking out of the window and a man making an ominous
gestare, and in the fourth the children are moving away. Here arc the

two stories:

(r} Three boys are playing football and one boy kicks the ball and it
goes through the window and the ball breaks the window and the
boys are looking at it and 2 man comes out and shouts at them be-
cause they've broken the window so they run away and then that
lady looks out of her window and she tells the boys off.

(2} They're playing football and he kicks it and it goes through there it
breaks the window and they're lvoking at it and he comes out and

shouts ai them because they’ve broken it so they run away and then
she looks cut and she tells them off.

With the first story the reader does not have to have the four pictures
which were used as the basis for the story, whereas in the case of the
second story the reader would require the initial pictures in order to
make sense of the story. The first story is free of the context which
generated it, whereas the second stery is much more dlosely tied to its
context.

There is pothing ungrammatical about the second version of the story,
nor is it any simpler in its structure; but it is ‘context-bound” because it
depends on exophotic reference — ke, she, they and there have no possible
interpretation without the pictures. Notice that in the other version we do
not get any significantly greater AmoUnT of information. The equivalents
of they, he, he and she are three boys, one boy, a man and that lady; but we
know the sex from the pronouns, and we could have gtzcssect which were
children and which were sdults from the story, And it is not hard to infer
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that through there means through the window. The significant difference be-
tween the ewo versions is that three boys, one boy and ¢ man do not pre-
suppose anything else. They are not very specific in themselves; but they
carry no mmplication that any forther specification is available from else-
where, and hence they are not context-bound. (On the other hand that lady
does contain an exophoric that; if Hawkins had wanted to be totally con-
sistent he would have had to write a lady. For the interesting case of the in
through the window see 2.4.2 below.)

H children’s speech is characterized by 2 tendency towards exophoric
reference, this is because it is neighbourhood speech, the language of the
children’s peer group. We know very httle about neighbourhood speech;
but it seems likely that it is highly exophoric, no doubr because of the way
children tend to relate to things, and to relate to each other through things.
Typically in peer group interaction the context of situation is the material
environment — the ‘things’ are there in front of one — and there is also 2
reservoir of shared experience, a common context of culture; so exophoric
refercnce poses no problems and, in fact, any more explicit saming would
be unnatural, The ‘restricted code” nature of neighbourheod language is a
positive feature; one should not be misled by the word “restricted’, which
is an abstract technical term referring to the highly coded, non-redundant
properties of specch in this semantic mode. Such speech is characteristic
not only of the neighbourhood but of all close-knit social groups; for
example, to quote from onc of Bernstein's descriptions,

‘prison inmates, combat units of the armed forees, criminal sub-
culmres, the peer group of children and adolescents, and married

couples of long standing .

It becomes resTRICTING if if is wansferred to contexts in which it 15 inap-
propriate; if Bemnstein has emphasized the damaging consequences of
restricted code in the context of formal education, this is not because of
any deficiency in restricted code as such but because the educational con-
text is one 1o which neighbourhood and peer group semantic styles are
rot relevant. The problem lics as much in the nature of formal education
as in the nacure of restricted code.

There are of course many other aspects to restricted code than a high
frequency of exophoric reference. But one of the principal characteristics
of testricted code is dependence on the context, and the exophoric use of
reference items is one form such dependence rakes.

A reference item is not of itself exophoric or endophoric; it is just
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‘phoric’ — it simply has the property of reference. Any given INSTANCE of
reference may be either one or the other, or it may even be both at once,
We shall see in this chapter that there are tendencies for particular items or
classes of ftems to be used exophorically or endophorically; but the
reference relation is itself neutral: it merely means “see elsewhere”. On the
other hand, as we have emphasized already, only endopheric reference is
cohesive. Exopheoric reference contributes to the crREaTION of text, in that
it links the language with the context of situation; but it does not contri-
bute to the INTEGRATION of one passage with another so that the two
together form part of the sams texe. Hence it does not contribute directly
to cohesion as we have defined it

For this reason we shall take only lirtle account of exophoric reference,
not attempting to describe it in detail but bringing it in where it relazes to
and contrasts with reference within the text. We shall treat ‘endophoric’
reference as the norm; not implying by this that it is the logically prior
form of the reference relation, but merely that it is the form of it which
plays a part in cohesion, and which therefore has priority in the context of
the present study. At the same time, however, where we identify TYPRS
OF REFERENCE and REPERENCE 1TEMS it the language, we do so on the
criterion of reference potential without regard to the endophoricfexo-
phoric distinction. A reference item is any one which has this potential,
ard a systematic account of the different types of reference and their place
in the linguistic system has to be based on the generalized concept of
reference and not on the particular concrete form that it takes when in-
corporated into the text.

2.2 Types of reference

There are three types of reference: personal, demonstratve, and com-
parative.

Personal reference is reference by means of function in the speech
situation, throagh the categoty of PErsonN {Table 2.

Demonstrative reference is reference by means of location, on a seale
of proxmiITY {Table 3).

Comparative reference is indirect ceference by means of ipENTITY of
simiLaRITY (Table 4).

Grammatically, all reference items except the demonstrative adverbs,
and some comparative adverbs, function within the nominal group {(noun
phrase). It will be necessary therefore to give a brief account of the struc-
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Table 2; Personal reference

Semantic category | Existential Possessive
Crammatical function | Head Modifier
Class | noun {proncun} determiner
Person:
speaker {only} I me mine Y
addressee{s}, with/without
other person(s} you yours | your
speaker and other person{s] | we us ours our
other person, male he him his his
other person, female she her hers her
other persons; objects they them theirs | their
object; passage of text it [its] its
generalized person one one’s

For categories of grammatical function and class, see below.

Table 31: Demonstrative reference

Semantic category Selective Non-selective
Grammatical function | Modifier/Head | Adjunct Modifier
Class | determiner adverb determiner
Proximity :
near this these here [now]
far that those there then
neutral the
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‘Table 4: Comparative reference

Grammatical function | Modifier: Submodifier/Adjunct
Deictic/Epithet
{see below)
Class | adjective adverb
General comparison:
identity same identical equal | identically
general simifarity similar additional [ similarly Hkewise
so such

difference {ie non- i

identity or similarity) | other different ekce | differently otherwise

Particular camparison: better, more etc so more less egually
[comparative
adjectives and
quantifiers}

wire of the nominal group, in order to explain the grammar of reference
in more explicit terms.*

The logical structure of the nominal gronp is one of modification; it
consists of a EEAD, with optional MopI1FIER. The modifying elements in-
clude some which precede the head and some which follow it; the dis-
dnction in the relative position of modifying clements is semantically

* The analvsis of the nominal group follows that of Halliday; versions of it have appeared in
varions impublished scurces, eg: Engfish System Networks (1964} For its w2 In textual studies
see Rngadya Hasen, © A BEnguistic study of contrasting features in the style of two conramporary
Englith prose writers’, University of Edinburgh Ph.D thesis, 1964 alze G. ]. Turner and B. A,
Mokan, A Linguistic Destription and Compuier Program for Children’s Speech, Lopden, Routledge
& Kegan Paul, 1970, For a selated interpretation see ] Mcil. Sinclair, A Course in Spokent
English: Grammar, London, Oxford U.P., 1972. A detailed scoount of the present version widl
appear in M. A, X, HaBiday, Meaning of Modren BEupiish, Londor, Oxford U P, fforthcoming).

We reain the torm NOMINAL GROUP in preferende to the more wsnal NeUN PRRASE,
partly becavse it has been used throughout Hafliday"s writings and related publications, having
originaily been taken over by Halliday {3955} rom W. 5. Allen (951}, but more because,
sithough noun phrase and nominal proup are mote or dess equivaient, Halliday™s vERBAL
arouv is very different from the vorb phrase, so that the tern: verbal proup has to be retzined
in any case, and, by the samne token, nominal group belongs in 2 somewhar different concep-
tu2l famework fom noun phrase.
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significant, so it is usefu] to make it terminologicaliy explicit, and we shall
refer to modification preceding the head by the term prEMODIFIER 2and
to that following the head by the term rosTMoDIFIER. Thusin

[2:5] The two high stone walls along the roadside

the Head is walls, the Premodifier is formed by the two high stone and the
Postmodifier by along the roadside.

The Head is typically expressed by a common noun, proper noun or
pronoun. Usually only commeoen nouns accept modification; pronouns
and proper nouns tend to occur alone (see below}.

Simultaneousiy the nominal group is structured along another dimen-
sion, the experiential ~ that s, in terms of the furction that language has
of expressing {the speaker’s experience of} phenomena of the real world
{cf 1.3.4 above). This has the effect of introducing subdivisions within the
Modifier, although these are not in fact subcategories of Madifier but, as
we have said, structural roles deriving from a different functional com-
ponent within the semantics. The elements of this structure are DEICTIC,
NUMERATIVE, EFITHET, CLASSIRIBR, QUALIFIER, and what we shall
call THING.

The structural analysis of [2: 5] is now as follows; the last line shows the
classes of word {or, in one case, rankshifted group) which realize the
functions in question. These are the typical classes associated with each
function.

i $
the two high stoe | walls | along the
rozdside
Strnctures: 5
logical Premodifier ! Head | Posunodifier
experiendal | Deictic | NMumera-§ Epithet | Classifier | Thing Quatifier
tive
Classes deter— | mumeral | adjec- noun noun { [prepositional
minee tive group]

As far as the “experiential’ structure is conceraed, the Deictic is nor-
mally a determiner, the Numerative 2 numeral or other quantifier, the
Epithet an adjective and the Classifier a common or proper noun; but the
correspondence of class and function is far from being one to one — adjec-
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tives, for example, regularly function both as Deictic and as Classifier, eg
their famous old red wine

Deictic Deictic  Epithet  Classifier Thing

determiner adjective adjective adjective  noun
{whereas famous in a famous victory and red in red paint are both fnctioning
as Epithet}. The Qualifier is normally a rankshifted relative clause or pre-
?{)sitiﬂnai Phr:asc. Apart from the Thi!}g, all elements in the expc[ientia}
structure may occur more than once; note that this does NOT refer to co-
ordination, since coordinate items function as single unies — in boys and
girls there are two houns bat only one Thing, and in hot or cold tea there are
two adjectives but only one Epithet.

The logical structure is somewhat different; here there is always 2 Head,
but it may be of any class, and may be mapped on to any of the experi-
ential functions. This can best be explained by illustration:

these EWO custo- these two these
mers
Modifier Head | | Modi- Head Head
' fier
; Deictic Nimerative Thing Deictic] Numerative Deictic

Similarly in the old we have the function of Head combined with that of
Epithet, and in the red (in the sense of “the red wine’, eg in I'll take the red)
Head combined with Classifier. Where the Head is 2 noun, it may be not
only a commen noun, asin {2: 5], bat also a proper noun or pronown. (To
avoid the confusion usually inherent in the use of the word wouw, let us

represent its meaning as follows:
word classes

3
verb noun, adverb

i | |

NOAn, adjective numeral determiner
{ =substantive)

| | |
COMMOR ACUN  Proper pronoun
(nouns) ncen
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We shall avoid as far as possible the use of NouUN in the sense of noun;,
that of “nominal word’ in the most generalized scheme of word classes. In
almost alt cases its use will correspond to noun,, ‘nominal word that is the
typical exponent of a Thing’: ExcLupiNG adjective, numeral {quantifier)
and determiner but INCLUDING pronoun and proper noun as well as com-~
mon noun. When it Is necessary to indicatc common ot proper noun, but
excluding pronoun, the locution CoMMON OR PROPER NOUN will be
uscd; silice proper nouns in many ways rescemble pronouns rather than
common nouns, there is no particular reason for using noun in just this
sense. Occasionally, where the context makes it clear, nouw will be used
in the sense of noun;, ‘common noun” only. Al other uses of noun, those
in which it refers to elements higher than words - phrases, clauses,
nominalizations of any kind, sre avoided altogether )

If the Head is a proper noun or pronoun, it usually occurs without
modification. It is beyond our scope here to go further into the analysis
and interpretation of the nominal group; but for purposes of cohesion it
is itnportant to clarify and explain the structure up to this point. Common
nouns designate classes of things; so they are liable to be further specified,
and the general meaning of the functions Deictic, Numerative, Epithet,
Classifier and Qualifier is that of sPECIFIC AT10N. The Deictic specifies by
identity, non-spectfic as well as specific {which train?, a train, all trains} and
mecluding identity based on reference {this train, my train) ; the Numerative
by guanticy or ordination {two frains, next train}; the Epithet by reference
to a property {Jong trains}; the Classifier by reference to a subclass (express
trains, passenger frains}; and the Qualificr by reference to some charae-
terizing relation of process {irains for London, train 1"t on). These functions
are introduced into the nominal group through che logieal structure of
modification, being mapped on to the function of Modifier; hence, com-
mnon nouns are typically modified. But pronouns and proper names are
not as a rule susceptible of further specification. The catcgory of pronoun
is 2 mixed bag; but it comprises PERSONAL 2and INDEFINITE pronouns, of
which the personals, as we have seen, are reference items and therefore
take over the specificity of whatever it is they are presupposing, while the
indefinites {eg: something, everybody) already embody a non-specific deictic
component in their meaning and cannot be specified further. Proper
names designate individuals, and are therefore fully specified in their own
right. Proper names can accept DESCRIPTIVE modification, as in that
Charlie Brown, beautiful Buttersere;, this is a derived function of the modi-
fying structure and one which differs in certain significant ways (for
example, descriptive modifiers do not admit of ellipsis; see Chapter 43,



2,3 PERSONAL REFERENCE 43

But the normal pattern is: with Modifier if the Head is 2 common noun,
without Modifier if the Head is proper noun or pronoun.

Finally there is the structural relation of susmoDIFicATION, by which
a Modifier is itself further modified. Sabmodifiers are typically adverbs,
such as very, eguelly, teo; they may alsc be rankshifted prepositional
groups, like i epery way in an i every way voliant attempt. Submodifiers
are most frequent within the Epithet, though they car be found else-
whese,

It will be necessary to refer to the srructure of the nominal group at fre-
quent points in the discussion of cohesion. To cite one example, it s 2
regular source of ellipsis, and we can define an elliptical nominal group as
one in which there is no overt Thing and the Head is therefore combined
with some other function. What distinguishes reference from other types
of cohesion, however, is that reference is overwhelmingly nominal in
character. With the exception of the demonsicative adverbs kere, there,
now, and then, and some comparative adverbs, all reference items are
found within the nominal group. They may have any of the functions in
the “experiential’ structure except those of Classifier and Qualifier, It is
not that these elements cannot also incorporate cohesive reference — they
can, but if so the reference item functions as something else, typically as
Deictic, in a rankshifted nominal group, eg: that referring to box in

[2:6] It's an old box camera, — I never had onc of that kind.

The classification of reference items is not, however, based on their
function in the nominal group; it is based on the type of reference in-
volved. This 15 2 semantic classification and cuks across the dassification
according to grammatical function. At the same time the tvpe of reference
is not unrelated to the form which it takes in the grammar, and to the
classes of word wiich function as reference items. This will be discussed

and exemplified where necessary in what follows.

2.3 Personal reference

The category of PERSONALS includes the three classes of personal pro-
nouns, possessive determiners {usually called ‘possessive adjectives’), and
pussessive pronouns. There is no general name for this category in tradi-
tional gramimar, because the members of it belong to different classes with
diverse structural roles; but in fact they represent a single system, that of
PERSON:
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speakeronly I
speser ——
—speech —speaker plus  we
roles
resseeisy  you
Person—, fre
hmnan—[
—singwiar she
specific non-heman  if
_other lural they
roles —
eralized human one
In tabular form:
Speech roles QOther roles
Specific
Generalized
Non- Humm
Spfakef Addressee | FHuman | human
be him
his his
it 1t one onc
one I me she her | [its] its — one’s
nine my | you you |hers her
nore we us | yours your they them
than one OUrs our theirs their

These items are all reference items; they refer to something by speci-
fying its function or role in the speech situation. This system of reference is
known as PERSON, where * person’ is used in the special sense of “role’; the
traditionally recognized categories are FIRST PERSON, SECOND PERSON
and THIRD PERSON, intersecting with the NUMBER categorics of SINGU-
LARr and prURAL. The actual system found in the semantics of languages is
nearly always a departure in some way from this ‘ideal” type; that of Eng-
lish is as set out above, with one or two further complexities which will be
brought up in the discussion — including the so-called impersonal uses of
we, you and they.
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The term PERSON might seem a littde misleading, as the system includes
not only ‘impersonal” meanings (which are actually st personal, ie ho-
man; they are merely not individaalized) but also reference that is truly
non-personal, reference to objects. But most grammatical terms have
fazzy edges; they express the central or typical meaning of the category in
question, and are justificd by being in this way simple and easy to remem-
ber. ‘The alternatives would be cither to use purely abstrace [abels, such as
letters and numbers, which have no mnemonic value; or to attempt more
accurate designations, which would soon become cumbersome and syn-
tactically recaicitrant. The technical term itself is not part of any linguistic
theory; it is simply an "address’ for easy recovery.

2.3.1 Semantic distinctions in the personal system

The significance of the PERSON system is that 3t is the means of refcrﬁng
to RELEVANT persons and objects, making use of a smail set of options
centring around the particular nature of their relevance to the s sitii~
ation. The principal distinction is that between the PERSONS DEFINED BY
THEIR ROLES IN THE COMMUNICATION PROCESS, on the one hand,
and all other entities on the other. The former we shall call seeecH
ROLES; they are the roles of sPBAKER and ADDREsSBE. These are the two
roles assigned by the speaker; and we use ‘addressee’ in preference to
“hearer’ or ‘listener’ in order to suggest the meaning ‘person pBsiIG-
NATED BY THE SPRAXER AS recipient of the communication’ ~ as dis-
tinct from one who chooses to listen or happens to hear. The lawter, which
we shall call simply eTsER ROLBS, include all otber relevant entities,
OTHER THAN speaker or addressee. In terms of the traditional categories
of person, the distinction is that between first and second person on the one
band (£, you, we) and third person on the other (he, she, it, they, one).

Each of these personal forms enters into the structure in one of two
guises: either as participant in some process, of as possessot of some entity.
If the Former, it falls ineo the class NoUN, subclass PRONOUN. and func-
tions as Head - and sole element — in the nominal group; it then has one
form whea that nominal group is the Subject (I, you, we, ke, she, it, they,
one} and in most cases a different form when it is anything other than sub-
ject {me, you, us, him, her, it, them, one). If the latter, it falls into the class
DETERMINER, a1kl then functions either as Head (mine, yours, onrs, his, khers,
{its], theirs] or as Modifier (my, your, our, his, her, its, their, one’s}. Examples:
{a) 1 hadacat I: participant;

Subject pronoun HHead
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{b} the car pleased me  me: pacticipant;

non-Subjject  pronoun Head
(¢} ke mine Mine:  pOSSESSGE determiner Head
{(d} my plate’sempty  my: pOSsessor determiner Modifer

Note that oue never occurs as possessor/Head, although it does as possessor/
Modifier: we can say Do they pay one’'s debts ? but not Do they only pay their
ot debts, or do they also pay one’s? These iz a reason for this, which will
appear later. The form +ts is also rare as Head, although therc seems to be
na very clear reason for this restriction and, in fact, instances do occur, &g

{2:7] You know that mouse you saw ? Well that hole there muse be its.

Within each of the two major categories of personals, further distine-
tions are built inro the system. Within the speech roles, the Bnglish person
systemn recognizes only speaker fand addressee yow, making no distincrion
according ta the number of addressees or according te the social hierarchy
or the social distance between addressee and speaker.™ It does however
comprise a third form we representing the speaker together with some
other person or persons, among whom the addressee(s) may or may not be
imcluded. T

As far 25 the remaining iems are concemed, those which refer to other
roles, not to speaker or addressee, the distnctions are ﬁir}y clearcut. There
is a generalized personal form with human referent, one, perhaps “bor-
rowed ” from French on although it is not restricted to fumctioning as Sub-
ject as on is; in the following example, only the second of the four counld
have on in French rranslation:

[2:8] They couldn’t do a thing like that to one. — One never knows,
does one ¥ — It makes one think, though,

* Elizabethan English distinpuished thow {singular, familiar) from you {plural; or singular
showing respect or distance), much bke the French distinction of r and vows today. The
distincraon was lost in 2]l vaneties of English except some northern rural dialects, in whach it s
naw fast dying out. The Quaker use of thee is 2 later imitation and does not directly reflect
original usage.

T 1t should be noted that & separate sysiem of “person’ operates i imperative clawvses. The
Subgect of an hnzperative clause is always 2. personal’ element; but in this case the addressee 18
always included, 2ad the option B phis or minus the speaker. In other words the contrast is
between {youl gof and le’s gof, where Jot’s 2lways includes "vou’. 50 let's is not eguivalent to
iet us, in which wr is parr of the ordinary person system and may exclizde the addresses. The
form iet’s fry is & form of the imperative of fry; bat Jez ws rry contains the imperative of ler {as
i et ol fry, ete) and means ‘{you) sliow us to try’, where us may, and in such instances
typically does, exclude the person being spoken to.
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There is a difference berween Britisk and American English as regards
repetition of one within the sentence: British English retains one in second
and sabsequent occurrences, where American English normally substi-
tutes he:

i2:9] One can hardly be expected to reveal one's/his innermost secrets
to the first casual enquirer, can oncjhe ?

'The rest of the “other roles” are non-generalized: they make specific refer-
ence to persens or things, and the categories are familiar to every student
of English from lesson one: plural, with no distinction of persons and
things, they; singular, human, male Ae, female she, non-human it. Animals
are treated sometimes as persons and sometimes as things; the lower orders
of creation are referred to as iz, the higher ordess either as it or as hefshe
depending on 2 whole number of variables, primarily the speaker’s rela-
tionship to the species in question (farmer and farm animal, pet owner and
pet, for example), but also on his individual preference. If the reference is

to a single human being, but with the sex unknown or unspecified, the
form used 1s he, as in:

i2: 0] If the buyer wants to know the condition of the property, he has
1o bave another survey carried out on his own behalf.*

This means that, as in many languages, the masculine is the syntactically
unmarked form. This is a matter of concern to some, since they see in it
another manifestation of the subjection of women and want to insist on he
or she {ot presumably she or kie) in such instances. Not all languages enforce
the sex distinetion; in Chinese there is only one word meaning both Ae and
she, just as there is only the one word they {as contrasted with ils and elfes)
for the plural in Bnglish. And it cannot be denied that, whatever the origins
of the 'unmarked masculine” — they lie far back in the history of Indo-
European — the use of he has its problems. The authors of the Breakthrough
to Literacy Teacher’s Manual used he to refer 1o a child but she to referto a
teacher, on the grounds that infant teachers are more often female —~ 2
reasoning that mighs equally be objected to:
[2:11] It is most important to note that a child who tells his teacher an
imagmative story which she subsequently writes down for him
is not engaged in creative writisg; but in creative speaking.

No doubt the authers were glad to be able to avoid the possible ambigui-
ties that might arise if both child and teacher were referred to by identical
personal forms.

* The Legal Side of Buying ¢ Howse, Constipaess” Association.
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2.3.2 Speech roles and other roles

The vse of personal forms as reference items with a cohesive function is so
all-pervading tn English that it hardly needs iBlustrating. The following is

from Alice’s conversation with the flowers:

[2:12] *Aren’t yousometimes frightened at being planted out here, with
nobody to take care of you ?’
“There’s the tree in the middie,” said the Rose. *What else is it
good for?’
‘Bur what could it do, if danger came ?° Alice asked.
‘It could bark,’ said the Rose.
‘It savs “Bough-woughl™’ cried a Daisy: ‘that’s why its
branches are called boaghs?’

Four occurrences of i, and one of its, refer anaphorically to the tree. To
appreciate the effect of the use of personals, and cohesive items of 2l kinds,
WITHOUT appropriate referents, see the verses read out by the White Rab-
bit as evidence in Afice in Wonderland, Chapter 12, beginning

[2:13} ‘They told me you had been to her

And mentioned me to him.”

The whole poem is an excellent example of a pseudo-text.

There is a distinction t0 be made, howeves, between the speech roles
{first and second person] and the other roles {third person). Only the third
person is inherently cohesive, in that a third person form typically refers
anaphorically to 2 preceding item in the texr. First and second person forms
do not normally refer to the text at all; their referents are defined by the
speech roles of speaker and hearer, and hence they are normally inter-
preted exophorically, by reference to the situation, This is an important
distinction in principle: there is 2 major division within the person system
between the third person, which as far as the speech situation is concerned
is not a ‘person’ — not a role — at all {it ean only be defined negatively as
“not first or second’}, and the first and second persons which are defined as
roles in the speech situation. The first and second person forms essenti
refer to the situation, whercas those of the third person cssentially refer
anaphorically or cataphorically 1o the rex:.

Hence the absence of any verbal reference for I and yos does not noz-
mally lead to any sense of incompleteness. In written language they are
anaphatic when they occur in quoted (“direct’) speech, as opposed to
those instances where the writer is addresing his readers; soin{1:34] Tand
you have as verbal referents Afice and the Car. Compare
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f2:14] There was a brief note from Susan. She just said, *T am not com-
ing home this weekend.”

where I, in the quoted clause, refers back, like the preceding she, to Susanin
the first senrence. These are instances of anaphora, albeit indirect anaphora;
I still refers to the speaker, but we have to ook in the text to find out who
the speaker is. In general however 7 and you are given by the situation;
other than in cases of quoted speech, if we are “in on” the text at all we are
usuaily ourselves occupying one or other of the speech roles.

Conversely, a third person form does normally imply the presence of a
referent somewhere in the text; and in the absence of such a referent the
text appears incomplete, The meaning “male person other than speaker or
addressee’ is hardly specific, so that an occurrence of ke cypically presup-
poses a singular human masculine common or proper noun somewhere
in the vicinity. As the same time, just as the first and second person forms,
while typically exophoric, may cefer anaphorically, so also the third per-
son forms, while typically anaphoric, may refer exaphonca]i to some
person or thing that is present in the context of situation. An example such
as the following could occur as a complete text.

[2:x5] Oh, he’s already been ?— Yes, he went by about five minutes ago.

The natare of the reply shows that the identity of ke is clear to the respon-
dent, at least to his own satisfaction. As we have emphasized already,
‘present in the context of situation’ does nat necessarily mean physically
present in the interactants’ field of perception; it merely means that the
context of situation permits the identification to be made. The setting of
the above example might be some event at which a collection is being
taken, where the first speaker, money i hand, notices that those around
him are no lotiger proficring contributions; by this time the steward, the
ke of the dialogue, is in fact well out of sight, but it is obviows to both
speakers who is in question. We may be inclined to specnlate, as with
ather reference items, that the original mode of reference of thitd person
forms was actually situational, and that endophotic reference Is ulamacely
derived from exophoric. There are reasons for thinking that reference is
primarily a situational *ELATION, whereas substitation is a textual one
(see Chapter 3. Be that as & may, the typical iNsTaNCE of third person
refecence is textual, and therefore cohesive; and in many texus the third
r forms constitate the most frequent singie class of cohesive items.

Finally there is the “mixed’ personal we. This may refer just to speaker

and addressee ("you and '), and so include in its meaning only the speech
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roles; but it may extend to a third person or persons {(either with or with-
out the addressee, ie “hefshe/they and 17 or “hefshefthey and you and I'},
in which case it is mixed and demands a refecent for the *other role”. This
may be exophoric, as when the leader of a2 delegation uses we 1o refer to
himself plus the group of which he is acting as spokesman — who may or
may not be forgathered around him: again the concept of “sitnation” is an
abstract one defined not by the physical presence of the participants but by
the institutional framework, in this case the concept of a spokcsman “one
who speaks on behalf of thimself and} others’. Or it may be anaphoric, as

in

[2:16] My husband and 1 are leaving. We have scen quite enough of
this unpleasantness.

To summarize: personals referring to the speech roles {spezker and
addressee} are typically exophoric: this includes fand you, and we meaning
“you and I'. They become anaphoric, however, in quoted speech; and so
are normally anaphoric in many varteties of written language, such as
narrative fiction. In narration the context of situation includes a ‘context
of reference”, a fiction that is to be constructed from the roxt itself, so that
all reference within it mrost ultimately be endophoric. Somewhere or other
in the narrative will be names or designations to which we can relate the
I and you of the dialogue. A written text as a whole, however, still has its
outer context of situation, in which the writer may refer exophorically
cither to himself, as I or we, or to his reader{s), as you, or to both. This
happens in letter-writing, in first person narrative, n advertising, in offi-
cial documents addressed to the public, and in notices; for example:

j2:17] 5. Dear Carrie: How are you? 1 had a strange dream about you
fast night — we were wandering together through a dense
forest . ..

b. Lsuppose my face must have given me away, for suddenly she
swept across and kissed me, bue fortunately for my good
resolutions she didn’t linger close to me but promptly returned
to her chair,

¢. Look asound you. Just how much of you is projected into
your environment, and how much of 17 is projected at you ?

d. The Medical Director thanks you for vour attendance at the
X-Ray Unit and is happy to inform you that yoor film is
satisfactory. YOU SHOULD KEEP THES LETTER AND TAKE IT WITH
YOU WHENEVER YOU HAVE AN X-RAY IN FUTURE.

e. You have been warned!
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Personals referring to other roles {persons or objects other than the
speaker or addressee) are typically anaphoric; this includes &e, she, it and
they, and also the ‘third pemson’ component of we when present. They
may be exophoric, however, wherever the context of situation is (judged
by the speaker to be} such as to permit identification of the referent in
guestion.

As has been pointed out, it is only the anaphoric type of reference that is
relevant to cohesion, since it provides a link with 2 preceding portion of
the text. When we talk of the cohesive function of personal reference,
therefore, it is particularly the third person forms that we have in mind.
Bat we shall find instances of these which are not cohesive, as well as in-
stances of the first and second person forms which are. In spoken English,
especitally in contexts of ‘language-in-action’, those registers in which the
verbal activity is closely interwoven with non-verbal activity, it is quite
commen for third person forms to function exophorically; but in writing
an explicit referent will normally be required, and even in speech the
hearer is sometimes constrained to demand one — so we hear exchanges
siuch as: They're heref — Who are? In other words, a third person form is
assuaned to be anaphoric unless the context of situation makes it quite
anambignous. With the first and second person forms, on the other hand,
the assumption is the other way round. In spoken language I means the
speaker and you means the addressee unless there is positive indication to
the contrary in the form of a clause introducing quoted speech; and quoted
speech, although commen enough, is largely associated with certain par-
tcular types of narrative, such as gossip and joke-telling. Ins written lan-
guage the exophoric use of I as writer and pou as audience is restricted to
certain registers; but even in writing we find some form of explicit signal
{quotation marks, or “inverted commas’} to tell us when they are not be-
ing nsed in this way.

Speech reles Qther roles
I, you, we {"you and I') ke, she, it, they, we
(" and other(s}")
sypically: exophoric (non-cohesive}:  anaphoric (cohesive):
speaker, addresseefs); person{s) or thing(s)
writer, reader(s} previously referred to
secondarily:  anaphoric (cohesive): exophoric {non-cohesive}:
speaker, addressee in perscn{s} or thing(s)
quoted speech identified in contexe of

situation
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Note finally that it is characteristic of third person forms that they may
be cemulatively anaphoric, One occurrence of Johs at the beginning of a
texs may be followed by an indefinitely large namber of occorrences of ke,
him or his all to be interpreted by reference to the original fohs, This
phenomenon contributes very markedly to the internal cohesion of a text,
since it creates 2 kind of network of hines of reference, each occurrence be-
ing linked to all its predecessors up to and including the initial reference.
The number and density of such retworks is one of the factors which gives
to any text its particular flavour or texture.

2.3.3 Some speciaf kinds of personal reference

%.3.3.I EXTENDEP REFEREMCE, AND TEXT EEFERENCE

The word it differs from all other personals in that it may refer not only te
a particular person or object, some entity that is encoded linguistically as a
*participant’ — 2 noun or nominal expression — but also ro any identifiable
portion of text. This actually comprises two rather distinct phenomena,
both of which are illustrated in the following example:

[2::8] [The Queen said:] ‘Curtsey while you're thinking what to say.
It saves time.” Alice wondered a lirtde at this, but she was oo
much in awe of the Queen to disbelieve it.

In the first instance, It saves time, it refers to curtsey|ing] while you're think-
ing what 1o say; the reference is still to a “thing’, but not in the narrow sense
of a participant {person or object} — it is a2 whole process or complex
pheromenocn which is in question. Only if has the property of BXTENDED
REFERENCE of this kind: consider for example an eye-witness’s descrip-
tion of an accident, concluding with the remark B all happened so guickly.

In the second instance, . . . fo disbelieve it, the it refersnotto a THING but
to a FACT: [that] curtseyfing] while you're thinking what to say . . . saves time.
is is an instance of TEXT REFEREN CE. Whereas extended reference dif-
fers from usual instances of reference only in extent — the referent is more
than just a pesson or object, it is 2 process or sequence of processes {gram-
matically, 2 clause or string of claases, not just a single nominal} - text
reference differs in kind: the referent is not being taken up at its face-value
but is being ransmuted into a fact or a report. Perhaps the best way to
convey the distinction is through ambiguicy:

{2:19] t rained day and night for two weeks. The basement flooded
and everything was under water. It spoilkt all our caleulations.
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Either the phenomenon of heavy rains and flooding, the BvENT itself,
destroyed our records; or the “metaphenomenon’, the FacT that it rained
so much, upset the weather pattern that we had prediceed.

In addition to if, the demonstratives this and thet frequently occur in
both extended reference and text reference. One of the siriking aspects of
cohesion is the ability of hearers and readers to identify the relevant portion
of text as referent, when they are faced with #, this or that in these uses,
Clearly one of the factors that enables them to do this is the internal cohe-
sion within the passage thar is being presupposed.

2.3.3.2 GENERALIZTD EXDPHORIC BEFERENCE

Not only the generalized personal one but also we, you, they and it all have
a generalized exophoric ase in which the referent is treated as being as ic
were immanent in all contexts of situation. {i) You and ose mean “any he-
man individual’, as in yow never know, one never knows; and often by imphi-
cation “any self-respecting individual’, "any individual I would approve
of, particularly in the combination of one plus a verbal modulation as in
oRe thist accept certain standards. (i1} We is used in similar fasbion but more
concretely, implying a particular group of individuals with which the
speaker wishes to identify himself, as in we don't do that sort of thing kere. In
addition there are various other imntermediate uses of we: royal and edi-
torial, eg: we consider it cur duty . . ., with an assumption of status behind it;
medtcal we, from doctor to patient as in how are we today?, implying ‘you
in your role as paticat, with whom [ seek to identify myself’; impersonal
we used in exposttorv writing (for example in this book)}, eg: we conchude
therefore that . . ., simply because English demands 2 subject and an excess
of passives soon becomes tiresome. {1} They is used to mean “persons
unspecified’; often those with responsibility, ‘the suthorities”, but also
simply “persons adequately specified for purposes of discussion by the
context’ asin tf:ey’fe merm’fﬂg the road cut there. {iv) It occurs as a universal
meteorological operator in a few expressions such as i’ s snowing, it's hot to-
day. All these are exophoric, bat with a kind of institutionalized exophora;
they make it possible to conform to the seructural reqairements of the
clanse, which demands 2 nominal in vanous places — for this reason they
are often untransiatable, since other languages make different requirements,

Exophoric reference makes no contribution to the cohesion of a text.
Bat it is worth neting, perhaps, that this “institutionalized’ exophora
makes no demands cither on the verbal context or on the context of situa-
tion. Confronted with the old verse
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{2:20}] They're digging up Grandpa's grave to build 2 sewer

the hearer does not feel obliged to ask “Who are?” — the message is com-
plete. If a personal form cannot be interpreted institutionally, either be-
cause it does not make sense in the context or because it is one such as ke
which is never used in this way, then the hearer must seek the NeCessary
evidence for interpreting it. If he finds such evidence in the situation, he
can accept the passage in question as a complete text. K not, he has 1o seek
textual evidence, and therefore to assume that the original passage is related
to some preceding piece by cohesion — otherwise, he can only regard it as
incomplete. It is not suggested that he performs these operations as a
systematic search in this or any other order. The important fact is that the
hearer typically assumes that any passage which for exiernal reasons
OUGHT to be a text (as opposed to something that he knows to be a frag-
ment, such as one end of a telephone conversation} is in facta text; and he
will go to enormous lengths to interpret it as complete and intelligible.
This is an aspect of the very general human tendency to assume in the
other person an intention t¢ communicate, an assumption ‘which & no
doubt of very great value for survival,

2.3.4 Personal pronouns, possessive detesminers and possessive pronouns
All that has been said about the personal pronouns applies equally to the

other two categories of personal, namely the possessive determiners and
possessive proncuns. Neither the syntactic function of the personal ieself,
nor the syntactic function of its referent, has any bearing on the anaphoric
relation between the two; in this respect reference is quite unlike substi-
tution (Chapter 3). In [2:21] below, the personal reference tem heis a
pronoun functioning as Head ; this refers back to John equally wel whether
John is non-possessive proper noun as Head as in (a}, possessive as Deictic
as in (b}, or possessive as Head as in {c}:

{2:21] a. John has moved to a new house,
b. John's house is beautiful He had it built last vear.
c. That ncw house is John's.

Likewise the other personal forims, both possessive determiners {my, your,
etc} and possessive pronouns {mine, yours, etc), may refer without restric-
tion to a referent having any of the functions of Jokn in [2:21], or indeed
any other syntactic function that is open to nominals. So we could have
any combination of the following:
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[2:22] a. John hasmoved toa ) {x He had it built last year.
new house,
b. John'shouse is beautiful. }< y. His wife must be delighted with
it
¢. Thatnew houscisJohn's. } {z. I didn’t know it was his.

where (x) has personal pronoun ke, {y] has possessive determiner fis and
(z} has possessive pronoun his,
Moreover the referent may be embedded deep in a complex sentence;

there is stil no difficuley in identifying John as the referent of hisin [2:23]:

f2:23] You really ought to ask Sally not to tell a story like that to all
those friends of hers if she thinks they might be going to be
working with John, unless she can be quite sure it’s not going to
go any further. 1 hardly think it would appeal to his sense of

humoar.

There is however one respect in which possessive pronouns differ from
other personal reference items as regards their anaphoric function. Where-
as the other personals require only one referent for their interpretation,
possessive pronouns demand two, 2 possessor and 2 possessed. The dif-
ference can be seen in {2:24]:

f2:24] 2. John's is nice.

b. His house is nice.

c. Hisis nice.
Given {2}, we nced the answer to ‘John's what?’; given {b), the answer to
‘whose house ?7; but given (€} we need the answer to “whose what?’. So
any occurrence of a possessive pronoun involves two ties, only one of
which s 2 form of reference; the other is present with any possessive
nominal, such as Johe's or my father’s, whenever it is functioning as Head.
This is in fact an instance of ellipsis (Chapter 4). Possessive pronouns, in
other words, are doubly anaphorie because they are both seferential and
elliptical: they are anaphoric {i} by reference, to the possessor, and {ii) by
ellipsis, to the thing possessed. Su in {2:25] only (c) satisfies the presupposi-
tions of the second sentence:

[2:25] 2. Can you find another programme? }

b. Can you heip Mary? Hers has got lost.
¢. Can you hand Mary a programme?

The possessive pronoun hers presupposes Mary by reference and pro-
granene by ellipsis.
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2.3.5 Cataphoric reference

So far no mention has been made of cataphotic personal reference. Per-
sonals can refer cataphorically, as in

{2:26] He who hesitates is lost.

where ke does not presuppose any refetent in the preceding text but
simply refers forward to who hesitates. Unlike demonstratives, however,
which do refer cataphorically in a way that is genuinely cohesive — they
refer FORWARD to succeeding elements to which they are in no way struc-
turally related {sec 2.4 below} — personais are normally cataphoric only
within a structural framework, and therefore do not contribute to the co-
hesion of the text, The reference is within the sentence, and is determined
by the structure of the sentence.

It may be helpful nevertheless to summarize the cataphoric structural
functions of the personal forms — in which only the personal pronouns
participate, never the possessive forms. (i} Third person pronouns ether
than it may refer cataphorically to a defining relative clanse, as in f2:26].
This usage is feh to be somewhar archaic; it is found in proverbs and
aphorisms, and in some rhetorical, literary and liturgical styles. Such cata-
phoric reference is also found occasionally with we and you, as in you who
doubt my word {meaning *those among vou who doubt my word”; note
that there is no cataphorz in forms which are non-defining, such as you,
who used to be s0 tolerant). (1} All chird person pronouns occur cataphori-
cally as “substitute themes” in clauses in which their referent is delayed to
the end, eg: they're goad these peaches. (it} As a special case of the last, it is
very frequently used in rhis way where the subject of the dause is a
nominalization, as in s irue that he works very kard. This is in fact the un—
marked or typical form in such cases; the zltenmtzve that he works very
Hord is frue, is possible but restricted. All such cataphoric reference is struc-
turally determined and makes no direct contribution to the texture.

There is one cataphoric use of it that is cohesive, fHlustrated by [a:27]:

{2:27] 1 would never have belicved it. They've accepted the whole

e,

This happens only where it is text-referring (see 2.3.3 sbove}; again, hke its
anaphoric equivalent, it has more in common with demonstrative refer-
ence than with personal reference.

Thus, to sum up, not 2ll occurrences of personal forms are anapboric,

nor is the mere presence of a personal reference item by itself an indication
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of a cohesive tie. In the first place, the reference may be exophonic, mter-
pretable by recourse to the context of situation: either in the generalized
exophoric sense of we, you, they ot it, or in the special exophoric sense of
the speech roles expressed by you and 1. Exophoric reference does not con-
stitute a cohesive tie. In the second place, it may be cataphoric; it will then
be cohesive only in the case of the special use of it exemplified by [z:27]
above. This does constitute a tie, ﬁnk:ing up with what follows. All other
instances are anaphoric, including most occurrences of thiré person forms
and some occurrences of first and second person forms (those in a contexe
of quotation). Usualty there is no grear difficulty in recognizing an ana-
phoric personal form; and we are all sensitized to the presence of one
which seems to be anaphoric but for which no clear reference is available.
Perhaps this is one of the reasons why chifdren used 1o be discouraged from
using them. The other reason is one of manners: “It's rude to point’, and
cxophoric reference is, after all, just pointing with words.

2.4 Demonstrative reference

Demonstrative reference is essentially 2 form of verbal pointing. The
speaker identifies the referent by locating it on a scale of proximity. The
system is as followws:

neutral the
—near
— near:  far:
—ar {not near)
singular: this that
selective < —participant
_plural: these  those
rplace: here there
v Lcircumstance —
time: nosw then

The circumstantial {adverbial} demonstratives here, there, now and then
refer to the location of a process in space or time, and they normally do so
directly, not via the location of some person or object that is participating
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in the process; hence they typically function as Adjuncts in the clause, not
as elements within the nominal group. They have a secondary function as
Qualifier, as in that man there. The remaming {rominal) demonstratives
this, these, that, those, and the refer to the location of some thing, typically
some entity — person or object — that is participating in the process; they
therefore oceur as clements within the nominal gronp. They belong to the
class of determiners, and have the experiential function of Deictic; in the
logical structure they function cither as Maodifier or as Head, with the
exception of the which is 2 Modifier only. In this respect the nominal
demonstratives tesemble the possessives, which can also function either
as Meodifier or as Head, although, unlike the possessives, the demonstra-
tives have only one form ~ there is no distinction between demonsteative
detertniner and demonstrative pronoun corresponding to that between
possessive determiner {eg: your) and possessive pronoun {eg: yours):

as Maodifier as Head
demonstsative  that garden seems bigger that is 2 big garden
possessive your garden seems bigger  yoursis a big garden

In the case of the demonstratives, however, there are certain differences in
meaning between the functions of Modifier and Head; a demonstrative
functioning as Head is more like 2 personal prononn. Historically, in fact,
both it and the are reduced forms of that; and, although i now operates in
the system of personals, both can be explined as being the ‘neuwral’ or
non-selective type of the nominal demonstrative — as essentially one and
the same clement, which takes the form it when functioning.as Head and
the when functioning as Deictic {see farther 2.4.2 below).

Like personals, the demonstratives regnlorly refer exophorically tosome-
thing within the context of situation. This is the primary form of verbal
pointing; and it may be 2ccompanied by demonstrative action, in the form
of a gesture indicating the object referred to. Examples are obvious
enough:

[2:28] Pick these up!
[2:20] How would you like a craise in that yacht ?

Similarly with the demonstrative adverbs:

[2:30] Leave that there and come here!

In general this, these and kere imply proximity to the speaker; that, these
and there imply distance from the speaker, which may or may not involve
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proximity to the addressee — the meaning is “near you, or not near either
of us, but at any rate not near me’. Many languages, for example Japanese,
have a set of three demonstratives in which the meanings *near you” and
‘not near cither of us” are kept distinct; this system is found in one or two
dialects of English, which have this, here ‘near me’, thay, there “near you’
and pon, yender "not near cither of us’. In such languages there 5 a closc
patallelismi between the demonstrative and the personal systems, with
*this” corresponding to 1’ {speaker}, “that’ to * you® (addressee), and “yon’
to “he, she, it’ {other location or role).* In languages like Standard English,
with only the two terms, “this’ is more specific than “that”, since “this” has
the speaker as its point of reference while “that” has no particular reference
point - it is simply interpreted as “not this’. This explains why the neutral
forms the and it denived from that and not from this,

We are not concerned here with exophoric reference, for the reasons
already given: it is not textually cchesive. Bur the uses of this and fhaf in
endophoric reference are exglainable by reference to their exophoric
meanings; so it is important to stact from the general concept of proximisy
as this is mterpreted situationally, The same applies to the definite article:
the is also used exophorically, where the sitnation makes it clear what
referent is intended, as in

[2:331] Look at the flowers!
[2:32] Don’t go; the train’s coming.

This is the meaning of the here: namely that the referent is fully specified
by the context and no further specification is needed. The 2naphoric and
catapharic uses of the are fikewise more readily interpretable if we relate
them to its meaning as an exophoric deictic.

Demonstrative reference is discussed in more detail in the next three
sections: 2.4.1, the sclective nominal demonseratives; 2.4.2, the; 2.4.3, the
adverbial demonstratives.

2.4.1 The selective nominal demonstratives: this, these, that, those

These demonstratives occur extensively with anaphoric function in all

* The third tztm *yon © is sometimes explained 2s *in the proximity of seme third persor’, but
that is a misinterpreration, based om the assamption thar domonstratives ¢ DERIVED TRUM
personals. Rather we should say that the third demonserative, where it is found, shares with
the third person the common meaning “other’, ie neither of the twe specific possibilities. Sa
‘he, she, it” is 'neither speaker nor addressee, but some other entity”; ‘yon’ is “neither near
speaker nor near addressee, but some other location”.
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varieties of Englisk. In principle, they embody within themselves three
systematic distinctions:

(1} between “near’ {this, these) and “not near’ {that, those)

{2} between “singular’ {this, that} and ‘plural’ {rhese, those)

(3} between Modifier (this, ete, plus noun, eg: this free is an oak) and
Head {this, eic, without noun, eg: this is an oak).

All these distinctions have some relevance to cohesion, in that they parti-
ally determine the use of these items in endophoric {textnal) reference.
They are discussed in the next three subsections.

2.4.1.1 NEAR AND NOT NEAR: thisithese VERSUS thatjthose

Both this and thot regularly refer anaphorically to something that has been
said before. In dizlogue there is some tendency for the speaker to use #his to
refer to something be himself has said and thar to refer 1o something said
by his inteddocutor; compare [2:33] and [2:34]:

f2:33} a. There seems to have been a great deal of sheer carelessness.
This is what [ can’t understand.
b. There seems to have been a great deal of sheer carelessness.
—~ Yes, that's what I car't understand.

'This distinction is clearly related to that of “near {the speaker)’ versus *not
near’; ‘what I have just mentioned’ is, textually speaking, ‘near me’
whereas ‘what you have just mentioned’ is not. The tendency seems to be
further reinforced if the referent is also in some way ASSOCIATED WTFH the
speaker; for example,

[2:34] Ilike the lions, and I like the polar bears. ‘These are my favourites.
- Those are my favourites too.

Hete there are as it were two kinds of proximity : the lions and the

bears have not only been mentioned by the speaker but also explicitly

linked to his personal feelings, so that he natorally refers to them as these.
Co-existing with this tendency is another one whereby proximity is

mterpreted in terms of time; in this case that tends to be associated with a

past-time referent and #his for one in the present or future. For example,

{2:35] 2. We went to the opera last night. That was our first outing for
months.
b. We're going to the opera tonight. This'll be our frst outing
for months.
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Compare this with the exophoric use of this 1o refer to current periods of

time: this morning, this year and so on; and also in those days, in these days.
Neither of these tendencies is fully dominant. If in 2 given instance both

are working in the same direction, the choice is likely to follow the

expected pattern; for example
[2:36] “I couldr’t afford to learn it,” said the Mock Turtle with a sigh.

‘T only took the regular course.”
*What was that ?” inquired Alice.

Here Alce could hardly have said What was this? Similaxly with [2:37]:

[2:37] a. What about this cxhibition ?
b. What about that exhibiton ?

If we hear [2:372] we are likely o supply scmething like “that I told you
is on now; shall we go and see it ?’; whereas with [2:37b] the presupposi-
tion is more likely to be ‘that you told me was on eatlier; did you go and
see it 7’ — at feast, it could not be the other way round. But the criteria may
conflict, precisely because the notion of proximity has various interpreta-
tions; and in such cases there is no very clearly felt distincrion berween shis
and that. In [2:38] we could casily substitute thaz:

[2:38] Butthen, Mr. Dubois reflected gloomily, women never had any
prudence. Though be had profited by this lack many a time, it
amnoyed him now.,

In any case there are marked differences among different styles and
varieties of English as regarda their patterns of anaphoric usage of this and
that, the study of which goes beyond our present scope. For example, in
narrative of a traditionai kind, such as children’s stories and ballads, we
often find that where, in conversational narrative, a speaker would tend to
use this, conveying a sense of immediacy and also of solidarity with the
hearer, of shared interest and attention. So the ballad of the three little pigs
has

{2:30] And afier a time those littie pigs died.

whereas if we were recounting the incident we should probably say these
Little pigs. Tt is this assumption of shared interest and attention which lies
behind the use of the “niear” forms, this and these, in conversational nasrative
where they are not strictly ‘phoric’ at all: There was this man . . ., where
*this man” is present neither in the text noz in the situation but ouly in the
speaker’s mind. The context is one of highly coded, in-group speech, and

the effect is 1o emphasize common experience and a2 common interest.
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2.4.1.2 SINGULAR AND PLURAL: this/that VERSUS these/those
In general this distincrion follows the expected pattem: thisfthat refer to
count singular or mass nouns, these/those to count plural. The most im-
pottant difference is that which separates the SINGULAR FORMS USED AS
HEAD (ie: this and that without following noun) from the rest; this will be
discussed in 2.4.¥.3 bclow.

Otherwise, we may note simply that the plusal forms may refer
anaphorically not merely to a preceding plural noun, as in {2: 39}, but also
to sets that are plural in meaning, for example

f2:40] *Where do you come from ?" said the Red Queen.  And where
are you going ? Look up, speak nicely, and don’t twiddle your
fingers all the time.’
Alice attended to all these directions, and explained, as well a5
she could, that she had lost her way.,

Conversely the singular demonstrative may refer to 2 whole list irrespec-
tive of whether or not it contains items that are themselves plural:

fz:41] I've ordered two turkeys, 2 leg of lamb, some cooked ham and
tongue, and two pounds of minced beef. -
Whatever are you going to do with allf that food 2

Bus these uses follow from the general natare of anaphoric reference items,

that they refer 1o the meanings and not to the forms that have gone before.

2.4.1.3 HEAD AND MODIIER: fis, 5TC, AS PRONOUN VERSUS fAfs, BTC, PLUS
FOLLOWING NOUN

A demonstrative as Modifier {* demonstrative adjective '} may refer withows
restriction to any class of noun. A demonstrative as Head (' demonstrative
proncan’), on the other hand, while it can refer &cscly to non-humans, is
highly restricted in its reference to human nouns; it cannot refer to a hu-
man referent except in the special environment of an equative dause. For
example, in

[2:42] “Now the cleverest thing I ever did,” the Knight went on after 2
pause, “was inventing a new pudding during the meat-course.
.. I don’t believe that pudding ever was cooked.”

it would be perfectly possible to omit the second pudding and say 7 don't
believe that ever was cocked (cf [2: 40] and [2: 41]). On the othar hand, in

f2:43] 1 must introduce you to the surgeon who locked after me when 1
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was in hospital. That surgeon really did a fine job, and nothing
was too much troable for him.

we could not replace that surgeon by that. The only instance where demon~
stratives can refer pronominally to human referents, whether anaphori-
cally or exophorically, is in relational clauses of the equative type where
ctie element is supplying the identification of the others, for example

[2:44] 2. Do you want 1o know the woman who designed it ? That was
Mary Smith.
b. Who zre those colourful characters ¥ — Those muost be the
prai&cntia] guards.

Compare the exophoric Whe's that?, this is Jokn (when introducing himy,
those are the people T was telling you about; but neves fet’s ask this, I dow’t know
what that's laughing about. The principle is that the demonstrative pronoun
corresponds to i and not to he or she. The fact that the ploral form they is
the same for both human and non-buman referents may explain why the
demonstrative is slightly less unacceptable with 2 buman referent when it
is in the plural; we might pechaps accept fei's ask these, Idon't know what
those are laughing shout.

Theze is one other important characteristic of demonstrative reference
that is specifically a featnre of demonstratives functioning as Head. This
concerns the level of generality of the referent.

i the demonstrative s used with a nroun, then the meaning is always
ientical with that of the presupposed item. Examples are [2:39] [2:42]
and [2:43]. This normally holds true even if the noun followmg che
demonstrative is not identical with the presupposed item; it may be some
kind of a synonym, like food in [2: 41}, which s a sursrORDINATE {ie 2
more general term), or like directions in [2:40]. There is sull identity of
reference in such instances; it is ‘that particular food’', ‘those particular
directions’. These are in fact different types of lexical cohesion, and are
discussed further in Chapter 6. To invent one further example, in [2:45} it
does not matter whether we have caf or animal or trickseer in the second
sentence; the reference is still to the original car:

[2:435] There's a cat trying to ger in, shall 1 open the window 7 —
Ohy, that cat [ that animal § that trickstee’s always coming here
cadging.

Suppose however that we use the demonstrative alone, withaue 2 fol-
lowing soun. The reference may still be identical; but it may be broader,
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referring to the general class denoted by the noun, including but not
limited to the particular member or members of that class being referred
to in the presupposed item. If for example the first sentence in [2:45] had
begun There are tuso cats trying to get in, then the answer those cats would seill
have referred only ro the original fwe cats; but the answer those, eg: Those
have ta be kept ouz, could refer not just to the two cats mentioned bat 1o cats
in general. Compare:

[2:46] There's been another big industrial merger. It scems that nothing
can be done about this.

where the meaning is not * this particular merger” but *mergers in general’,
as we can sec by substituring this merger, or this one, for this. A related
mstance is provided by {2:47]:

[2:47] His hand groped for the knife. If he could only reach that he

would be safe.

Here we could, in fact, substitute that knife, but not that one; the meaming
is not ' that particular knife” but “that particular object, namely the knife’.
This affords a very good illustration of the difference between reference
and substitution, as summarized at the beginming of Chaprer 3 below. In
the plural, the distinction is less clearcut, and there is the possibility of
ambiguity:

{2:48] How did vou like the recitations 7 I find those borning.

if it had been [ found, the meaning would have been “those particular
recitations’ and we could have substituted those recitations or these ones.® 1
find, however, suggests “(those particular things, namely} recitations
general’; here we could certainly not substitute those ones, but it would
perhaps be possible to substirute those recitations and still interprer it in this
sense. In a comparable way, given there are nwo cats trying to ger in, the
answer those creatures have to be kept out is ambiguous as between ‘those
particular cats” and those particular creatures, namely cats in general’.
The general principle behind this is simply thar demonstratives, since

* In most varizhes of written English, and with some speakers, these omes and thase enes do Aot
occur; but there is a growing tendency to use these forms in speech precisely in order to make
this distinction in meaning; to give inother example, Do you like my bydrangeas? - Yes, [ ik
those {*hydrangeas in general '} contrasted with Yes, T tike those pnes { those pareicalar bydran-
geas'). The form with one(s} is very often used exophorically, though not exclasively so. We
are pow beginning to heat my oneis}, your onels) etc in place of mine, yours, eic, althongh here
the disanction is unnecessary because the lacter socur only in the second, particularized sense.
Sec 1.2 below,
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(like other reference items) they identify semantically and not gram-
matically, when they are anaphoric require the explicit repetition of the
noun, or some form of synonym, if they are to signal exact identity of
specific reference; that is, to refer unambiguously to the presupposed item
at the identical degree of particularization. A demonstrative without 2
following noun may refer to some more general class that includes the
presupp{)sed items; and this zlso 3p?§es under certain conditions to a
demonstrative with a following noun - namecly if the contexe is such that
the noun can be INTERPRETED more generally. It is not easy to specify
exactly what these conditions are, but they are more likely to obtain with
plural or mass nouns because these are general unless specified. In spoken
English there is a one—way phonolegical distinction: the demonstratives
have a weakened form thac is used onNLy when they are ~NoT specifying

and the meaning is one of generalized reference; for example

fz:49] How did vou manage with the new drugs I gave you?
i} § those [ new [ dr upfset me §f
ugs up

(if) ja those [ new / drugs upfset me §

Here {1) is ambiguous: it might mean either “the particular ones you gave
me’ or ‘new drugs in general’; whereas {ii} can mean only “new drugs in
general’, The generalized type is typically associated with expressions of
attitude, for example I don't trust these lawyers ( lawyers in general’), these
French are so touchy {pote that in the particularized sense it would have to be
these French peapff); and also that Bach kad genius, meaning not '}.S. as
opposed to the rest of the family” but "Bach, that we all know’. All these
are simply equivalent to non-specific forms (new dmigs, lawyers, the French
and Back) to which 2 demonstrative has been added, often for anaphoric
purposes but wirhout carrying over any specificity there may have been
in the item that is presupposed.

The distinction between the particnlar use of a demonstrative, having
exact identity of reference with the presupposed item, and the generalized
use is related to that between defining and non-defining modifiers, In thas
Bach, thet is non-defining; but if we change to it that fellow Back it becomes
defining. Similarly if we interpret that in [2.47] as “that knife’ it is non-
dehining, but if we interpret, it as ‘that thing’ itis defining. Compare shis
in

i2.50] They wept like anything to see

Such quantities of sand.
‘If this were only swept away,’
They said, ‘it wouid be grand’
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— “this sand’, or ‘this stuff’. The distinction does not, however, affect the
textual function of demonstratives, since both uses are equally associated
with anaphoric reference, and hence contribuze to cohesion within the
text,

Z.4.1.4 EXTENDED REFERENCE AND REFERENCE TO 'FACT : this AND that
Related to the last, generalized type of demonstrative reference, but at the
same time quite distinct from it, is the use of demonstratives to refer to
extended text, including texe as “fact’ (¢f: it in 2.3.3.1 above}. This applies
only to the singular forms rhis and that used without a following noun. For
example:

{3:51] They broke a Chinese vase.
(i) That was valuable.

{i#f) That was careless,

In (3) that refers to the object vase; we could have that vase instead. In {ii)
that refers to the total event, *their breaking of the vase’. If there had been
more than one breakage we could have had those were valuable but not
those were careless:

[2:52] They broke a Chinese vase and damaged twao chandeliers.
(i} Those were all very valuable.

{if) That was all very careless.®

Exrended reference probably accounts for the majority of all instances
of demonstratives in all except a few specialized varieties of English. For
example, in the last two chapters of Alice’s Adventares in Wonderland there
are 51 demonstratives, made up of 22 this, 24 that, 3 these and 2 those. OF
the total, 31 are used in extended reference. Of the remaining 20, 3 refer to
time, which is another form of extended reference, (eg [2:532]}, 10 are
exophoric in the dialogue {eg [2:33b]), and § are anaphoric to preceding
nominals {eg [2: 53c]):

* A demopstrative fimctioning pronominally, i without a2 following poun, i sometimes
regarded as an instance of eilipss; ¢ in [2:511} we might be inclined tc consider that as
‘eliiptical for” thaf vase. But in many instances we caanot, in fact, “fill out” with a *missing”’
acun because, 23 we have seen, there Is o appropeate noun available: either because the
reference is compound, asin [2: 2], or genaralized, asin{2: 48]; or berauss it is fo an extanded
passage of toxt, as in [2: 3526} Moreover reference is differenr in meaning from dlipsis {ses
Chapters 4 and 7 below); and ali demronsiTatives, whether functioning as Modifier er as Head,
satisfy the semantic conditions of reference, whereas they do not satisty those of ellipsis.
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[2:53] 4. Just at this moment Alice felt 2 very curious sensation.
b. “Treacle,” said a sleepy voice behind her. “Collar that Dor-
mouse,” the Queen shricked out.
c. One of the jurors had 2 pencil that squeaked. This, of course,
Alice could not stand . . .

Two instances are unclassifiable (before she had this fit, in the verses read out
by thie White Rabbir and repeated by the King). Examples of extended
reference are:

[2:53] a. "Give your evidence,” said the King; *and don’t be nervous, or
T have you executed on the spot”
This did not seem to encourage the witness at all,
b. “‘But what did the Dormouse say ?” one of the jury asked.
“That | can’t remember,” said the Hateer.
c. *“I gave her one, they gave him two” — why, thar must be
what he did with the tarts, you know.’

It is not always easy to say whether the referent of a demonstrative in a
BiVeR instance is a particular nominal item in the text or should be taken
to include something more; the this in 2:53¢] could be sapposed to refer
to the whole of the preceding sentence. The distincrion is not a sharp one,
ang it is usually irzelevant; in either case the effect is cohesive. But in many
instances the referent clearly is an extended passage of text, and this,
together with the related use of iz, is one of the major cohesive devices of
the English language.

Perhaps the most frequent form taken by such extended reference s in
equative clauses where the demounstrative provides the *given” element
in the message and this then serves to identify some other element that is
‘new’, by simply being equated with it. [2:54c] is one example; here are
some others:

[2:55] a. {following the White Rabbit’s reading of the verses] “That's
the most important picce of evidence we've heard vet,” said
the King, rubbing his hands,

b. T come from Wolverhampton. - That's where I come from
$00.
c. No one will take it seziously. This is the frightening thing.

Spoken English is rypically held rogether by internal cross-referencing of
this kind, which combines powerful structure with great fexibility and
freedom of movement,
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2.4.I.§ ANAPHORIC AND CATAPHORIC DEMONSTRATIVES

There is differentiation between this and that in extended text reference,
which relates to their differentiation in terms of proximity. Whereas that
is always anaphoric, this may be either amaphotic or cataphoric. Some
Shakespearean examples:

[2:56] a. Viola: Iam all the daughters of my father’s house

And all the brothers too, — and yet I know not. -
Sir, shall I to this lady?

Duke: Ay, that's the theme,

b. Hamlet: Do not lock upon me

Lest with this piteous action you convert
My stern effects: then what T have to do
Wil want true colour; tears perchance for blood.

Queen: To whom do you speak this?

Hamlet: Do you see nothing there ?

Queen: Nothing ac all; yet all that is I see.

Hamlet: Nor did you nothing hear?

Queen: No, nothing but ourseives.
Hamlet: Why, ook vou there! look, how it steals away !
My father, in his habit as ke liv’d!

Look, where he goes, even now, out of the portal !
Queen: This is the very coinage of your brain.
c. Cawsius: That you have wronged me doth appeat in this:
You have condemn’ ci and noted Lucius Pella
For tsking bribes here of the Sardians;
Wherein my letters, praying on his side,
Because [ knew the man, were slighted off.

{2:56a] has anaphoric that, {b) three instances of anaphoric this, 2ud (¢}
cataphoric this.

This use of this, together with the parallel use of here (see 2.4.2 below), is
the only significant instance of cataphoric cohesion in English. We have
distinguished this, in the previous discussion, from stractural cataphora as
in he who hesitates; structural cataphora is very common, especially with
the definite article (see 2.4.2 below), but it is simply a realization of 2 gram-
matical relationship within the nominal group and has no echesive, text-
forming function. Textual cataphora, by contrast, is true reference for-
ward in the text; it therefore is cohesive, not by picking up what has pre-
ceded but by anticipating what is to follow. From Alfee:
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[2:57} These were the verses the White Rabbit read: — [followed by

the verses]

I writing, sentences which are related cataphorically are often joined by
a colon; but there is no structurat refation betrween the two — this is a
purely otthographic convention, serving precisely to signal the presence
of cataphoric cohesion.

A tinal point to note is that in spoken English this and fhat in extended
reference often carry the tonic {primary stress). In this they are unlike all
other cohesive items in the language. Since, in the most general terms,
touicity is associated with information that is new, it is not surprising to
find that anaphoric items, which by definition are not ‘new’, becanse they
are referring to what has gone before, do not normally carry the tonic.
{The posivion is quite different with reference items used exophorically;
these are often tonic —again, not sarprisingly, since in this case the referent
has not been mentioned before.) We can be quite precise about anaphoric
items: they are tonic when and only when they are contrastive, and this is
part of the same story. The semantic category of ‘new’ means ‘informa-
tion being treated by the speaker as non-recoversble to the hearer”; it may
be non-recoverable either because it has not been previously mentioned ez
because it has been previously mentioned but is unexpected and hence
contrastive in the particular contexr. For example, in [2: 58] these is “new’
in this second, contrastive scnse:

f2: 58] The first tow of couages looked empty and decrepit. But behind
them stood another row, well kept and with small bright gar-
dens. Whoever lived in these cottages lived well enough.

A demonstrative with texual reference, however, is very frequently tonic;
and this arises in rwo ways, both of which are simply extensions of the
principle mentioned above, that tonicity signals what is new. In the first
glace there are Very many instances in which the reference, while ana-
phoric, 15 in fact contrastive, this being the whole point of the utterance;

for example
[2:5¢] Where are you going ?
- To feed the fish.

— THAT s what I was trying to remember to do just now.

In the second place, the reference may be cataphoric, in which case the
referent has not been mentioned before; a cataphoric demonstrative is
therefore regularly tonic. Contrast [2:603], where thisis :maphcric, mean-~
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ing ‘what I've just said’, with [2:60b] where it is cataphoric, and means
‘what I'm just going to say’:

[2:60] a. Ican’t get any reliable inForaeaTION. This Is what WORRIES me.
b. THIS is what worries me: I ean’t get any reliable inForMaTION.

{In {2:60a] this could be replaced by thaf, whereas in [2:60b} it could not.}
As a corollary of its carrying the tonic, the cataphoric this could equally
come at the end: in {b} we might well have What worries me is this:, where-

as in {2} such a reversal is highly improbable.

2.4.2 The

The definite article the has usually been set apart, in grammass of English,
as 2 pnique member of a class, its only relative being the indcfinite article
a. There is some justification for this; no other itern in English behaves
exactly like the. On the other hand, it has important similarities with a
whole group of other items, so that we need not hesitate to classify it with
the determiners; and, more particularly, with the specific determiners, the
class which includes the demonstratives and the possessives, (Likewise the
indefinite article is 2 member of the wider dass of non-specific deter-
miners.) The full set of specific determiners is as follows:

Demonstrative Possessive

Referential ¢his that Specch roles my, your,
Selectiv

SHE
these those
his, her, their
Non-selective the Other zolss{its
ane's
Interrogative which whese

Hence the in many ways resembles the demonstratives, from one form
of which it is derived. It is originally a reduced form of that, functioning
only as a modifier, in the saine way that g is a reduced form of one like-
wise restricted to the modifter function. And this is reflected 1n its mean-

ing. Essentially the, ike the demonstratives, is a specifying agent, serving
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w identify a particular individual or subclass within the class designated
by the noun; but it does this only through dependence on something else -
i contais no specifying element of its own.

This can be explained as follows. All other specific determiners are
scmantically selective; they contain within themselves some referential
clement in terms of which the item in question is to be identified. ‘With
the possessives, it is person: the item is identified as belonging to, or
associated with, 2 recognizable participant — speaker, addressee or some
person or object in the environment. With the demonstratives, it is prox-
imity: the item is identified as present in the environment and mote, or
less, remote. In both these instances the environment, as we have seens, may
be situational or textual; and when it is textual, this form of specification
by reference becomes cohesive.

The definite article has no content. It merely indicates that the item in
guestior 15 specific and identifiable; that somewhere the information
necessary for identifying it is recoverable. Where is this information to be
sought 7 Again, cither itr the situation or in the text. The reference is either
exophorie or endoghoric. If i is exophoric, the item is identifiable in one of
two ways. (I) A particular individual or subclass is being referred to, and
that individual or subclass is identifiable in the specific situation. An ex-
ample was {2:32] Don’t go, the train’s coming, where the train is interpreted
as ‘the train we're both expecting’ — contrasted with Don’t go; a frain’s
coming which would perhaps be 2 warning to avoid being run over. All
immediate situational instances of the are exophoric in this way: mind she
step; pass me the towel; the children are enjoying themselves; the snow’s too
deep; the journey s nearly ever, and so on. (2} The referent is identifiable on
extralinguistic grounds no matter what the situation. This has something
in comnmon with the generalized exaphoric use of the personal forms, and
it cccurs under two conditions. It may arise, first, because there exasts
only one member of the class of cbjects referred o, for example the sun;
or, at least, one member which will be assomed in the absence of specific
indication to the contrary, for example the baby { our baby’), the govern-
ment {*of our country’}, the time (now’). Secondly, it may arise because
the reference is the whole class, eg: the stars; or the individual considered as
a representative of the whole class, like the child in As the child grows, he
learns to be independent, or the snail in The snail is considered a great delicacy in
this region. This type of exophoric reference, which does not depend on the
spectfic sitnation, has been called HomoeHORIC to distinguish it from the
situartonaily specific type.

Alternatively, the sonrce of identification may lie in the text: what we
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are calling endophoric reference. In this case there are again two possibilities:
reference forward, and reference backward. {3} Camphoric or forward
reference, with the, is limited to the structural type. Unlike the selective
demonstratives {#his, these and here}, the can never refer forward cohesively.
It can only refer to a modifying element within the same nominal group as
itself. Here are some examples:

§2:61] 3. The ascent of Mount Everest
b. The party in power
¢. The people who predicted a dry summer
d. The longest siretch
e. The best way to achieve stabilicy

What is the significance of the in such instances ? It is, as always, a sighal of
identity; or rather, of identifiability, showing that criteria for identifying
WHICH aseent, WHICH party ctc is intended are recoverable — in this instance,
they are recoverable from the nominal group in which the the occurs, In
other words the is a signal that the modifying elements are to be taken as
defining: we are to understand only such members of the general class
named by the Head noun as are specified in the Modifier. The defining
elements are of Mount Everest, in power, who predicted a dry summer, longest,
and, in {e}, the discontinuons Modifier best . . . fo achieve stability.

{4) Finally there is anaphoric reference, the only one of the four condi-
tions in which the is cohesive. The clearest instances of this are those in
which the item is actually repeared, eg: haifin

[2:62] She found herself in a long, low hall which was litup by a row
of lamps hanging from the roof. There were doors all round the
hall, but they were all locked.

Often the reference is to a synonym or near-synonym, or to some other
item which by its connotations provides a target for the anaphora; in
[2:63], the eyes are clearly those of the Cat {and note the iexical eohesion
between epes and mouth):

[2:63] "How are you getting on?’ said the Cat, as soon as there was
mouth enough for it to speak with. Alice waited till the eves
appeared, and then nodded.

This shades ineo the sort of extended reference and text reference that we
have found with it, this and thar,; for example the prospect in

{2:64] ‘A nice mess we'te all in. Pictutes in the papers and reporters
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coming round.’ She paused, obviously visualizing the future in
a series of crude, highly—coloured pictures. He thought that che
prospect was still not wholly unpleasing *

Once again, the signals identifiability; but here the information about
wHICH Aalf, wHiCH eyes and wHICH prospect is to be recovered from the
preceding text. This is what provides the “texture’.

There is a3 commonly held belief that the typical funciion of the is the
anaphoric ene: that it invariably specifies by reference back in the text.
Indeed it has sometimes been referred to as the *second mention article’. It
should be stressed, therefore, that anaphoric reference is only one means
whereby the achieves specificity {and even when it is amaphoric, morc
often than not there is no *second mention’ of the same noun). It is prob-
ably true that purely anaphoric reference never accounts for a majority
of instances: in pragmatic speech the is primarily exophoric, and in most
other varieties of spoken and written English its predominant function is
cataphoric. What must be recognized, however, is that these various
types of reference are not mutually exclusive. A given occurrence of the

might have any two or even three functions at the same time,
Consider for example:

[2:65] Last year we went to Devon for a holiday. The holiday we had
there was the best we've ever had.

Here the is both cataphoric, pointing forward to uwe kad there, and also ana-
phoric, referring the second occurrence of holiday back to that in the pre-
ceding sentence; and it would be meaningless to argue that it must be just
the one or the other, Now suppose the same example continues:

{2:65] (cont’'d) The people we staved wich had four children. The
eldest girl was about nine.

The first the is cataphoric only, since there is no lexical relation between
peaple and anything in the preceding passage. The second is again both
cataphoric and anapheric: cataphoric, showing that eldest defines girl, and
anaphoric because gir! is related to children. We might even construct an
example with all three types of reference:

[2:66] Look at the meon! The daytime moon always seens so sad.

Here the second occurrence of the is cataphoric to daytime, anaphoric to the
earlier meon, and exophoric both in the “homophoric’ sense, since there is

* Agaths Christic, Pocketfir! of Rye, Fontana Books.
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only one moon, and also in the sitvational sense since it is specifically an
" object of attention. Such mstances of fourfold reference are presumably
fairly rare,

The fimction of the definite article can be summed up by saying that ic
is an unmarked er non-selective referential deictic. Its meaning is that the
noun it modifies has a specific referent, and that the information required
for identifying this referent is available. It does not contain that informa-
tion in itself; it is the ‘definite ardicle’ i the sense that its function 15 to
signal definiteness, without itself contributing to the definition. Neor does
it say where the information is to be located. It will be found somewhere
in the environment, provided we interpret “environment’ in the broadest
sense: to include the scructare, the text, the situation and the culture.
Whenecver the information is contained in the text, the presence of the
creates a fink between the sentence in which it #self occurs and that con—
taining the referential information; in other words, it is cohestve.

2.4.3 Demonstrative adverbs

'There are four of these, here, there, now and then, although now is very rarely
cohesive. Three of them need to be distinguished from their bomographs —
other words written the same way but, now at least, having different func-
tions in the language. (1) Demonstrative there is to be distinguished from
pronoun rhere as in there’s & man at the door. (2) Demonstrative nour is to be
distinguished from conjunction sow as in now what we're going to do is this.
{3} Demonstrative then is to be distinguished from conjunction fhen as in
thet: you' ve quite made up your mind 7 As a general rule the non-demonstra-
tive forms are phonologically reduced, whereas the demenstratives are ot
reduced, though there may be no phonological difference tn the case of
then. It is the demonstratives oaly with which we are concerned here.

As reference items, kere and there closely parallel #his and that, respec-
tively. For example

{2:67] ‘Do you play croguet with the Queen today?’
*1 should like it very much,” said Alice, "but 1 haven’s been
invited.
‘You'll sec me there,” said the Cat, and vanished,
The meaning of there ts apaphoric and locative; it refers ro " playing cro-
quet with the Queen’. Both here and there regularly refer to extended texe,
and then often with 2 meaning that is nor one of place but of “respect’: *in
this respect’, "in that respect’. For example
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{2:68] “Of course it wonld be all the better,” said Alice:
“but it wonldn’t be all the better his being punished.
‘You're wrong there, at any rate,” said the Queen.

Ta such contexts here, like this, may be cataphoric; in example [2:33] ehis
could be replaced by here and that could be replaced by there. The demon-
stratives this, these and here provide, in fact, almost the ouly sources of cata-
phoric cohesion: they are the only items in English wiuch regularly refer
forward TEXTUALLY, to something to which they are not linked by 2
structurai relationship.® (An example of the cataphoric use of compara-
tives, which is much rarer, will be found in the next section.)

The temporal demonstratives then and now are much more restricted in
their cohesive function, The cohesive wse of demonstrative then is that
embodying anapheric reference to time; the meaning is °at the time just
referred to™:

f2:69] In my young days we took these things more seriously.
We had different ideas then.

"The use of now is confined to those instances in which the meaning is “this
state of affairs having come about’, for example [2:70a]; [2: 70b] shows a
comparable asc of then;

{z:70] a. The plane touched down at last. Now we could breathe freely
agaln.
b. Why not tell your parents ? Then we can stop pretending.

This is already approaching the use of then as a conjunctive; see 5.7 below,

2.4.4 A final note o demonstratives

There are very many expressions containing 2 demonstrative that occur as
adjuncts, typically at the begimning of a clause; in general they come with-
in the category often known as *discourse adjuncts’. Examples ate in that
case, that being so, after that, at this moment, under these circumstances.

In the present analysis, we arc treating these as comjunctives, not as

* They do alss cocur in & form of structural cataphors, exemplified by here in London, there on
the opposite page; compare this and that &y this msania for washing cars, thw surkey we hed for
Chrisgmos, and also the special me of those in those who, meaning *the prople who’, as in those
wha predicted ars earthgualer. Like other forms of structunal casaphora, these make no comribu-
ton o cohesion.
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demonstratives; sce Chapter § below. This s on semantic grounds: the
principle is that any semantic relation which is itself conjunctive is treated
as conjunctive in all its realizations, whether or not there is 2 demonstrative
or other refcrence item present in its expression. This also avoids making
an awkward and artificial distinction between pairs of ftemis such as as 2
result and as a result of this; both of these are interpreted in the same way, as

In fact, there is overlap besween conjunction and reference at this poine,
and thete would be no need in principle to foree a classification in terms
of just one or the other. But one of the purposes of the present study is to
make it easy to analyse and compare texts in respect of their cohesive
properties; and for this reason, in all instances of indeterminacy we have
taken a decision one way or the other. As far as possible the dedision has
Hllowed the line of semantic consistency, at the same time with an eye to
applicability in practice.

2.5 Comparative reference

‘The table of comparative reference itemns was given in 2.2 above {Table 4}.
The system is as follows:

-identity same equal identical, identically

—general stmilarity  such similar, so similarly likewise
(deictic)
iffcrenice  other different clse, differently
atherwise
compar-
isonh—

umerative more fewer less further additional;
50— as- eguaily- + Quantifer, eg:
—particular so many

(non-~deictic)

pithet comparative adjectives and ad-
verbs, eg: better; so- as- more- less-
equally- + comparative adjectives
and adverbs, eg: equally good

By ‘general comparison’ is meant comparison that is simply in terms of
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likeness and unlikeness, without respect to any particular property: two
things may be the same, similar or different (where ‘different” includes
both ‘naot the same’ and ‘not similar’), General comparisen is expressed
by a certain class of adjectives and adverbs (separated from each other by a
commza in the above lists). The adjectives function it the nominal group
either as Deictic {eg: identical m the identical two cards) or as Epithet {eg:
identical in two identical cards) ; it will be seen that these have different mean-
ings {see 2.5.1 below). The adverbs function in the clause, as Adjunct {gg:
identically in the others performed identically}. These are called apjrCTIVES
OF COMPARISON, ADVERES GF COMPARISON, to distinguaish them from
COMPARATIVE ADJECTIVES and COMPARATIVE ADVERBS, which are
the comparative forms of ordinary adjectives and adverbs, eg: Bigger,
betzer, faster, more guickly.

“Particular comparison’ means compatison that Is in respect of quantity
or quality. It is also expressed by means of adjectives or adverbs; not of 2
special class, but ordinaty adjectives and adverbs in some comparative
form. The adjectives function, as always, within the nominal group, but
not as Detrtic; they function either as Numerative (gg: more in more cards)
or as Epithet {eg: better in befter cards). The adverbs function in either of
two ways: either as Adjunce in the clavuse {eg: better in the others performed
better) or as Submodifier, in which case they simply occur within an
Epithet {eg: such in such good cards, identically in ars identically designed house)
or 2 Numerative {eg: so in so many words), or within an Adjunct {eg: equally
in the others performed equally badly), It makes no difference whether the
comparative adjective or adverb is inflected {eg: sbower, slowlier} or com-
pounded {eg: more lengthy, more lengthily}; the meaning and function are
not affected by this distinction.

The same principles operate with comparison as with other forms of
reference: it may be anaphoric, and therefore cohesive, oz it may be cata-
phoric or even exophoric. Ouly brief illustrations will be given of the
non-anaphoric uses.

General comparison s discussed in 2.5.T and particular comparison in
%.5.2.

2.5.1 General comparison

General comparison expresses likeness between things. The likeness may
take the form of identity, where ‘two things’ are, in fact, the same thing,
as in [2:71a); or of similarity where two things are like each other, as in
[2:7:b]. Each of these has its negative; there is non-identity, and non~
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similarity. But these two concepts are conflated, in the semantic system,
into a single meaning, that of non-likeness, or difference, as in [2:171cl.*

2:71] 2. It’s the same cat as the one we saw vesterday.
S thesa ¥ o4
b. It’s a simnilar cat to the one we saw yesterday.

c. It’s a different cat from the one we saw yesterday.

Likeness is a referential property. A thing cannot just be ‘like’; it must
be ‘like something’. Hence comparison is a form of reference, alongside
personal and demonstrative reference; and it embraces the same set of
possibilities. The reterent of the comparison may be in the situation, or it
may be in the texe. If it is in the text, the reference may be backwards or
forwards, and it may be structural or non-structural {cohesive). With
comparison, however, there is one further possibility: the comparison
may be internal — the likeness expressed as murwel ikeness without a refer-
ent appearing as a distinct eneiry.

All the examples in [2:71] were cataphoric in the structural sense; in
cach case the referent was the one we saw yesterday, and the compazatives
same, similar and different were pointing forward to it in just the same way

that those points forward to who predicted an earthquake. Other examples:
j2:72] 2. We have received exactly the same report as was submitted

two months ago.
b. There are other qualities than conviviality needed for this job.
. Find a number equal to the square of the sum of its digits.

The referents aze [the one that | was submitted two months age, conviviality, and
the square of the sum of its digits. Such cataphoric reference is fully determined
by the structare and therefore, as always, has no cohesive funciion.

Instances of cohesive cataphora, with comnparatives, are not very com-
mon, but they do occur:

[2:73] The other squirrels hunted up and down the nut bushes; but
Nutkin gathered robin’s pincushions off a briar bush, and stuck
them fali of pine-needle pins,

* There iz probzbly a systematic distinction betwern the two in certain contexts, for example
somesne other thon Joim “not ideatical with', sameons different from John ‘not gamilar to’, But
different 35 used in both senses, and there appears 1o be no consistent distinction in anaphoric
contexts. Ap interssting ¢xample of the resulting semantic confusion occurs in the following
dizdoguc with a three-year-old: Child: Who's Peter’s daddy ? Mother: Peter's daddy is Uncle
Jack. Child: k my daddy quite different from Peter’s daddy ? Mother: Gh ves, Child: Butbhe's
got evebrows. (ie there is at least something in commen between them )



2.5 COMPARATIVE REFTERENCE 0

Here other is cataphoric to Nurkin; although the two are separated only by
a sernicolon, the cffect is cohesive, as they are not structurally reiated.
Compare:

[2:74] The blow would have knocked anvone ¢lse cold. The champ just
leaned to one side, then straightened again.

Exzmples such as those in {21 75] might be exophoric, the referent being
retuevable from the situation:

[2:75] 2. Iwasexpecting someone different.
b. Would you prefer the otherseats?

the first being interpreted as ‘different from you’ or “different from that
person there’, the second as ‘other chan those you see here’. Either how-
ever might equally be anaphoric, given contexts such as:

[2:96] 2. Jenningsishere tosee you. — F was expecting someonc different.
b. They've given us specizl places in the front row, Would you
prefer the other seats?

Another example of anaphorc comparison is [2:77], where suck refers
back to the nominal group qualifier of mildly &t persistently depressive
temperansent:

[2:77] Gerald Middieton was a man of mildly but persistently depres-
sive temperament. Such men are not at thetr best at breakfase *

Again, as with other types of reference, the referent may be a passage of
any extent, eg: so in {2:78a] and such in [2: 78b}:

[2:78] a. ‘Everybody says “Come in!” here,” thought Alice, as she
went slowly after the Gryphon: "I never was so ordered about
in all my life, never!’

b. ‘I see nobody on the road,’ said Alice. “I only wish I had such
eves, the King remarked, “To be able to see nobody —and at
that distance tos!’

Or it may be text treated as “fact’, when an expression such as the same
guestions arise . . . refers back to the whole of some previous discussion.
All the above patterns of reference are familiar from the personak and
the demonstratives. But it should be noted that same, similar, identicel, equal
and different do not necessarily imply reference of any kind: the compari-

* Appus Wilson, Anpio-Saxen Attitsuies, Sccker & Warburg.
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son may be purely intemal, two or more things being compared with each
other. For example

f2:79] a. Most people have the same breakfast every day.
candidates gave three similar answers.
¢. All parties showed an identical reaction to the news.

The first means “the same as every other day’, though with the possible
ambiguity of "the same as each other”; the second *similar to each other?,
the third ‘reacted in the same way as cach other’. Here the comparatives
are functioning not as Dreictic but as Epithet, and therefore in this use they
will ForLow 2ny numeral that may be present, whereas in Deictic func-
tion they precede it: contrast{2: 80a), where different is Dieictic and referen-
tial, with {2:80b] where it i1s Epithet and non—referendal:

f2:80] a. They were a different twe colours.
b. They were twe different colours.

The first means ‘different from the two referred o’ the second “different
from each other’. Usage is not totally consistent, however, and one not
infrequently comes across the second type used in the first of the two
meanings. The words other, additional and else occur only in the referental
sense; egual, on the other hand, is normally not referential, and can be so
only when modifying nouns such as mumber, anount and guantity.

A brief comment on other and else. Else is distinguished not only by its
unique position in relation to what it modifies, following instead of pre-
ceding, but also by the fact that it can accompany only the general nouns
snd adverbs someone, nothing, everywhere etc, or the corresponding interro-
gatives whe, what, where etc. Other has two meanings, “different’ and
‘additional’, leading at times to ancertainty of interpretation:

[2:81] Inced some other clothes. — As well, or instead ?

2.5.2 Particular comparison

Pacticular comparison expresses comparability between things in respect
of a particular property. The property in question may be a matter of
quantity or of quality.

{r} i the comparison is in terms of quantity, itis expressed in the Num-~
erative element in the structure of the nominal group; either (a) by a
comparative quantifier, ¢g: wiore in maorz neisiakes, or {b) by an adverb of
comparison submodifying 2 quantificr, gg: asin as many mista
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{z) If the comparison is in terms of quality, it is expressed in either of
two ways: {i} in the Epithet element in the nominal group, either {a) bya
comparative adjective, ¢g: easier, more difficult in easier tasks, more difficuls
tasks, or (b} by an adverb of comparison submodifying an adjective, eg: so
n so difficult a4 task; (11} as Adjunct in the clause, either {a) by a comparative
adverb, eg - faster in Cambridge rowed faster, or (b} by an adverb of compari-
son submodifying an adverb, ¢g: asin she sang as sweetly.

Particular comparison, like general comparison, 1s also referential; there
maust be a standard of reference by which one thing is said 10 be superior,
equal, or inferior in quality or guantity. An example of the hearer’s de-
mand for a referent, when faced with a comparative of this kind, is the
well-known passage:

i2:82] "Take some more tea,” the March Hare said to Alice, very
carnestly.
‘I've had nothing yet,” Alice replied in an offended tone, ‘so 1

can’t take more.

The standard of reference may be another thing, eg: “this tree is taller than
that tree’, or a measure, ¢¢: “this tree is talier than ten feet’. The other
thing may be implicit, as in the copy-writer's formula for a tastier medl,
use . . ., where the comparison is presumably with 2 meal prepared with-
out the product, or perhaps one prepared with *Brand X, It may be some
generalized situational referent, as in

{2:83] We are demanding higher living standards.

— presumably “than we have now’. The most generalized comparative is,
actually, the superlative: highest means, simply, “higher than any othes’.
Supetlatives are non-referential becanse they are self-defining; and for this
reason they regularly act as defining Modifier, being shown to be defining
in the usual way by the presence of the definite article: so in the highest
mountain in Eurcpe, the shows that highest . . . in Burope specifies which
mountain (¢f [2:61¢] above). In some languages which, in this region of
the grammar, have resources similar to English the superlative is, in fact,
the combination of the comparative with the definite article. English
keeps comparison and definiteness formally apart, and so has, on the one
hand, generalized exophoric comparatives used as defining modifiers, as
in the milder tobacro (“than any’), and on the other hand non-defining
superlatives such as a lotest notion is . _ ., meaning “one of the latest notions’,

All the usual types of reference are found. For example, the following

are cataphoric:
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[2:84] 5. There were twice as many people there as last tme.
b. He's a better man than I am.
¢. There are more things in heaven and earth, Horatio, than are
dreamt of in your philosephy.

[2:84a] is comparison of quantity, with a Numerative as comparative, and
[the people who were there] fast fime as referent; (b} is quality, with an
Epithet as the comparative, and  — or rather; [the man that] I am — as
referent. In (¢), the referent is {the things that] are dreamt of in yowr philo-
sophy; the comparison is again quantitative, but the example shows that
more has some of the ambiguity that is present with other {see end of 2.5.3
above}: we interpret Hamler as meaning not just a greatcr quantity of
things but things that are different in kind. All these represent structural
cataphora; the referent is within the nominal group. Albso structurally
cataphoric are examples such as {2:85], where the comparative is an
Adjunct in the clayse:

[2:85] The little dog barked as noisily as the big one.

Here the referent is not a thing but a process: not the big one but the big one
[barked]. Examples [2:84] and [2:85] illustrate the point that the referent
of a cataphoric comparative is not necessarily made fully explicit in the
structure. It may be, as in John is older than Peter, where the second term in
the compatison presupposes nothing from the first; but in many instances
the common elemenc in the two terms is carried over by presupposition —
this is what is shown in square brackets sbove. This phenomenon is out-
side our present scope, since this feature has nothing to do with echesion;;
but it is of eonsiderable interest, and has been described and explained in 2
number of detailed studies. Other examples of cataphoric comparatives:

[2: 86} a. Thave never seen a more brilliant performance than last night/
last night’s.
b. She has a similarly furnished room to mine.

We do find examples of particular comparison which are cataphoric but
in the cohesive sense, such as the following from Alfice:

{2:87] She thought that in all her life she had never seen soldiers so un-
certain on their feet: they were always tripping over something
ot other, and whenever one went down, several more always fell
over him, . . .

The comparative clement is so uncertain on their feet; the texe then has a
colon as a signal that this is to be interpreted as pointing forward.
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It is easy to think of exophoric examples; one is the Asherman’s 50 big
with the arms held apart to indicate the size of the catch, another the hair-
dresser’s would you like the water cooler ? This type of exophoric comparative
is a very commonly used form of instruction and observation in evervday
Life: we relate our wishes to the actual state of things, or relate what s
there to what was there or what is somewhere else: nof so muck noise!, £0
slewlier!, I need a sharper one, mine was much prettier and so on. One of
Alice’s comments on her experiences took such a comparative form:
*Curiouser and curiouser!’

As always, it is the anaphoric type that interests us, since this is what
brings about cohesion in the text; examples are perhaps obvious encugh:

{2:88] a. Cassius: Ye gods, ye gods, must I endure all this?
Brutus: All this? Ay, more! Fret dll your proud heart break.
b. "When /8,000 is 2 mimor matter, it must be really large-scale
crime that is 1n question ?”
‘Bigger rackets go on.’
<. Apparently Brown resigned, when his proposal was rejected.
— I wish he could have acted less precipitately.

The anaphoric comparatives are more, bigger and less precipitately; and their
referents are clearly identifiable as #his, f£8.000 and resigned. As usual
there is also extended reference to longer and less clearly defined passages
of text, for example so many in [2:89]:

{2:80] Here the Red Queen began again. “Can vou answer useful
questions 7’ she said. ‘How is bread made?”
‘Fknow that!” Alice cried eagerly. “You take some flour -’
“Where do you pick the flower 2’ the White Queen asked, ‘In a
garden, or in the hedges?’
TWell, it isn’c picked at all,” Alice explained: ‘it’s groand -’
‘How many acres of ground?’ said the White Queen. “You
mustn't ieave out 50 many things!’

It is in the nature of comparatives that, of all the reference items, they
are the ones that are most typically anapheric rather than exophoric. This
is to be expected. Personals and demonstratives both involve a form of
reference that is inherently extralinguistic, though it may be reinterpreted
in linguistic terms: reference to speech roles {the roles of the participants
in the communication process), and to proxi maty to the speaker is essen-
tially reference to the situation, and only the “third persen’ personals,

whose situational definition is a purely negative one — person or thiug
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OTHER THAN speaker or addressee —, have the anaphoric function as the
clearly predominant one, with exophoric reference being only secondary.
With comparison, however, although the relationship is still clearly a
referential one (in the sense in which we are using the term), the specific
nature of this relationship, that of likeness or comparability between
things, makes it more probable that the things which are being rclated to
one another should be at the same level of abstraction; in other words, that
both the comparative and its referent should be located at the semantic
level {ie in the text) rather than the one in the text and the other in the
situation, Thus while there certainly is exophotic reference with the com-
paratives — the sentence following [2:89] provides a nice example of it:

{2:89] {cont’d} “Fan her head !’ the Red Queen anxiously interrupeed.
*She’ll be feverish after so much thinking!’

— as a general rule they tend to be text-oriented, and to give the reader oz
hearer a strong sense of fibres of internal cohesion.

Like general comparison, particular comparison may ako be purely
internal, and thus not referential at all; in chis case it is expressed by
sub-modifiers in -{y, nearly always equally:

[2:90] They asked me three equally difficult questions.

As it stands, this is ambiguous; it conld be anaphoric. But in the sense of
‘each as difficule as the others’, it is non-referennal, like [2:79] above.

2.3.3 A note on 20, such and 25

Among the words of comparison, these require a brief special mention. In
principle they can be regarded as variants of the same word, which wakes
the form such when it is an adjective, 30 when it is a free adverb and as
when it is 2 bound adverb. This is something of au: oversimplification, but
it approximates to the facts; ali have the same meaning of “similar{ly}’,
and the choice among them is largely 2 matter of grammatical function.
We find so and suck used simply as intensifiers, meaning 'extremely’,
althougli perhaps even here there is 2 nuance of “such as vou would never

lhiave imagined’:

f2:91} 2. The war scenes in the filtn were so terrifying.
b. Owar neighbours are such a nuisance,
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These become structurally cataphoric iz [2:92]:

[2:92] a. The war scenes in the film were so terrifying that many of the
audience left.

b. Cur neighbours are such a nuisance that we may have to move,

Historically [2:93] are also cataphoric, though they are no longer felt to be

Gy

[2:93] 2. He hid in the shed so that no one would find him.
b. Qur fear of her was such that we dared not contradict her.

Both [2:92] and {2:93] are unusual among instances of cataphora in that
the referent is not part of the nominal group; in addition, so, such and as
afl occur in the usual type of cataphora where the referent is a Qualifier,
for example:

[2:94] Such an eficient man as John
So efficient a man as John is unlikely to be mistaken.

A man so/as cfficient as John

Exophorically we find such and s0; as is unnsual among reference tems
in having no exophotic use — this is a corollary of its ‘bound’ness. So if
we were watching someone Lifting a heavy weight we might say [2:95a],
but not {2:95b], which could occur ouly anaphorically, following some-
thing like 1 didn’t expect Johts to beat Peter:

{2:05] 2. | never thought ke was so strong.
b. I never thought he was as strong.

Aliernatively we could make the as in |2:95b] cataphoric by adding as thet
at the end, with the exophoric reference carried by the that. Another
example of exophoric se is the Carpenter's

[2:96] I wish you were not quite so deaf — T've had to ask you ewice!

though that is simultanecusly cataphoric to the succeeding line. None of
these items, however, is as frequently used in exophoric contexts as the
demonstratives are; as we have already remarked, comparatives as 2 whole
are more text-oniented than demonstratives, and so, such and as are quite
typical in this respect.

We have already cited examples of their anaphoric use, both indepen-
dently, in general comparison {eg: J2:77], [2: 78]}, and as Submodifiers in
patticulat comparison [2:8¢]. Three further examples:
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{2:07] a. He scemed most upset, — I never knew he cared so.
b. Let me have men about me that are fat!
Yon Cassius kath a lean and hungry lock.
Suck men are dangerous.
€. “Are five nights warmer than one night, then?’ Alice ven-

tured o ask.

‘Five times as warm, of course.’

We shall come across so and sweh in other cohesive functiens, in scb-
stitution {Chapter 3} and conjunction {Chapter 5}. In particalar, so has a
wide range of uses, partly owing to its functioning freely both as Sub-
modifier and as Adjunct. In this respect, it is resembled by more and less;
to give onc more example, they are Adjunce in [2:68a1], Submodifier in
[2:08b):

12:98] 2. He seemed niost upset.— I never knew he cared so. — He used

to Care Cveh Mofe.
b. He comes every week. — I never knew he came so often. - He
used to come even more ofren.

But more and [ess are only comparatives, whercas se is many other things
besides, all of them eohesive in one way or another.

Finally there are a number of expressions which resemble the compara-
tives in meaning but arc themselves constructed in other ways, exemplified
n {2:99a—<]:

i2:00] a. *Oswyn then says that a well-drilled equerry took two steps

forward, received the picture from you, and ook two steps
back. He was accustomed to the whole manoeuvre, that is to
say. And then the visit ended. Would you say that’s right ¥’
‘Nothing of the kind, my dear fellow.™*

b. ‘If we'd gone on pretending long enough, I believe we might
have been happy together, sometimes. It often works out like
that.’}

c. Walk right up, and rake the box where everyone can see you.

t way it won't lock as though vou're stealing.

d. Edward ran up and vaulred the fence without effort. John tried
to do likewise - with disastrous resulis.

e, Youdon't scem to have got very far with all those jobs I asked
you to do. And another thing — what have you done with the
SCISSOTS ¢

* Michael Inces, A Family Affair, Gollancz.
+ 1. B. Priestley, Dangerows Corner (The Plays of J. B. Priestley, Vol 1}, Heinemann,
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Expressions such as of the kind, Lke that, that way, do likewise, and another
thing show a semantic likeness to the comparatives which suggests that chey
might be treated under this heading, But it would not be easy to define or
to list the set of expressions that were being included within ¢his category.
What is more important, they can all be identified in one way or other
with other types of cohesion, either because they contain a demonstrative
(the, this, that} or a substitute [do}, or because they fall within one of the con-~
junctive categorics {eg: the discourse adjuncts i additior, and another thing,
similarly, in other words, so far}; and it is this that determines how they ate
uscd. It seems more satisfactory therefore to interpret them not as com-
paratives but as falling under those other headings, always bearing in mind
that the different forms of cohesion are nowhere sharply set apart one

from another.



Chapter 3

Substitation

3.1 Substitution and ellipsis

In this and the next chapter we shall be discussing another type of cohesive
relation, which takes two different forms: substitation, and ellipsis. These
can be thought of in simplest terms as processes within the ext: substitu-
tion as the replacement of one itemn by another, and ellipsis as the amission
of an item. Essentially the two are the samne process; ellipsis can be inter-
preted as ¢hat form of substitution in which the item is replaced by
nothing. But the mechanisms involved in the two are rather different,
and also, at least in the case of dlipsis, fairly complex; so we shall devote
a chapter to each.

3.4.1 Swubstitution and reference

The distinction between substitudon and reference is that substitution is
a relation in the wording rather than in the meaning. It has been empha-
sized already that the classification of cohesive relations into different
types should not be scen as implying a rigid division intc watertight
compartments. There are many instances of cohesive forms which ke
on the borderline between two types and could be interpreted as one or
the other. The situation is a familiar one in many fields, and when one
is attempting to cxplain phenomena as complex as those of haman
language it would be surprising to find things otherwise; this is partica-
larly so when we are concerned with phenomena which are both semantic
and grammatical, since it fr,equmtly happens that semantic criteria suggest
one interpretation while grammatical eriteria suggest another, and the
description has to account for both, facing both ways at once. The
analysis that is adopted here is based on certain general principles, two
which particular instances can be more or less unambiguously referred.
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The principle distinguishing reference from substitution is reasonably
clear. Substitution is a relation between linguistic iters, such as words or
phrases; whereas reference is a relation between meanings. In terms of the
linguistic system, reference 15 a relation on the semantic level, whereas
substitution is a relation on the lexicogrammatical level, the level of
grammar and voeabulary, or linpuistic “form’. Ellipsis, as we have
already remarked, is in this respect simply a kind of substitution; it can
be definted as substitution by zero. So we have:

Type of cohesive 1elation: Linguistic level:

Reference Semantic
Substitution (includmg Ellipsis) Grammatical

The meaning of the reference item #e is “some person (male}, other
than the speaker or addressee, who can be identified by recourse to the
environment’, The cohesion lies in the semantic identity; and the fact
that in a given instance the relevant environment may be the preceding
text, in which, say, John Smith has occurred, is incidental. Anaphoric
reference, as we have seen, is merely a special case of reference in general,
and the texr is merely a special case of the environment; the reference may
just as well be exophoric, where the relevant environment is the situation.
Anaphoric and exophoric reference are both derived from the general
underlying notion of recoverability of meanings from the environment.

Substitution, on the other hand, is a relation within the text. A sub-
stitute is 2 sort of counter which is used in place of the repetition of 2

particular item. For example, m

f3:1] a. My axe is too blunt. I must get a sharper one.
b. You think Joan already knows? — I think everybody does.

one and does are both substitutes: ome sebstitutes for axe, and does for
knows. And whereas in reference there is no implication that the pre-
supposed item could itself have figured in ¢he text, and in many instances
we know it could not have done, this 1s implied in the case of substitution.
Thus, in [3:1 2 and b it would be ensircly possible to “replace” one by
axe and does by knows,

It follows that, as a general rule, the substitute item has the same
structural function as that for which it substitutes. In the above example,
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one and axe are both Head in the nominal group; and does and knows are
both Head in the verbal group. The identivy is less obvious in {3:2]:

{3:2} Has Barbara left 7 - I think so.

where the substitate se stands for (that} Barbara has feft. But here too the
so has the same function in relation to I Heink as has 3 clanse of reported
speech. Again, we have seen that reference is different; chere is no such
restriction there, and the grammadcal function of a reference item may be
quite different from that of its referent {example {2:21] and {2:22}}.

From the peint of view of textual cohesion, of course, substitution
resembies reference in being potentially anaphoric, and henee constituting
a link bevween parts of a text. But here too there is a difference, following
from the different nature of the two types of relation. Because reference is
basically a non-verbal relation, a reference item may point in any dirce-
tion, and pointing to the preceding text is only one among the set of
possibi]ities. Substitution, on rthe cther hand, bcing a verbal relanion, is
cssentially confined to the text. Exophoric substitution is fairly raze; and
it has the effect of implying that something Has been said before. If the
fishetinan sees me adiniring his catch, he may say, without my having
uttered 2 word :

[3:31 Ah! but you should have seen the one that got away.

in doing so, however, be ‘puts intoc my mouth’ some such observation
as That's a good-sized trout yoi've got there. I myself might even have said
That’s a good-sized one yow've got there, using exophoric sabstitution, in
the first place; even here, however, there would be 2 shared assumption
that the fish in front of us was already the topic of conversation. The
vast mzjority of all instances of substitution ate endophotic; and of these
again, the vast majority are anaphoric, although we shall come across the
possibility of cataphoric substitation under certain circumstances. Nearly
every occurrence of a substitate, in other words, is a source of cohesion
with what has gone before.

3.2.2 Types of substitution

Since substitution is a grammatical refation, a relation in the wording
rather than in the meaning, the different types of substitution are defined
grammatically rather than semantically. The criterion is the grammatical
function of the substitnte item. In English, the substitute may function as
a noun, as a verb, or as a clause. To these correspond the three types of
substitution : nominal, verbal, and dlausal.
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These will be discussed in turn: nominal substitution in 3.2, verbal
substitution in 3.3 and clavsal substitution in 3.4. The following is 2
list of the items that occur as substitutes; the list is very short:

MNonunal:  one, estes; sarse
Verbal: de
Clausal: 50, not

There are a few expressions in which there is some indeterminacy among
the three types, for example, do so, do the same; these will come up for
discussion where they seem most appropriate. In addition, there is a
borderline where substitution shades into lexical cohesion, involving the
use of GENERAL WORDS such as thing in a3 cohestve function. For the
discussion of these see the chapter on lexical cohesion (Chapter &).

3.2 Nominal sebstitution

The substitute onefones always functions as Head of a nominal group, and
can substitute only for an item which is itself Head of a nominal group.
For example:
i3:4] Ishoot the hippopotams
With bullets made of platinum
Because if [ use leaden ones
His hide is sure to flatten "em.*

Here bullets 5 Head of the nominal group ballets made of platinum and
ones is Head of the nominal group feader: ones,

The two nominal groups need not themselves have the same function
in the clause; either may have any function that i open to a nominal
group. Scrnetimes, as with reference, the presupposed item is buried deep
inside a complex structure: the hearer genenally has no difficulty in
recovering it{df{2:23] above};

[3:5] fonly I could remmember where it was that I saw someonc parting

away the box with those candles in I could &nish the decorations
now. — You mean the little coloured ones ?

The substitute may differ from the presupposed item in number; in the
following the presupposed item is the singalar cherry, whereas the substi-
tute is plural:

[3:6] Cherry ripe, cherry ripe, ripe I cry,

Full and fair ones — come and buy.

* H. Belloc, *The Hippopotamus” in The Bad Childs Book of Beasts, Duckworth,
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But the noun that is presupposed is always a count noun; there is no
substitiute form for mass nowuns. Contrast [3:7a and b):

[3:7] a. These biscuits are stale. — Get some fresh ones.
b. This bread’s stale. — Get some fresh.

In (b} the only possible form ef substitution is substitution by zero, which
is what we call ellipsis {Chapter 4). Sernsantically, ellipsis and substitution
are very close; we have said that ellipsis can be interpreted as substita-
ton without a substitute. Grammatically, however, the two are fairly
distince.

Some further examples of one/ones as substitute:

[3:8] 2. So she wandered on, talking to herself as she went, till on
turning a shatp cormer, she came upon two fat little men, so
suddenly that she could not help starting back, but in another
moment she recovered herself, feeling sure that they must
be _

TWERDLEDUM AND TWEEDLEDER . . .
They stood so still that she quite forgot they were alive, and
she was just looking around ¢o sce if the word ‘TwEEDLE’ Was
written oa the back of each collar, when she was startled by a
voice coming from the one marked ‘pum’,

b. I've heard some strange stories in my time. But this one was
perhaps the strangest one of all.

c. Which kind of engines do you want? Ones with whistles,
or ones without ?

d. My dear, I really must get a thinner pencil. I can’t manage this
one a bit; it writes all manner of things that I don’t intend.

3.2.1 The meaning of substitude onefones

The substitute onefones presupposes some noun that is to function as Head
in the nominal group. It is a substitution ecunter put in to fill the *Head’
stot. The meaning is ‘the noun te £l this slot will be found in the pre-
ceding text {occasionally elsewhere}’.

In the typical instance the substitute “carries over’ only the Head itself;
it does not carry over any modifving elemenss by which this may have
been accompanied. So for example in {3:4] the use of ones as substicute
specifically exclirdes the defming Modifier made of platinum; ones replaces
buflets and that is all. Furthermore, however, in place of the original
modifying elements the substitute regularty brings with it its own defining
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Modifier, in this case leadens. The effect is differential : leaden ones is specifi-
cally differentiated from {ones that are} made of platinum.

It is this differentiation which is characteristic of the use of substitutes
in general. A substitute is a carrier of some information which differen-
tiates the instance in which it occurs from the other instance to which it
relates by cohestion. In the case of 2 nominal substiture, this means that it
ts the carrier of some medifying element which has this differential
function: so, ones 1s a carrier’ for leaden which has the function of
differentiating the bullets mentioned in this instance from the ones
mentioned earlicr, those made of platinun:,

It follows therefore that the nominal substitute omefomes 1s always
accompanied by some modifying element which functions as pEFINING
in the particular context. This clement is not necessarily the same in its
structural function in the nominal group as that which it repudiates; in
our example [3: 4], the repudiated element made of platinum is 2 Qualifier,
whereas the one accompanying the substitute, leaden, is a Classifier.
{There 15 a similar example in the sentence just written, where the same
thing happens in reverse; here the substitute s accompanied by 2 Qualifier,
namely accompanying the substitute, and what it repudiates i5 a Classifier,
namely repudiated.) Another example:

[3:9] I thought I'd finished with the woughest assignments. They
didn’e tell me abourt this one.

where the Epithet toughest is repudiated by the Deictic this. In all such
instances the modifying element in the maphonc nominal group, namely
leaden, accompanying the substitute, and this, is acting as a defining Modifier,

We have used the term REPUDIATION, and this concept provides a
key to the understanding of substitution {including elipsis), distinguishing
it at the same time rather clearly from reference. The notion of repudiation
is explained as follows. In any anaphotic context, something s carried
over from a previous instance. What is carried over may be the whole of
what there was, or it may be only 2 part of it; and #it is only a part of i,
then the remainder, that which is not carried over, hasto be REPUYDIATED.
For example, in

[3: 10] We have no coal fires; only wood ones.

fires is carried over anaphorically, but eodl is repudiated.

Semantically this means that, given the set of things designated in the
original instance, what is now being designated is in some sense 3 new
subset. It may be a different subset from that specified previously, as in
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{3:10}; or a subset now specificd where none had been specified before,
asinf3:z1].

{3:11] Did you light fires ? — Only wood ones.
It may merely be a new aspect of or angle on what was there before, as in

[3:12] Do you remember that thunderstorm we had the last tme we
were here 7 That was a rerrifying one!

It may even be THE saMs subset or aspect, where the sameness is itself
unexpected ot contrastive. This, interestingly, is the only class of in—
stances in which the substitute onefones carries the tonic nucleus:

{3:13] Would you like me to change the pictures in your room? —
No, I think we'd like to keep the same omeEs.

Whereas in [3:10] there is repudiation of an cxplicit subset, the class of
‘coal fires’, in examples such as [3: 12-3: 13] what is repudiated is Implicit:
“fires other than wood ones’, ‘thunderstorms other than terrifying ones’
{or “thunderstorms in theilr non-terrifying aspects’}, and “pictures other
than the same ones’ (ie all those that would result from the process of
changing}. But what is commeon to all is that in one way or another there
is a redefinition of the "thing’ that is represented by the Head noun,
involving some form of repudiation of the definition in the original
instance.

This does not necessarily mean that EvERYTHING in the originai definition
must be repudiated. In [3:8a], for example, the presupposed instance is
tiwo fat little men; the presupposing one is the one marked *DUM . Now
Tweedledum is just as fat and little as Tweedledec is; the only elenient that
is repudiated hete is the tws. Compare:

[3:14] That new cloth-backed Ordnance Survey one-inch tourist
map you sold me was ideal — but I gave it away. Have you
got another one ?

where everything is carried over except the fhat. In instances like this
where the Head noun that is presapposed is accompanied by a string of
modifying clements, the context will usvally make it clear how much is
carried over, working backwards, as it were, from the Head. Exactly the
same phenomenon arises in ellipsis, and it will be illustrated fucther in the
next chapter.

We said at the beginning of 3.2.1 that the substitute one/ones is a sub-
stitution counter flling the Head function in the nominal group, and that
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it normaily carries over only the Head itself. We can now put this more
precisely. The use of the substitute always involves some new modifying
clement that is, therefore, defining: this ome, another one, the biggest ove,
the oue ihat got away and so on. This does not imply that none of the
modifying elements can be carried over from the presupposed item. It
means merely that there is always some point of contrast; the meaning of
the nominal group containing the substitate is never exactly identical
with that of the nominal group that is presupposed.

This is the essential difference becween personal or demonstrative
refercnce and nominal subseitation. In reference there is a total referential
identity between the reference item and that which it presupposes;
nothing s to be added to the definition. In substitation there is always
some redefinition. Substitation is used precisely where the reference is not
identical, or there is at least some new specification to be added, This
requires 2 device that is essentially grammatical rather than semantic; the
presupposition is at the grammatical level, The substitute onejones is the
marker of a grammatical relation; it presupposes a particular noun,
typically one that is to be found in the preceding text, and is itself merely
a kind of counter for which that noun has been exchanged. Since its role
is to signal that there is some form of redefinition, it has to be accompanied
by some defining Modifier, and can therefore be thought of as a carrier
for such defining elements, The process of defining has the effect of re-
pudiating whatever is not carried over in the presupposition relation:
the new definition is contrastive with respect to the otiginal onec.

For this reason, one can never substitute for a proper name: a proper
narme is aiready fally defined as unique, and chere is no way of adding to
or altering the definition, {Oddities like Have you seen join? — Well,
I saw the tall one just now, where there is more than one johm, are excep-
tions not to the use of one but to the general definition of proper names.
In: this instance John is being treated by the respondent as a class name.)

3.2.2 Cenditions of use of the powsinal substitute

As illustration of the use of the nominal substitute onefones, let us first
consider the following forms:

[3:25] G} (i} (ii)
a. this one this new one this one with wheels
b. the one the new one the one with wheels

C. one 2 oW one one with wheels
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Those in row (2} might occur in some such text as Mummy, will you buy
me a bus? I want . . . All occur quite freely since each ome contains 2
modifying element {this, this new, this . . . with wheels) to which one is
attached as Head, and which is interpreted as defining i funcrion (it was
pointed out abowve that substitute one always requires to be defined).

Those in row (b} have the definite article which, as we saw in Chapter 2,
does not itself carry the necessary specification; it merely indicates that
chis specification is available in the enwironment. In {bii} and {biii) the
specification is contained in the Meodifier {Epithet new, Qualifier with
wheels), o which the refers cataphorically. But {bi} is odd; it has no
defining Modifer, and can therefore occur only in a highly restricted
context where the meaning is fully specified anaphorically, and so the
sense is ‘the one you mean’, as in I know the one, that's the one, these are the
ones. In other contexts only some expanded form such as the one you mean
can occur.

Those in row {¢) have the indefinite article. This is obviows in {cii},
since both 4 and one appear. In {ciii) the indefinite article and the substitute
are fused, so that ‘2 one’ is represented simply as one; it is in fact not im-
possible, though it is still relatively rare, to keep them apart and say ¢ one
with wheels. What about {ci}? This might 2t first sight also seem to be
a fusion of substitute one with the indefinire article; but this interpretation
will not really stand. For one thing, it is semantically undefined; there is
no explicit form to which it can be related, as the one refates to the one
you mean — naturally, since if there was it wonld have the definite article
and not the indefinite. For another thing, it has no plural ones, whereas
the substitute ene always participates in the singnlar/plural system realized
as onejones, eg: I know fhe ones (yow mean). In fact, its plural is some (7 wani
onef] want some}, and this provides the clue ro its interpretation: it is simply
the indefinite article in the form which it takes as Head of the nominal
group. Thus I want one is simply the realization that takes the place of
I want a; the one is anaphoric, but by ellipsis (not replacement) of tiie noun
functioning as ‘Thing". The relation between substitute one and determin-
er {indefinite article) onwe is discussed further in 3.2.3.3 below.

Leaving astde (ci}, then, on the grounds that it does not contain the
substitute one, we can say that in all the other examples under [3:15] the
substitute one is obligatory; as we expressed it earlier, it is a carrier of the
specifying element this, new etc. Even in (ai} it cannot be omitted without
changing the meaning. I want this is perfectly grammatical but means
‘I want this thing”, not 'I want this bus’ {or whatever the one in I want
thés ome is substituting for). There are environments, however, in which
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the substitute one is optional, giving a choice between substitution and
cliipsis:
[3: 16] {i) {ii) {iii}

. these ones these new ones  these {ones) with wheels
1). which {one) which newone  which one with wheels
¢. hers{(herone})  her new one hers (her one) with wheels
d. Paul’s {one} Paul'snewone  Paul’s one with wheeks
e. cach (one} each new one each one with wheels
f. the last {one) the lastnew one  the last one with wheels
g. twa{Zones) twonewones  two (ones) with wheels

Column (i} is tending to be filled out; one hears noz ouly her one, his one,
and others such as what one, but also, especially in children’s speech, twe
ones. In column {ii) the substitute is obligatory, since the nominal group
cannot normally end with an Epithet. Column (jii} is very variable, and
in some instances an alternative of the form that one of hers with wheels,
fwo of the ones with wheels would tend to be preferred. Note that although
this does not mean the same as this one (ie cannot be interpreted as ellipsis),
these can mean the same as these ones {ie it is ambiguous in contexts where
it could be interpreted elliptically): I want these means either *I want dhese
{ones, ¢g) buses’ or ‘I want these things'.

As mentioned earlier, the plural of the substitute ome is ones. With the
exception of {3:15ci], the plural ones could occur in all positions in {3:34]
and [3: 16}, showing that these are indeed all instances of substitution, The
norminal substitute can in fact substirute for any count noun (any noun
participating in the number system}, either non-human or human; in
this it differs from the ‘pro-noun’, the only other form of one which has
phural ones {sec 1.2.3.4 below).

Aside from the doubtful cases of determiner plus substitute, sach as
my one, two ones cited above, the one structural environment in the
nominal group in which the substitute cannot cccur is within 2 nominal
compound: thus we do not normally find examples such as

{3:17] 2. Lend me 2 pen. - I've only got a fountain one.
b. Let’s go and see the bears. The polar ones are over on that
rock.
¢. Is that a vennis racket ? — No it's a squash one.
d. Are you planting trees here? — I thought of planting some
apple ones.
This restriction can be stated roughly by reference to tonic accent: a2 word
FOLLOWING the accented word in a nominal expression cannot be sub-
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stituted ; and since tonic acceat is itself a realization of a componnd noun
structure, this is equivalent to saying that there can be no substifution
within 3 compound noun. However the restriction also cxtends, under
conditions which are not clear, to certain instances which on the criterion
of tonicity would not be compounds but structures of Classifier plus
Thing, eg
f3:18) 2. He's an idiot. — The village one?
b. We sat by a lovely little stream. It was cool and clear, like all
mountatn ones.

The tonic structare of willage idiot, mountain stream, shows that they are
Classifier-Noun structures, not compound nouns; and yet it is scarcely
possible to substitute the Head noun in such cases.

3.2.3 The word one other than as subsfitute

We have noted that not all eccurrences of one are instances of substitution,
and it is useful to distinguish the substituce one from the various other
words one, the other items which are forms of the same etymon. These
are the personal pronoun ome, cardinal numeral one, determiner one
(alternative form of the indefinite article} and a fourth ose which is related
to the category of general nouns (see 6.1 below) and which we mighe
refer to as a “pre-noun’, using a hyphen.

3.2.3.1 PERSONAL PRONCUN one

This is the personal form with generalized reference, sometimes called
"gencric person’, discussed in Chapter 2 (2.3.1, examples {2:8], [2:5]}.
Another example of it is:

[3:19] One never knows what might happen.

This ese has no cohesive force; it is never used anaphorically, but only
exophotically, not unlike you and we in their generalized exophoric
sense. It is rather easily distinguishable from the substitute ose, since it
always occurs alone as the sole clement in a nominal group, an eaviron-
ment that is impossible for the substitate, which s always modified
{¢f 3.2.2 above).

3.2.3.2 CARDINAL NUMERAL one
This is exemplified in:
[3:20] a. He made one very good point.
b. Ten sct out, but only ane came back
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Again it is clear from inspection that neither of these occurrences of one
is 2 substitute. That in (2} is functioning as {Numerative} Modifier in the
nominal group one very good point, whereas the substitite ene functions
only as Head; that in (b} is functioning as Head, bot it s unmodified,
whereas the substitute is always modifted. The one in (b) looks at first sight
like a substitute because it is clearly anaphoric: there must be some word
such zs man presupposed for interpretation 1o be possible. Actually
howover it is the cardinal numeral one with ellipsis. In ellipsis, the pre~
supposed item, if it is to be made explicit, is ADDED TO the presupposing
one: it does not replace it so fen men set out, but only one man come back
(not but only mar came back). In substitution, on the other hand, the pre-
supposed item, if it is to be made expiicit, rrrrAcES the presupposing
one: it cannot be added to ity soin

[1:21] Mummy will you buy me a bus? I want that red one.

the non-presupposing form would be that red bus, not that red one bus. In
any case once such 2 nominal group is filled out the distinction becomes
obvious, since the numeral always precedes any Epithet that is present,
whereas the substitute, since it functions as Head, always follows it.

Cardinal numeral ene and substitute one are quite distinet in meaning,.
The former contrasts {1} as 2 Numerative, with the other numerak
two, three, etc; {2} as a Deictie, with some, other, both, etc as in:

£3:22] a. The one friend who never let her down was Enid.
b. Can I have thosec peaches? — You can have one; leave me
the othes,

where again (b} is cohesive by ellipsis, like [3:20b] above.

The substitute one enters into no systcmic contrasts; on the other hand
it may be cither singular or plural, whereas the cardinal ene is naturally
always singniar {except in the expression in ones and twos}). The two mean-
ings are compatible with each other, so we regu]arly find examples

such as
§3:23] You'vealready got one red one.

where the first one is 2 numeral and the second a substitute: as long as
there is an Epithet or Classifier present, both will occur, since the numeral
must precede and the substitute follow. If there is no Epithet or Classifier,
then the word one can oceur only once; the langnage has not yet admitted
sentences like you've already got one one, though this will probably occur in
the speech of the next generation of children. Meanwhile a form such as
you've already got onNE might be scen as a fusion of numeral one and
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substitute one, since the meanings are compatible. However, this inter-
pretation will not really stand, for the same reasons as were given for
rejecting the interpretation of [3: 15¢i] as a firsion of the substitute with the
indefinite article. In an example such as yow' ve afready got one, there are
just two interpretations, the two forms being identical in writing but
distinct in speech: cither the one is phonologically salient, in which case
it is the cardinal numeral, or it is phonologically weak, in which case it is
the indefinite article {see next section). Neither involves substitution, but
both are elliptical.

There are other factors differentiating the numeral from the substitute.
The numeral accepts submodification, eg: just one, only one, not one,
which the substitute does not ; on the other hand the substitute is regularly
modified by a Detctic, eg: this one, your one, which is tare with the num-
eral functioning as Head. Even where the numeral is preceded by a
Deictic, there is no ambiguity in speech, for the reason already given:
the nurneral is salient, the substicute weak, Hence

[3:24] Bave you any envelopes? I need another one.

is ambiguous only in writing; in speech, if one is a numeral, so that the
“filled out’ form is another one envelope, the tonic will fall on one, whereas
if one is a substitute, the flled out form: being another envelope, the tonic
will fall on another.

3-2.3.3 INDEFINITE ARTICLE one
The normal form of the indefinite article is afan; etymologically this is a
weakened form of the numetal ome. The term “article’ is somewhat
unnccessary, as it suggests that the articles form a separate word class,
whereas both « and the are simply members of the more general class of
determiner. Within the determiner, o belongs to the non-specific class
{including any, either, no etc). The two major types of determiner, specific
and non-specific, embody different mumber systems. The specific deter-
miners distinguish singular/plural, with “mass” grouped with the singular,
as it is in the noun; so this house, this sugar (singular), these houses (plaral}.
The non-specific determiners distnguish {count) singularfnon-singniar,
with “mass’ being grouped with the plural; so the form corresponding to
a, namely some, is used with mass and plural nouns: 4 house {count singu-
lar}, some sugar, some houses {non-singular). This some is also a phonolegi-
cally weakened form.

Like many other determiners, the indefinite article can occur ellipticaily,
as Head in the nominal group; for example
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f3:25] a. Are there Lions in those hills? - Yes, we saw some on the
way OVer.

b. I'd like some coffec. — Then make some.

The filled out forms are we saw some lons, make some coffee. What is the
cquivalent form of the indefinite articdle when presupposing a count

singular noun ?

[3:26] a. Arc there lions in those hills? — Yes, we saw one on the
way Ovet.
b. I'd like a cup of coffee. — Then pour yourself one.

Here the filled out forms are a fion, a cap of coffee {not one lien, one cup of
coffee} ; one is the form taken by the indefinite article when it is functioning
as Head of an elliptical nominal group (¢f: Have one of mine!}, That this
is not the substitute one is shown by the fact that it has the non-singular
some, and not ones; of: Have some of mine! and [3:25a}, where we could
not say we saw ones on the way over. Moreover the substitute one does not
occur without 2 Modifier {¢f{3:21] above). That these forms are elliptical
determiners, not substitutes, iz further borne out by the fact that in nega-
tive and interrogative they are replaced by any, exactly as the indefinite
article is: we dide’¢ see any on the way over. {Likewise, the instances where
one is retained in a negative environment are also those where a would be
retained in the filled cut equivalent, ie where the meaning is specifically
singular, eg

f3:27] ‘1 vote the voung lady tells 6s a story.” "Y'm afraid I don’t

know one,’ said Alice.

— filled form I don’t know a story; conerasting with F'm afraid I don't know
any {stories).}

This form of the indefinite article is phonologically simply a non-salient
form of the numeral one, There is therefore an interesting parallelism
between the definite and the indefinite articles in the way they have
evolved in Enghsh.

Sefective form [salient) Article non-salient]
as Modifier or Head | as Modifier [reduced] | as Head [weak]

{demonstrative}

that the it
{numeral)

one; soimnc afan; [sam] one; some
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Note the proportionality in the following pairs of examples:

{3:28] 2. They need that cHam. They nced THAT. They nced the
cHaR. They NeED it
b. They need one cuam. They need onE. They need 2 caAIR,
They NEED one.

There is thus ambiguity in the written language between one as numeral
and cme as indefinite atticle, when functioning as Head of an elliptical
nominal group. This is not usually so in speech, because of the difference
in salience: the numeral is always salient, and may carry tonic prominence,
whereas the article is normally not salient — under certain conditions it
can be, but it can never be tonic. There is typically a contrast between
{3:20a and b}:

{3:29] 2. Tvelost mycoat. - {{ A1/ saw/onein the f BaLX § yesterday //
{=one coat {numenl}; non-singular would be . . . f saw
fsome. ..}

b. T've lost my coat. - /f Al [ saw one in the | BALL [ yesterday J/
{=a coat {article); non-singular would be . . . jsaw some . . }

As far as the substitute one is concerned, however, it is distinct from both,
by virtue of its occurring only as Head wrra 2 Modifier present {the one
encvironment that is impossible for numeral or article). Thus in [3:15]
abovwe, all occurrences of ome are instances of the mbstitate except {c1},
which is the indefinite article. That the substitute and the indefmite article
are now guite distinct in meaning is shown by the fact that they readily
co-oecur, as in [3: 15cii] a red one, another one. Where there is no interven-
ing element, the normal form of realization & a fission of the two into a
single element one, as in {ciii} one with wheels; but even here they may be
kept discrete, as in [ need a one with a sharp point, there’s a one [ hadn't
seen before.

3.2.3.4 "PRO-NOUN o#e

There is onc further meaning of one, in which it is restricted to human
referents; this is not a substitute form, i the sense that it has no cohesive
force, but it is not always easy to distinguish it from the substitute one
in texts. Examples:

[3:30] a. Hsuch aone be fit to govern, speak.
b. The ones she really loves are her grandparents.

Flere one means ‘person’ and ones means “people’; but they are not ana-
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phoric — there Is no presupposition of an earlier occurrence of the worp
person or people or any similar poun.

The only other word that fimctions exactly in this way in English i
thing. These words one and thing are special items that we might refer to
as ‘pro-noans’; they are in a sense intermediate between the substitnte
one and the class of general noun discussed in Chapter 6 below (8.1). k
is this one and thing that are found as components in the words something,
nothing, anything, sverything, someone, no one erc. Strictly speaking these
items ene and #ing are members of a dass of ‘pro-forms’ which are the
equivalent of the interrogative words what, who and so on; the dass of
‘pro-nouns’ thus also includes time, place, way and perhaps reason. OFf the
two words one and thing, thing corresponds to what and one corresponds
to whe; hence thing refers to nen-human nouns and indefinite nouns,
while ose refers to definite buman nouns. So for example:

[3:31} a. What does be need ? The thing he needs {What he needs} is
a passport.
b. What does he need 7 The thing he needs is his passport.
c. What does he need ? The thing he needs is 2 lawyer.
d. Who does he need ? The one he needs is his lawvyer.

Here the thing can be replaced by what; the one cannot, however, be re-
placed by who, at least not in modem English.

Like the substitute, but unlike all the other forms of one, the pro-noun
one has plural ones; for example {f [3: 30b] zbove}

{3:32] Now, my dearest ones; gather round.

Since it also functions as Head in the nonsinal group, and is normally
accompanted by some modifying element, it is easily confused with the
substitute {and is generally regarded by grammarians as the same item),
However, for the purpose of the study of cohesion it is important to keep
the two apart, since the substitute is cohesive whereas the pro-noun is
not. Moreover there can be ambiguity between them; consider the
example

[3:33] The children seemed to enjoy the vuting. The one who didn't
was George,

Is George one of the childeen, or is he the teacher?  one is 2 substitute,
it presupposes child and means *the child whe didn’c . . 75 if it is 3 pro-
noun, it does not presappose anything and means “the person who
dide't . . ’. Given the further fact that the substitote is not Limited to
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human referents, while the pro-form is, it secms desirable 1o recognize
them as two distinct items.

The principal use of the pro-form one in modern English is that exem-
plified in [3:31d] (and [3:33] In its second interpretation): that is, in
clauses displaying ‘theme identification’.™ A clause such as the one he
needs is his lamwyer is related to he needs his lawyer in 3 systematic way; its
meaning is that the message consists of two parts, a theme ‘his need’
and a rheme “Hs lawyer’, with an equals sign betweea the two. Compare

§2:34] 1 know nothing abomt this scheme. The one you should ask
is Dr Rawlinson.

meaning ~there is someone you should ask, namely . . . In earlier English
it was more widely used in the general sense of “someone’, i ‘one of the
ones who. .., as in Cassing’

[3:15] Hated by one he loves, brav’d by his brother.

Such uses have by no means disappeared from the language; but they are
more common in written styles than in speech.

3.2.4 Summary of uses of one

Hete are some further examples to relate the nominal substitute ome
to the various other items that have been discussed, and to distinguish it
from other, non—cohesive forms of the word one. They are constructed for
brevity, which explains {even if it does not excuse) their uninspiring
style.

[3:36] a. Tm fed ap with this watch. {1} The thing never works.
{2} My old one worked all right, but this one’s hopeless.
{3} The thing I want now is a solid state microchronometer.
(4) Pethaps I'll get one.

b, I like the new manager. {1} The marn’s really efficient,

{2} The previous ones were hopeless, but this one knows
bis job. (3) The thing we need Bow is some new technicians.
{43 Perhaps he’ll appoint some.

in cach example, {1) containg 2 ‘general roun’, thing and man, cohesive
{(sec Chapter 6}; {2) contains two substitutes, osels), aiso cohesive; {3} con-

* Sec M. A. K. Hallidzy, ‘Nores on rransicivity and theme in English’, Jowrnal of Linguistics 3,
1947, especially Part IE, Section 6 {pp 223-236).
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tains a ‘pro-noun’, thing, not cohesive; {4} contains an indefinite article,
one and some, cohesive by ellipsis (see Chapter 4).

The full list of the elements discussed above is given in Table 5. Of
those listed, only {1} is a substitute; it is therefore the only one that is
properly the subject of the present discussion. (2) is the generic personal
pronousn, and is never cohesive. {3) and (4}, the cardinal pumeral, and
(s} and {6}, the “indcfinite article’, may occur in a cohesive context, func-
doning as Head of the nominal group; in that case the form of cohesion
is through ellipsis {see Chapter 4. {7), the ‘pro-noun’, resembles the sub-
stitute in having the plaral form ones, but it is never cohesive, {8) is the
class of  general noury’, the membess of which regulatly enter into cohesive
relations; these are treated below, in Chapter 6.

In the great majority of mstances, the substitute one iz anaphoric in
orientation. Cataphoric instances are less common; an example would be

[3:17] She picked out the loveliest ones of all the roses in the garden
and gave them to me,

where ones points forward to rases. Such instances are however within the
structural confines of the sentence, and contribute nothing to cohesion.
Finally, we noted earlier that, although substitution is essentially a textual
relation, occasional exophoric instances will be found; see the discussion
in 3.1.1, and example [3:3].

3.2.5 Nominal substitute same

We saw in Chapter 2 that the item same occurs as a cohesive element of
the comparative type (2.3.1, examples [2:21-21). In such instances, sameis 2
reference item, not 2 snbstitute. There is another cohesive use of same, this
time as a nominal substitute, typically accompanied by the. Unlike one,
which presupposes only the noun Head, the same presupposes an entire
nominal group including any modifying elements, except such as are
explicitly repudiated, For example

£3:38] a: I'll have two poached eggs on toast, please.
B: Fll have the same.

Not, of course, the same epgs, which would be reference, not substitution.
No regular modifying clement may occur with the same; but it is possible
to add a reservation to it, and this takes the form of 2 Qualifer, which is
normally introduced by bxf and often starts with the word wih (adding a
maodification} or without (deleting a modification, ie repudiatng i),



Table s: The forms of one, and related items

o001

Phonological
Item Class Function status Section  Examples
1 one, ones nominal substitute ~ Head (always modified)  salient or weak 3.2, 3,21 3:8-15
2 one (they, you, we}  personal pronoun  Head {never modified)  weak 3.2.3.1 319
3 one (bwo, three .. )  cardinal numers) Numerative; Modifier or  salient 3.2.3.3 3:20
Head

4 one, some (both, other) cardinal numeral Deictic; Modifier or Head salient 3.2.3.3 3122
s afan, some (any) dererminer Deictic; Modifier reduced 1.2.3.3

(‘indefinite article”)
6 onefsome (any) determiner Deictic; Head (never weak 312,33 31257

(‘indefinite article”)  muodified)
7 one, ones (thing) pro-noun Head salient 3.2.3.4 31301
8 thing, persom, genetal noun Head (usually with the)  weak (when 6.1 618

areature, ete anaphoric)

NOILNDITIISHOS
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eg: the same but fried, the same {but) without the toast. The presupposed item
is almost always non-human, and it cannot be a proper name. I can,
however, be an Attribute: that is, an adjective occurring {in the usual
Epithet function} as Head of a2 nominal group in a clause of ascription:

{3:39] &: John sounded rather regretful.
B: Yes, Mary sounded the same.

Since an adjective is 2 kind of noun, and rather regretful is a nominal group,
this is still a form of nominal substitution, and so the use of the same in
such instances is entirely to be expected {¢f 3.5.2.3 below).

There was an carlier use of the same as a prenominal reference item,
replaceable — as the substitute is not — by him, her, it, or them; eg

f3:40] This is Othello’s ancient, as I rake it.
— The same indeed; a very valiant fellow.

This is sometimes imitated in contemporary usage, especially in the form
the very same. Otherwise, this pattern is largely confined today to legal and
commercial registers, where the reference is again always non-human and
the may be omitted. Note that in: this use same can never carry the tonic:

f3:41] We have today dispatched the first consignment of your order.
Kindly arrange to accept delivery of same,

In Shakespeare’s language this pronominal usage with non-human refer-

euce Is more general:

f3:42] I am bound to vou
‘That you on my behalf would pluck a flower.
- In vour behalf still will I wear the same.

3.2.5.I SAY THE SAME
In the environment of a process in which a *fact” is involved, the same
can often substitute for the fact: for example

[3:43] John thought it was impossible, ~ Yes, I thought the same.

More often than not one element in the presupposed clause, usually 2
nominal, remains outside the domain of the substitution:

13:44] 2. We can tust Smith, I wish T could say the same of his
partner,
b. Winter is always so damp. — The same is often true of sum-
IHET.
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In (a) the same substitates for ‘that we can trust . . *, *Smith’ being repu-
diated by the following of his partner. Similarly in (b) the same substitutes
for “is always so damp’, with winfer being repudiated by summer. One
form of this usage which is especially common in dialogue is the same
applies (to), . . . goes for, asin

[3:45] &: His speech didn’t say anything new, did it?

B: The same applics t0 most political speeches.

All these are devices for making it explicit that the same has the status of
a fact.

3.2.5.2 DO THE SAME

Secondly, the nominal substitute the same is often combined with the
verd de as a substitute for the process in certain types of clause. An alterna-
tive form is do likewise. For example

[3:46] a. They all started shouting. So I did the same.
b. My bank manager bought shares in the canal company.
Why don’t you do likewise ¢
c. That noise really unnerves me. — Yes it does the same to
me o0,

What 15 being substicuted here is the process plus any subsequent ¢lement
that is not repudiated.

This form of substitution is slightly odd, in that what is being substita-
ted is essentially the verbal element in the clause, and yet the structural
means is that of nominal and not verbal substitution {for which see the
next section). The verb do here is not, in fact, the verbal substitute do but
the ‘general verb” do, that which occurs in What are you doing? Dow'
do that I, I've got nothing to do and so on; it is the parallel, in the verb dass,
to the ‘general nouns’ thing, persen etc (sec 6.1). It is distinct from the
verbal substitute 4o in a number of respects. Phonolegically, the substitute
do is weak while the general verb do is salient. Moreover the substitute
de substitutes for all verbs cxcept b2 and {in British English generally)
have; whereas the general verb de is restricted to clauses of AcTION as
opposed to SUPERVBNTION - essentially, those where the meaning is

‘someone thd something” rather than ‘something happened to someone’.

So we can have

[3:471 a. I liked ¢he second movement more than I had done the
first,

b. That sigh means they're busy — it usually does, anyway.
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it both of which do is a verbal substitute; but we could not have, follow-
ing (a}, Yes I did the same, oz, following (b}, Is that what it does? {in both
of which do is the gencral verb), because fike and mean are not action-
type processes. In some instances there is an equivalent form of nominal
substitution for “happening -type clauses, with the same (thing) happens,
-4

[3:48] I lost my way in the galleries. — The same thing happened

o me.

meaning ‘[ also lost my way in the galleries’.

Hence the same, although itself 2 form of nominal substitute, is used
as a means of substituting a nominal or other element | the process as a
whole, including the process itself. A form such as do the same reflects
the general tendency of English to express a process in a nominalized
form, by means of an ‘empty’ verb ples its object: do a renthrough,
do a left turn for ‘run [it] through’, ‘turn left”; of: have a fight, give a glance,
make a fuss. The presupposing form the same can thus occur as a substtute
not only for nominals expressing things, as in [3:38], but alse for facts,
as in say the same, and for elements that are not strictly nominal at all,
‘Whereas one substitutes just the noun ({Head}, in the environment of a
nominzl group having other elements that are contrastive, the same
substitutes a nominal group {or something else} in the enviconment of a
clause, so that it is other elements in the clause chat provide the con-
tEAStIve COnteXt.

3.2.5.3 BE THE SAME

As already pointed out, the form the same occurs as Auribute in clauses of
ascription, where it may substitute cither a noun or an adjective — that
is, 2 nominal group having eicher noun or adjective as Head, for example
{and ¢fT3:39] above]}

[3:49] Charles is now ab acter. Given half 2 chance I would have been

the same,

Note the potential ambiguity between substitution and reference in such
contexts. In {3:50], if the same is a substitute the meaning is ‘{and) they
also taste more bitter than the last ones’, whereas if it iz a reference item
the meaning is *(but) they tastc the same as the last ones did’:

[3:50] These grapefruit smell more bitter than the last ones we had.

— '1'1:1&}7 taste the same.
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(In the third possible interpretation, “they taste like cach other’, which
is improbable here, the same is also a reference item, but functioning as
Epithet and therefore non-cohesively; ¢f 2.5.1 above, examples [2:70] and

[2:80]).) For the use of so in such instances see the next section.

3.2.8 Difference berween the same and one{s) as sominal substitutes

Apart from the type of example illustrated in [3:40 — 3:42] above, the
same as substitute is always phonologically salient. It contains an aceent,
and therefore carrizs the tonic under typical or ‘unmarked’ conditions:
that is to say, if occurring finally it i tonic unless rejected for contrastive

reasons. For example,

[3:51] &: Tl have two poached eggs on toast please.
B: 'l have the same.
¢: I'd 13xm to have the same, but |,

B's utterance has unmarked information focus. In ’s the information
stracture is marked, with contrastive focus on like.

This gives the clue to the role of the same in nominal sabstitution. The
substitute one is 2 grammatical item which containis no accent; it is always
‘given’ in meaning, and serves as 2 peg on which to hang the new infor-
maton. In this respect it resembles do (3.1} and so {3.4). The substitute the
same, however, functions like a lexical item; it can carry the information
focus, and typicaily does so when in final position. The meaning is *the
information conveyed by this item in this context is new, but the item
iself has occurred before’. So for example

a. I could grow RED ones
{3:52] The neighbours grow b. I could grow the sams
yellow chrysanthemums. | ¢ 1could grow some {roo}
d. Icould grow some of the sam=

In {a) the substitute ones is used so that the Epithet red can carry the
UNMAREED tonicity: that is, so that the focus of mmformation falls on red
witeoU? this becoming contrastive. In {b) the “yellow’ is included in the
presupposition, and the substitute the same carries the focus: the informa-
tion as a2 whole is encoded as new, with the meaning ‘ yellow chrysanthe-
mums’ shown to have been present earlier. (Once again it is substitation
that is appropriate and not reference. They will not be referentially “the
same chrysanthemums’; and hence the form f conld grow them would be
odd here, with them ‘referring’ ss it were at the lexicogrammatcal
instead of the semantic level.) In {c} the indefinive article some is used as
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non-specific Deictic, and the form is elliptical; this focuses information
on the I and encodes the whole of the remainder as explicidy given.
Finally {d} is like (b}, with the addition of the indefinite article as Deictic
as in (c}. Note that there is no form I could grow red same, since here the
unmarked tonic wouid be on same where it should be on red; instead the
form is I could grow the same but red, which puts the tonic where it is
required while still leaving it unmarked.

Essentially the same relation obtains between the same and substitate
so as berween the same and onefs}. The patterns discussed in 3.2.5.13
{say the same, do the same, be the same) are the contexts in which the non-
salient substitute alternating with the same would in fact be s¢ and not
one(s). In general so substitutes for a clause, and is dealt with in 3.4 below.
However there is no very clear line between nominal and elausal sub-
stitntion, and these examples are in a way intermediate berween the two.
In the following the weak form of the sabstitute is se:

Q) a. He samb so {Too}

{3:53] (] John felt it was b. He said the sam=z

disappointing. Gy {> MARY felt so {00}
* 1b. Mary felt the samz
. 1did so (To0
(2) John left before the end. o 1eie s (100)

@ a. He 1LOOKED so {ToO)

b. He iooked the saumx
(3) John sounded regretful & {a, mazy sounded 5o (100)

b. Mary sounded the same

In type (3} it would be possible to interpret so following fook, seund,
seent, etc as substituting for a clanse: Mary sounded as if she was regretful
too. Compare

[3:54] *. . . being so many different sizes in 2 day is very confusing.’
"Itisn’t, said the Caterpillar.
‘“Well, perhaps vou haven’t found it so yet,” said Alice; . . .

where so in the last line substinutes for very confusing but could also be
fitled cut as fo be very confusing. On the other hand the presupposed item
need not be of this form, as the examples in [3: 53] show; and in [3: 53]
neither the presupposed nor the presupposing item could be expanded

into a clause:

[3:55] John has become depressed. — Has he ever been so before ?
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These are in fact instances in which so is substituting for an Attribute:
corresponding to he seems intelligent, he seems to be intelligent, he seems
as if he is intelligent we have be seems so, he seems to be so, he seems as if he
is so. i on the other hand the Attribute is represented by a noun, this
must always be 2 count noun and the weak form is one(s); so we should
have they faste so {too} in [3:50} above but I would have been one (foa) in
3:49].

E In }gcm:m}, therefore, although it takes 2 norninal form, the same

funcrions as the accented form of the substitute in ali rypes of substitution,
clausal and verbal as weill 25 nominal:

Accented form
Non-accented  {some salient)
MNominal:
count noun onels} the same
atiribute s0 {he) the same
Verbal do do the same
Clausal {reported) 50 {say) the same

It may also be accompanied by a pro-nomn thing (way when substituting
for an Attribute), as in said the same thing, tastes the same way; these are
constructed like reference items but have come to be used as substitutes
in the same way as the items same and so themselves.

3.3 Verbal substitution

The verbal subsdtute in English is do. This operates as Head of a verbal
group, in the place that is occupied by the lexical verb; and its position
is always final in the group. Here are two examples from Alice; in both,
the substitute is the word that has the form do {not 4id or don’t) -

[3:56] 2. ... the words did not come the same as they used to do.
b. ‘I don’t know the mezning of half chose long words, and,
what's more, I don’t believe you do cither !’

The first do, in {a}, substitutes for come; that in {b) substitutes for know
the meaning of half those long words.

In [3:356] the presupposed items are in the same sentence, and so the
substitution 1 not by itself cohesive. But verbal substitution regularly
extends across sentenee boundaries, as in
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[3:57] He never really succeeded in his ambitions. He might have done,
cne felt, had it not been for the restlessness of his nature,

Here done substitutes for suceceded in his ombitions, and so serves to link the
two seatences by anaphora, exactly in the same way as the nominal
substitute one.

In the three succeeding subsections we shall discuss the meaning of
verbal sobstirution, the conditions of use of the verbal substitute, and
other tmes of the verb do which afe distinct from 5 use as a substitute
{and from which its use as a substitute is derived).

3.3.2 The meaning of the verbal substitute do

In many ways the verbal substitute do is parallel to the nominal substitute
one, and it is likely that its evolution in Modern English has followed the
analogy of one rather closely,

There are siriking paraliels between the structure of the verbal group
and the nominal group in Modern English, although superficially they are
very different from each other. Like the nominal group, whose structure
was discussed in section 2.1 zbove, the verbal group has a2 logical structure
consisting of Head and Modifier, and an experiential structure in which
the lexical verb expresses the “Thing’. In the case of the nominal group the
"Thirg’ is rypically a person, creamire, object, institution or abstraction
of some kind, whereas in the verbal group it Is typically an action, event
or relation; but these are simply different subcategories of experiential
phenomena, and in any case there is considerable overlap and interchange
between the two.

I» both nominal group and verbal group, the lexical “Thing” is sub-
stitutable by an empty substitution counter that always functions as Head.
The substitudon form in the nominal group, 35 we have seen, is one(s).
In the verbal group it is 46, with the usual morphological scatter 4o,
does, did, doing, done.

There is a difference between one and do in their potential domains, the
extent of the items that they can presuppose. Whereas one always sab-
stitutes for a noun, do may substitute cither for a verb, as in [3:46a], oz
for a2 verb plus certain other elements in the clause, as in {3:56b] and
[3:57].

Ag¢ first sight it might seem as if do substituted for the whole of what
is called the “predicate’ in a Subject-Predicate analysis — the predicator
{the verbal group itself}, minas its auxiliaries, together with any comple-
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ments and adjuncts that are present. But any of these may be repudiated,
as the following examples show:

[3:58] 2. Does Granny look after you every day? — She can't do at
weekends, because she has to go to her own house.
b. Have they removed their fumiture? — They have done the
desks, but that's all so far.

In {a} do substitutes for Jook affer me bur every day is repudiated by af
weekends. In (b} done substitutes only for removed; fheir furniture is repudia-
ted by the deskes.

As was pointed out in the discussion of one, sabstitution and ellipsis
are different manifestations of the same underlying relation, that of
presuppositiom at the lexicogrammatical level. The use of elliptical forms
of the verbal group is very common, and dhere is very litle difference in
meaning between a verbal group having substitution by do and one having
ellipsis (ie substitution by zero). For example

[3:591 Inspector {taking back the photograph): You recognize her?
Mss Birling: No. Whyshonld 17
Inspector: Of course she might have changed lately. But I
can’t believe she could have changed so much.
Mrs Birling: 1 dor’t understand you, Inspector.
[nspector: You mean you don’t choose to do, Mrs Birling.*

Both elliptical and substitute forms of the verbal group are illustrated here.
Why should I? is elliptical, presupposing Why showld I recognize hee?; and
yor dow't choose to do s a substitute form, presupposing you don't choose
to understand me. There is very Lietle difference; do counld be added in the
first and deleted in the second with hardi}' any change of meaning.
Unlike the nominai group, however, iz which under many conditions
(eg following an Epither) cllipsis is generally impossible, and substitution
by one is theretore obligatory as the expression of cohesion, in the verbal
group there are very few contexts i which the subsdtute do MUST be
used (for these see 3.3.2 below}. In general, substituce de aliernates with
zero as a cohesive device, and the meaning is the same in both: the
specific process — event, action, relation, etc — that is being referred to
must be recovered from the preceding text. K the substitute do is used,
its function is to act explicitly as a place-holder, marking out the point at
which presupposition is involved. It is possible to construct examples

* 1. B, Prisatley, Ar Iispector Calls {The Plays of I. B. Prisstiey, Vol 3), Heinemann.
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which its presence appears to resolve what would otherwise be an am-
biguity, ¢g

{3:60] What are you doing here? - We're mycologists, and we're

locking for edible mmshrooms. — Yes, we are doing too.

where the last sentence without the substitate doing would be interpreted
as we are also mycologists”.

Like the nominal substitute ene, the verbal substitute 4o is typically
associated with contrast. It occurs in the context of some other item which
contrasts with an element in the presupposed clause. This is well iHustra-
ted by instances in which the two clauses, presupposing and presupposed,
are related by comparison, ep

a. Mary is doing,.
b. he should be doing.

c. he used to do.
d. he was doing before.

i3:61] John is smoking more now than

In (3}, Mary contrasts with John; in (b), should be contrasts with is; in
{c}, used to contrasts with is. . . ing; in (d}, was . . . before contrasts with
is . . . now, Similariy do is frequent in the second of two dauses related by
before, after, if, when, ctc, as in you will finish well befare I have done. Since
in these cases the two clauses are structurally related, the presence of
do, while it reinforces this relationship, is not needed as the cohesive
factor; but the principle appears clearly, that sabstitution is 3 means of
represcnting given information in the environment of new. Exactly the
same principle operates where there is ne structural relationship between
the two clauses, as in examples [3:57-60] above; and here the use of the
substitute is precisely what provides the cohesion.

Since the substitute is by definition *given’, in that it is a signal that
information is to be recovered from elsewhere, it is phonologically
unaccented, or non-prominent. It is wsually weak (non-salient) in all
positions except when it is the initial, and therefore the only, item in
the verbal group; in the latter context it is salient, bue still noa-tonic.
For example:

[3:62] 3. Has anybody fad the cat ? - // somsbody / must have done [/
b. Did anybody feed the cat? — // somebody / did /f

Related to this is the fact that 2 finite verbal operator preceding substitute
do in the verbal group can never be in the reduced form, since this would
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force prominence on to the do: hence forms such as he’'ff do, he’s doing,
he's dome cannot occur as substitutes, at least across 2 sentence boun-
darv.

However, we saw that with the nominal substitute ome there are
circumstances under which it is accented, and so can carry the tonic,
namely when the ‘given-ness’ of the information it conveys is precisely
what is new about it; this is the typical patrern following the samne {the
zame ONES), Likewise with do there is one condition in which it is accented,
and as far as the meaning is concerned this is essentially che same condition
that we had found with one, although the form of expression is different:
it is when do is followed by » (D0 s0}. The cxpression do so conveys
essentially the same meaning: the action, event or relation in question
has been referred to before, but it is precisely here that the new informa-
tion Hes. So for example

[3:63] a. *¥es, I think you'd better leave off,” said the Gryphon:
and Alice was only too ghd to do sa.
b. Just finish off watering those plants. And let me know

when you've done so.

The expression do so derives from pro-verb do (see 3.3.3.3 below)
followed by anaphoric so. The de is accented; it is therefore typically
salient, with the potentialiry of carrying the tonic. The difference in the
thythmic patterns of the two forms of the verbal substitute, do and do so,
can be seen in the following exampie:

[3:64) ShallImakean {a. A you [ can do [ xow Jf
announcement ? | b. fA you can / do so  now [/

In many instances either do or do s can occur, with only a slight
difference in meaning: the form with so combines anaphkora with promi-
nence, so that it has the effect of explicimess, of specifying that it is
precisely the verbal element mentioned earlier thatis ;hc point of informa-
tion here. But for this very reason there are certain instances where so is
obligatory. They are those where de is REQUIRED to be the point of infor-
mation because there is no clement of contrast present, as in [3:63b]
above. Esewhere so is optional; and there are two conditions under which
it cannot occur. The first of these is in a comparative clavse with than or
as, such as [3: 56] and [3:61] above. In fact the form with se is less frequent
in all cases where the presupposing dause is structurally related to the
presupposed one; so
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f3:65] I want to read this document. You can sign it after I've done so.

is likely to mean “after I've read it” {with the tonic on done) rather than
*after I've signed it’ {with the tonic on I've); the latter meaning would
more probably be expressed as after I have done. The second condition
where so cannot occur is if the goal is repudiated, as in {3: 58b]. With the
provisos mentioned here, the verbal substitute may take either form, and
the choice between do and do so is often miade at the phonological level, on
purely thythmic grounds: because the one form fits into the thythm of the

schtence more smoothly and effecrively than the other.

3.3.2 Conditions of use of the verbal substitute

There is considerable variation in the use of the substitute do in contem-
porary English. It appears to have evelved by analogy with the rominal
substitute one, but to be lagging somewhat behind one in range of uses,
perhaps because ellipsis is almost always an acceprable alternative. In
Shakespearean English, the verbal substitute do was much less clearly
distinct from the finite verbal operator do {see 3.3.3.4 below) because of
the more general use of the latter in a positive declaranve verbal group,
eg: as I do Jive (Modemn English as I live}. Clear instances of the verbal
substitute ir: Shakespeare almost always have the form do so. In the follow-
ing examples, the 4o would be a substitute in Modern English; but here
it was probably in fact an operator:

f3:66] a. Never a woman in Windsor knows more of Anrne’s mind
than I do.
b. Thou makest 2 testament as worldlings do.

As 3 very broad generalization, the verbal substitute is used more in
speech than in writing, and more in British than American Enghsh.
Within each of the varicties there are wide dialectal and individeal
differences. In British English it can substitute for any verb except be, and
(in most dialects) except have in the sense of * possess’; those verbs substi-
tute for themselves:

[3:67] 2. I've been very remiss about this. — I think we all have been,
at times.

b. I've had serious donbts abont this, — [ think we all have bad,
at times,

c. I had serious doubts about this. - I think we all had, at tmes.
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In (c), American and some British speakers would substicute kad by did;
but probably no speakers of English would substitate been by donte in {a).
It American English, on the other hand, do does not generally subsditute
for verbs of the seem class; in British English it does, provided the follow-
ing Atribute is within the domain of the substitution and is pot repudia-
ted:

a. Shealwaysused todo, 1
remember.

{3:68] Paula looks very happy. b. She seems happier now than she
did last time we met.

Many, possibly all, American speakers would find do in (a) and did in (b)
both impossible; they would prefer the elliptical form wsed fo in {3} and
the repetition of seesned in (b).

There is another factor leading to 2 considerable differentiation between
British and American speakers in their use of the verbal substitute, one
which is present in [3:68a] and, in fact, in most of the examples of do
that have been cited up to now. This relates to the structure of the verbal
group in the presupposing clause. If this consists of one word only
{simple past or present tense in positive declarative mood}, then both
American and British speakers regularly use the substicute; eg: does in

{3:60] Does Jean sing? — No, but Mary does.

{Because such examples are easily confused with the finite verbal operator
do we have been avoiding them up 1o now. The difference will be dis-
cussed in 3.3.3.4 below.) I it consists of more than ene word, so that the
substitute would appear following one or more auxiharies {in the form
de. doing, or done}, American speakers prefer the elliptical form in which
the lexical verb is not substituted bur simply omitted. In {3:57], for
example, the preferred form in American English is he might have; and
in {3 :61a-d] eliiptical forms would be expected throughout, and likewise
in[3:67aand b].

If the presupposing verbal group is non-fimite, ellipsis s under most
cizcumstances impossible. The rule is that an imperfective non-finice
verbal group {those in the “participial’ form —ing, eg: going, having gone)
cannot be elliptical; a perfective one (those in the “infinitive’ form with
to, eg: t0 g0, Lo have gone} can be elliptical only if negative, or if following
another verb {e¢: want ic go} or cataphoric if. For example, in 3:90],
{d}, {€) and (£} could be elliptical, whereas (2}, {b) and {c} could not:
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, 4. Having done so I feel better.
b. I £l bad at not having done {s0) before.
c. To do so seemed only courteous.
13:70] ;ﬁfi called d. Not to {do {s0)} would have been dis-

COUr{COLs.
¢. | have wanted to (do (s0}} for a long time,
‘£ It seemed only courteous to {do so}.

In {3){c) beth American and Botish English would use the substitute,
with American preferring the form do so if there s any choice. In {d}{f}
American English tends to use the elliptical form, ar else the substitute
with sp, whereas British speakers sclect among all three, at least in {d)
and {¢}, with perhaps some preference for the one with do alene. (In (a},
{c} and {f} the substitute do cannot oceur without so, for the reasons given
catlier: there is no contrasting clement present. In {(b), (3} and {c) the
coatrast is provided by nof and by waented.} There are thus minor but stll
interesting differences between different varicties of English revolving
around the mature and potensal of verbal substitution.

The domain of verbal substitution, as remarked in 3.3.1 above, is the
lexical verb together with such other elements in the clause as are not
repudiated by some comtrasting item. In principle any cement can be
repudiated in this way, aithough certain patterus, particalarly those in
which 3 Complement is repudiated, sound 2 little awkward, and ellipsis,
where it is possible, seems to fit them better than substicution; this is
illustrated hy the examples in {3:71] {and of {3:38] abave):

{3:71] 2. Can lions climb trees? — No, but leopards can {do).
b, Can lions kill elephants? — No, but they can {do} girafes.
€. Have they given the lions their meat? — No, but they have
(done) the cheetahs.
d. Can lions kill with their 1ails? ~ No, but they can {do} with
their paws.

I (a) it is the Su?:jec: that is repudiated, in (b} and (¢} a Complement
{*direct cb}@ct and ‘indirect object’), and in {d} an Adjonct. The only
element in the clause that cannot be repudiated is the .&ttribut;e, f3:72] is
1mposs:ble and cohesion could be acheved here only lexically, by repeti-
ton of the verh seemed:

[31:72] Did the lions scem hungry ? — No, but they did restless,

‘There are certain contexts, however, in which irrespective of its function
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in the modal structure a partcular element in the clause cannot be
repudiated, so that it is not possible to presuppose the verb without
this other element also falling within the domain of the presupposition.
In {3:73] the clause containing 2 verbal substitute is not acceptable
following {i} in each mstance, although it is acceptable following {i):

j3:73}] 2. §) She's never lived in England. .
(i) She’s never in England. She has done in France.
b. {i) Ymmmtpuzrhcmenthctablc. You can do on the
(1} You mpstn’t cot them on the table. | bench.

¢ (i} The door was shurting. The windows were do—
(i) The door was falling to pieces. | ing too.
d. {i} We can't shut the door, We might do the win-

(i} We can't smash in the door. [ dows.

The reason is that in (i) there is a strong expectancy binding the repudiated
element to the one that is presupposed by the substitute. For examgle,
live expects a locative; hence it cannot be substituted without at the same
time carrying over any iem having a “Location’ function that is strue-
turally associaced with it. This does not apply to sing, which has no such
expectancy. Nor does it apply to live in company with other types of
Adjunce; there is no difficulty about

[1:74] You can’r hive on what they would pay vou. You could do on
twice as much, maybe.

The same principle lies behind the other examples; put also presupposes a
Iocative and so cannot be substituted without entailing the ‘Location’
Adjunct, whereas aut shows no such restriction. In {c} and (d} there is a
collocational expectancy between door and shut, sc we cannot sabsttute
shut without also presupposing door; netice that it makes no difference
whether the door is Subject or Complement — the relevant role is that of
Mediuam, whick s commeon to both instances. The restricdon does not
apply to smask in or fall to pieces, which can be substituted on their own
while still allowing the door vo be repudiated. All these are instances of
patterns of cxpectancy between (i) the Process — action, event, c¢tc — and
{ii} a particalar role that is related to it in the stracture, such as Location
or Medium, or a particular item or class of items that finctions in that
role, eg: door as Medium in relation 1o the Process shut. An item standing
in ém relacion to the process cannot be excluded from the domain of a
verbal substitution.

1t is the repadiation of other clements in the structure which provides
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the contrastive environment within which the substitution takes place. In
[3:71], for example, each pair of clauses represents a particular distribution
of clements into the presupposed, which are within the domain of the
substitution, and the contrasted, which are repudiated from this domain:

Presupposed Contrasted
[3:71] a. can chimb trees lions: leopards
lions can kill clephants: giraffes
c. they have given meat to lions: ro chectahs
d. Lons can kill with tails: with paws

We have illustrated this by reference to elements in the structure of the
clause, but the same principle operates within the verbal group: the
contrast may occur within the systems assoctated with the verb itself,
such as tense, polarity and modality. So for example:

{3:75] Have you called the doctor? — [ haven't done yet, but I will
do. — I think you should do.

Here the lexical verb call is presupposed throughout, but there is repudia-
ticn first of the polarity (negative haven’r contrasting with positive have),
then of the tense (future wilf contrastiug with past in present Aave . . . —ed},
and finally eof the modality {modalized should contrasting with non-
modalized}. The one system that is subject to restdetion here is that of
voice, for the reason that substitution is not possible in the passive. Nor-
mally therefore there is no change of voice between the presupposed and
the Presupposing clause; both axe active. Itis possibic howeverfora passive
verbad group to be substituted in the active, for example

f3:76] Has the doctor been called by anyotie? — T don’t know. I
haven'’t done. Maybe someone ¢ise has done.

There is a tendency in the history of English for active forms of the verb,
which evolve first, to be matched by corresponding passive forms after
an interval; this has happened consistently with che tense system, and it
may be that we are just beginning te see verbal substitution introduced
in the passive. In general, however, while ellipsis occurs in the passive
in the normal way, subject to exactly the same principles as in the active,
substitution does not. -

In other respects, all the preceding discussion applies to ellipsis as
mauch as it does to substitution, and many speakers wonld tend to prefer
elliptical forms in many of the examples cited. (It 1s safe to assert, however,
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that many peopie who reject the substitute when their attention is drawn
to it actually make frequent ase of it in their own speech, including in
those very contexts in which they chim not to do.) We have stressed all
along that ellipsis and substitution are essentially the same relation, so
that it is not surprising to find both as alternative forms of cohesion in
broadly the same range of contexts. In the next chapter we shall bring
up various other contexts in which there is no explicit substitution but
only ellipsis.

With respect to the use of the substitute, the proviso made in the pre-
vious section concerning do and do se applies equally where the contrast
is within the verbal group. Wherever the focus of information is required
to fall on the Head of the verkal group — the lexacal verb itself, as opposed
to an auxiliary - the substitute takes the form do se. This is sometimes
determined by the context, but sometimes appears as an independent
choice, asin

{3:77] Why do you smile ?{3‘ fialf didn’t [ know I / was doing

b. #a1] didn’e } know I was [ DomsG so J

where the answer {3} treats the polariry-tense complex (present in past,
positive) as the focus of information, and hence treats smile as simply
given, while (b} focuses on smile as precisely the clement in which the
information resides. There is one other condition which tends to impose
prominence on the lexical verb and thus wo demand do so 25 the substitute
form: this is when the mood of the presupposing clause is other than
declarative, ie when it is interrogative or imperative. The reason is that
if the verb in an interrogative or imperative clanse is anaphoric, the con-
trast normally resides in the mood itself, and hence is located within the
verbal group:
2. Haven’t you done so ?

[3:78] Shall I call the doctor? {b. When will you do s0?

¢. Please do se, as soon as possible,

The various conditions on the use of the verbal substitate, leaving aside
variations between different forms, such as 4o so and db, or zero, and
between different dialects or individual speakers, resolve themselves into
what are essentially manifestations of the same underlying prineiple:
that of continuiry in the environment of contrast. The continuity,
viously, is provided by substitution as a cohesive agency: the replacement
of the verb by a substitution counter signalling that the relevant item is to
be recovered from clsewhere. But, as in nominal substitotion, the signifi-
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cance of this continuity lies in the fact that its context is one of non-
continuity, or contrast: some enatity or circumstance associated with the
process expressed by the verb, or some internal condition of time, mood,
polarity or the like, is not as it was in the previous instance. {This is the
major distinction between the meanings of substitution and reference as
cohesive devices; see Chapter 7 helow}

It follows that, if there are certain elements so closely bonded with the
Process that they cannot be varied while the latter is kept constant, they
cannot provide a contrasting environment, and hence cannot be repudia-
ted under conditions of substitotion. We referred to these above. It
should follow also that the continuiry that is being expressed, since it isin
the environment of contrast, is not mere reference back but positive
confirmation, a marking of the fact that the lexical verb sill holds good.
This can be seen to be the case, if we consider one further set of examples.

[3:79] 2. Smith isn't playing tddlywinks for his health. He is (doing)
for money.
b. Were you talking to me? - No, I was {doing} to myself.

By any normal interpretation these are wrong. Instead of substitation,
some form of reference should have been used: he's doing i or ke's playing
in (2}, I was talking to myself in (b}. Why? Because the substitute form
of fa} means ‘Yes he is playing, but it's for money”; its information
structure is that of What Swmith is doing = playing Hddlywinks, ond for
money. ‘This applies to both the eliiptical form and that with the verbal
substitute doing. The required meaning however is “No, he’s playing only
for money’, with the information structure of What Smith is playing
tiddlywinks for = money. In ather words, the process playing tiddlywinks is
not part of the information content of the message; it 1s not marked out
for confirmation, but merely used as a peg on which 0 hang the informa-
tion contained in for money. Similarly in (b) the information structure is
not What I was doing = talking, but to myself, which is what substitution
implics, but The one I was falking to = myself. This demonstrates the
principle on which substitution is based, and explains the types of limita-
tion that there are on its use.

Like the nominal substitute ome, the verbal substitute do is one of a
number of related items: lexical verb, *pro-verb’ and so on. A summiaty
account of these is given in the next secton.

3.3.3 The sword do other thae as substitute
In addition to functioning as the verbal substitute, the verb de occurs in
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Modern English as lexical verb, general verb, * pro-verb” and verbal opera-
tor. These are all related to each other and form a continuum, or at least
a cluster, of meanings that shade into one another at the edges, yielding
various indeterminate instances. But the distinctions are significant for the
construction of text, so we will discoss each of these forms briefly in
turn (3.3.3.1-3.3.3.4}.

5.3.3.I LEXGCAL VERB do

This is an ordinary verb of the English language, found in examples sach
as he has done the job, I have work to do, let’s do the accounts. Other than in
two special meanings, (i} as in do well, do badly, {ii} as in that will do,
will it do?, it will never do to let thems know, it is always wansitive: it has an
inherent Goal. In an active clause this Goal functions as 2 Complement
of the “direct object” type; and since under normal circumstances in
English the Goal-Complement cannot be omitted if the Head wverb is
expressed {ep we cannot say Have pou mended the garage door yet? — Yes,
Pyve mended), this helps in distinguishing lexical 4o from substitute do.
The doing in [3:80] must be the verbal substitute.

f2:80] He oaght to be doing his homework. — He 15 doing.

If it had been lexical 4 the form would have been He's doing &2. This would
have been recognizable as not being the substitute because of the tonic
prominence in doing, the rednced form of is, and the presence of the non-
contrastive Complement it — as we have seen, only contrasting items can
occur in the envircnment of the substitute do {except as Subject, since
English normally requires the Subject to be made explicit in indicative
clauses whether linked by presupposition or not). Likewise if the answer
had been in the passive, ¢g: it’s being dome now, this could only be lexicsl
do. It is perhaps worth remarking here on the fact that subsntute do can
substitute for lexical do in the same way 2s it can for other verhs.

Ambiguity may arise where 2 Complement is present as in

{1:81] T don't think he likes his new employer much. - No, but he

does his job.

where does could cither be a substiture for likes (he likes his job'}) or
lexical do in the expression do the job.

Lexical de has in itzself no cohesive significance, other than through
repetition {Chapter 6).

3.3.3.2 CENERAL VERB do
This is a member of a small class of verbs, equivalent to the dass of
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general nouns referred to in 3.2 {and discussed in 6.1 below}. They are
lexical items with generalized meanings. This form ds occars in expressions
such as they did a dance, meaning simply ‘they danced’, they do Junches
‘they provide lunches’, i does mo harm. Other verbs in the class include
make, as in make a mistake “ert’, have as in have g batk “hathe’, take in
take exception to. An example from Alice:

{3:82] *A lircke kindness — and putting her hair in papers — would do
wonders with her.’

3.3.3.3 PRO-VERB do

Again, this class corresponds to an equivalent nominal class, that of
pro-nouns {1.2.3.4 above]. The only members of the class of “pro-verb’
ate do and happen. These stand for any unidentified or unspecified process,
do for actions and happen for events {or for actions encoded receptively,
m some kind of passive form). Their occurrence does not necessarily
involve an anaphoric or caraphoric reference; there is nothing cohesive

about their use in the following examples:

[3:83) a. What was she doing ? - She wasn’t doing anything.
b. What's happening ? — Nothing’s happening,
c. "What am I to do?” exclaimed Alice, looking about her in
great perplexity.

However, pro-verb do is often used endophorically, in that it functions
as 2 carrier for amaphoric items, especially i and that, The expressions
do that, do it in fact function as reference items; there are no ‘reference
verbs” in the language, so we say ke did i because we cannot say ke itted,
and he does that because we cannot say ke thats. Examples:

{3:84] a. ‘She’s tired, poor thing!” said the Red Queen. ‘Smooth her
hair — lend her your nightcap — and sing her a soothing
lullaby.’

‘I haver’t got a nightcap with me,” said Alice, as she tried
to obey the first direction: “and I don’t know any soothing
lullabies’
‘1 must do it myself, then,’ said the Red Queen.
b. Her chin was pressed so closely against her foot, that there
was hardly rooms to open her mouth; but she did #at last, . . .
¢. ‘They lived on treacle,” said the Dormonse, after thinking
a minute or two.
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“They couldn’t have done that, you kmow,” Alice gently
remarked: “they’d have been ill’
‘So they were,” said the Dormouse; “very il

d. Whenever the horse stopped {which it did, very often), he
fell off in front.

The mechanism of cohesion, in such instances, is through the use of
the reference items it and that; but it is really the verbal group as a whole
that refers back, so that we could regard do & and do thet as compound
reference verbs. An occurtence of do that constitutes a single cohesive
e, not two.

It is the pro-verb do that occurs in the expressions do the same {3.2.5.2)
and do so0 (3.3.1). It combines with the pro-noun riing in the expressions
do something, — anything, — nothing, — a {. . .} thing and {semantically the
same element) what | . . do? Here it often occurs in cataphoric contexts, for
example:

[3:85] ‘The first thing I've got to do,” said Alice to herself . . . “is to
grow to my right size again.’

The pro-verb do occurs regularly in the passive, for example
[3:86] I told someone to feed the cat. Has it been done?

the active equivalent being Has someone done it ? Here it refess anaphorically
to ‘the feeding of the cat’; this is the i with extended reference (¢f 2.3.3.1
above, [2:18]), and it is perhaps worth pointing cut the distinction between
a pro-verb do with this type of if and 2 general verb do with it in a simple
pronominal context, I example [3:37]

[3:87] { want to make 2 paper chain, But it can’t be done in a hurry.

the second clause is ambiguous; it is either {i} # {"the making of a paper
chain’} car’t be done {pro-verb)} in a hserry, or {it) it ("a paper chain’) cart't
be dome {general verb, “made’} in e hurry. The distinction is clear in the
plural:

[3:88] I want to make some { (i} But it can’t be done in a hurry.
paper chains. {ii) But they can't be done in a hurry.

The pro-verb & in combination with a reference item #, this or that
may be anaphoric to sany process of the action type. The general verb
do is anaphoric only by lexical cohesion, in that it stands as 2 synonym fora
set of more specific verbs, as in do swnss, do an essay, do the vegetables, or
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combinecs with them in their nominaiized forms, as in do the cooking, do
the writing, and therefore coheres with such items if they have occurred
in the preceding text. All such anaphoric instances of general verb or
pro-verb do ate instances of reference, not of substitution.

3.3-3.4 VERBAL OPERATOR do

The last of the words having the form 4o is the finite vecha! operator or
‘auxiliary’. This is in principle totally distinct from all the others, in that
it is a purely grammatical element whose function is to express simple
present or past temse in specific comtexis: when imterrogative {(do you
know ?}, negative (you don’t know) or marked positive {you do krow);
for example

[3:85} Does she sing ? — She doesn’t sing. — She does sing.

This dz is always finite, and always occurs as first word in the verbal
group; it can never represent the lexical elemnent in the process (the
‘|I’] - g’-}'

It would therefore be tonlly distinct from substinute do were it nor for
the fact of cllipsis. [3:8¢] might be rewritten as

{3:00] Does she sing? — No, she doesn’t. — Yes, she does.

where she doesn’t and she does are elliptical forms having the operator do
as Head. The distinction between this and substitution a2ppears in:

a. Yes, she does.
b. No, but Mary does.

[3:91a] ts elliptical; does is the operator and, since it is elliptical, sing or
the substituee do could be added after it: she does sing, she does do. [3:01b] is
a substitate form; sing could not be added afrer does, but it could replace
it: No, but Mary sings. In speech the two types are ntore distinct than in
writing, because the substitute do is weak whereas the operator do is
salient if it is final in theverbal group (i, if clliptical in the declarative). An
elliptical interrogative form, such as Does Mary?, is quite unambiguous
because the substitute conld never occur in this form: the interrogative
of Mary does, with does as substitute, is does Adary do? {consisting of
operator + Aary + substitute as Head).

The auxiliary e is not itself in any sense a cohesive agent. But the
type of elliptical verbal group in which the operator occues alone is
extremely frequent, and this of course is cobesive by virtue of being
elliptical. This is discussed in 4.3.

[3:91] Docs she sing ?
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3.3.4- Summary of uses of do
The set of related words do can be illustrated in the following passage:

[3:92] What’s John doing these days? {1) John's doing 2 full-time job
at the works. {2} That'll do him good. (3} I'm glad he’s doing
something. (4) Does he like it there ? {5) He likes it more than I
would ever do.

Here (1) contains the lexical verb de, {2) the general vesb, (3} the pro-verb,
which is also present in the original question, (4} the operator and (5} the
substitute.

Table 6 gives a summary of the items discussed in this section. Of those
listed, (1) and (2} are substitutes, and are the subject of this chapter; they
ate normally cohesive (see below). (3) and {4} are lexical items and are
cohesive only in the special context of lexical cohesion; see Chapter 6.
(s}, the ‘pro-verb’, is not in itself cohesive; but ir regularly combines
with reference items, particularly it and diat, to form what is in effect
a verb of reference which is typically anaphoric and cohesive. {6), the
verhal operator, likewise has no cohesive foree; but it figures prominendy
in elliptical forms of the verbal group which are themselves cohesive by
virtue of the ellipsis; see Chapter 4.

The substitute do is almost always anaphoric; it may presuppose an
element within the same sentence as itself, so that there is already a
structural relation linking the presupposed to the presupposing clauses;
but it frequently substitutes for an clement in 3 preceding sentence, and
therefore it is, like the nominal sebstitute, 2 primary source of cohesion
within a text. Only occasionally is it cataphoric, and then only within
the sentence, and so making no contribution to cohesion; an cxample is

[3:93] SinceLhave done, will youjointon?

It occurs exophorically under appropriate conditions, for example a
warning to someone who has been canght doing something forbidden:

[1:94] Ishouldn’tdo, if I was you.

Here the speaker is simulating a texxual relation in order to suggest that
the action in question is already under discussion. But 1ts primary function
is anaphoric, and it 1s a rich source of continuity in everyday linguistic
Mteraction.

Fhere is one further type of substitution, that of a clawse, which is
discussed in the next section (3.4).



Table 6: The forms of do

Function in Phonological

Ttem Class verbal group status Section Examples
I do verbal substitute ~ Head weak 3.3 02
2 doso verbal substitute ~ Head salient 3.3.1
3 do lexical verb Head salient 1.3.3.1 3:80-1]
4 do (make, take, ctc) general vexh Head salient or weak 3.3.3.2 [3:82]
§ do (happen) pro-verb Head salient or weak 3.3.3.3 [3:83~6]
6 do verbal operator Finiteness : Modificr salient or weak 3.3.1.6 [3:85-90]

(avuxiliary) (Head if elliptical)

NOIIpilisgns 1vgega O

81
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3.4 Clausal substitution
There is one further type of substitution in which what is presupposed

is not an element within the clanse but an entire clause. The words used
as substitutes are so and not. {Fot yes and no see 3.4.3.1 and 4.4.3 below))

3.4.1. Difference between dausal and other types of substitution

We pointed out at the beginning of the chapter that, since substitution
is a formal rclation, contrasting in this respect with reference which is
a semantic one, a substitute typically has the same structural function as
that for which it is substituting. So, for example, one functions as Head
of a nominal group and substitutes for 2 soun which was Head of 2 nomi-
nal group. In the same way o functions as Head of 2 verbal group and
substitutes for a verb which was Head of 2 verbal group.

In the case of do, however, the substitution may extend over other
elements in the clause: any complements or adjuncrs that are not repudia-
ted fall within: the domain of the substitute do. The verb do thus comes
close to ﬁJ.actien.ing as a sitbstitute for an entire classe, but for the rule of
English grammar which requires the Subject to be made explicit. In an
example such as

[3:95] The children work very hard in the garden. — They must do.

the children &alls within what is presuppeosed in the second sentence as
clearly as the other elements do, but it has to be expressed by the personal
profnonn tfzey.

However, do is not 2 clausal substitute. This is not because of the require-
ment of 2 Subject, but for another, more significant reason: namely that
with do the contrastive element which provides the context for the sub-
stitution is located within the same clause. It may be within or outside
the verbal group, but it is always in the dause itself. This was illustrated
in [3:58] above. Although other clements may fall within its domain,
ds is 2 verbal not 2 clausal substitute.

In clausal substitution the entire clause is presupposed, and the con-
trasting element is outside the clavse. For cxamplt,

[3:96] Is there going to be an earthquake 7 — It says so.

Here the so presupposes the whole of the clause there’s going fo be an carth-
guahe, and the contrastive environment is provided by the says which
is outside it.
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There are three environments in which clausal substitution takes place:
report, condition and modality. In each of these environments it may
take cither of two forms, positive or negative; the positive is expressed
by so, the negative by sot. We shall consider each of these in tumn.

3.4.1.1 SUBSTITUTION OF REPOBTED CLAUSES
Here are three examples from Alice:

[3:971a. *. . . if you've seen them so often, of course you know
what they're like’.
‘1 believe so,” Alice replied thoughtfully.

b. ‘How am [ to get in?' asked Alice again, in 2 louder tone.
‘Are you to get in at all ?” said the Footman. ‘That’s the first
question, you know,’

k was, no doubt: only Alice did not like to be told so.

¢. ‘The wwial cannot proceed,” said the King in a very grave
voice, ‘until all the jurymen are back in their proper places -
all” he repeated with great emphasis, looking hard at Alice
as he said so.

In (a}, so substitutes for (that} I know what they're ke, in (b), for that was
the first question; and in (c} for ‘efl’. As example {c} shows, the presupposed
element may be in the quoted form {*direct speech’).

The reported clanse that is substituted by so or not is always declarative,
whatever the mood of the presupposed clause. There is no substitution
for intetrogative or imperative (indirect questions or commands}, and
therefore the clause substitutes do not ocour following verbs such as
wonder, order or ask.

The essential distinction to be made here is that between reports and
facts, ‘This is 2 complex distinction, but it is fundamental to language and
is reflected in the linguistic system in very many ways. Broadly speaking,
facts and reports are those elements in a linguistic structure which represent
not the phenomena of expenience themselves - persons, objects, actions,
events, ctc — like ‘children’, ‘throw’ and “stones’ in the childres were
throswing stenes, but such phenoimena already encoded in language, for
example “the fact that the children were throwing stones” as in (the
Jact) that the children were throwing stones displeased their parents. These
encedings then participate in linguistic structures in the normal way,
as this example illustrates, although there are clear restrictions on the
types of clause into which they can enter.

What matters here is that these encodings are of two kinds: facts,
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and reports. The two are rather different, though they are not always
easy to tell apart. Pacts are phenomena that are encoded at the semantic
level, as meanings; reports are phenomena encoded at the lexicogramma-
tical level, as wordings. Report corresponds more or less to the concept
of “speech’ inn “dircct speech’ and ‘indirect speech’. Here are some
examples of both; those in colemn {i} are reporss, those in column {ii)
ate facts:

[3:98]
(iy Report (i} Fact

a. Mary said: “John'slate.”
b. Mary’sassertion: ‘John is fate.”
c. Mary said that John was late. Mary resented that John was late.
d. Mary's assertion that John was  Mary’s resentmene that John was
face. late,

Mary resented John's lateness.

It was that John was late that

Mary resented.

g. Mary was afraid that John waslate. Mary was angry that John was late.
h. Mary’s fear that John was late.
3. That John was late angered Mary.

It will be seen that, although the typical form of expression for facts and
reports is the same, as illustrated in {c}, {d} and (g}, there are other realiza-
tions which are restricted to one or the other. The restrictions are not as
totally clearcut as they have been made to appear here, because other
factors are involved as well; but they are valid in general, and they follow
from the general distinction between fact as meaning and report as
wording.

This last fermulation should not be taken to imply that a report always
follows the cxact wording of what was said, or that there necessarily was
an act of speaking corresponding to it. Reports are associated with think-
ing as well as with saying. It mercly means that facts are senmantic struc-
tures while reports are lexicogrammatical structures. And this enables us
to predict, what is actuaily the case, that reports can be substituted whereas
facts cannot — since, as we have seen, substitution is a lexicogrammatical
relation.

Hence, corresponding to {c) and {g), we can have Mary said so, Mary
was gfraid so in column (i) ; but we cannot have Mary resented so or Mary
was angry so in column (i}, (The fact that so conld not appear in (b} and

o
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{h} is a purely structural limitation; we cannot say Mary's fear so because
here so would be a Qualifier within the nominal group, which is not a
possible structural function for it.} The pattern appears clearly with words
that are used to introduce both facts and reports, eg: regret, which means
either “be sorry about the fact that’ or *be sorry to say that”; the substitute
can be used only in the latter sense. Facts can be presupposed by reference,
but not by substitunon:

[3:96] a. They've failed, then? - I regret so.
b. They've failed. — 1 regret it. - Everyone regrets it.

The negative form of the clausal substitute is wot, as in
{3:700} Has everyone gone home ¥ — 1 hope not.

However with some verbs negation tends to be transferred into the
reporting clause so that, for example, the normal pattern of dhink plus
negative substitate is do't think so rather than dhink net; of also I don's
believe|suppose/imagine so. The word not can be interpreted as the "port-
manteay’ realization of the substitute and neganve polarity.

All such expressions, positive and negative, are particularly frequent
in first person singular, where their meaning comes very close to that of
expressions of modality {f 3.4.1.3 below}. Another example:

[3:101] “Of course you agree to have 2 battie 7’ Tweedledum said in
a calmer tone.
*1Isuppose so,” the other sulkily replied, as he crawled out of the
umbrelia,

There is some restriction on the use of the substitute in the context of
expressions of certainty; we say I'm afraid so but not I'm sure so, you think
not or you don't think so but not you knew noi or you don't know se. The
same restriction turns ap with modality, though oaly in the positive;
we say perhaps so but not certainly so, although here cereainly not is regular
and frequent. Fhis is perhaps correlated with the distinction berween
facts and reports: a report that has certainty ascribed to it strongly
resembles a fact — unless the certainty lies in its negation. But the pattern
is by no means a consistent one.

One type of report in which substitution is especially frequent is the
impersonal type, eg: they say sofnot, it says soinot, it seemsjappears sofnot;
including, rather more restrictedly, those in the passive form: it was
reported so, it is said not. For example,

[3:102} Ought we to declare cur winnings? — It says not.
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There is a possibility of overlap between this structure and that in which
so is substituting for an Autribute in a clame of ascription; for exanmple,
in

{3:103] & this mango ripe ? — It scems so.

the answer is strictly speaking ambiguous: it may be ‘this mango seems
ripe’, with personal reference item if and so as nominal substitute, or “it
sectns that this mangoe is ripe’ with impersonal {mon-anaphotic} # and
s0 as clausal substitute, The distincdon becomes clear in the plural: Are
these mangoes ripe? — (i) They seem so. () B seems so. The difference in
meaning is shight, but it 15 casily perceived. Note that the negative is not
in both instances, {1} They seem noe. (i1} It sezmms nof; showing that both are
in fact substitution forms.

Finally, so as a report substitute occurs in mitial position in expressions
such zs so i seems, sa #e said, so I befieve, so we were led to understand. This
has the effect of making the se thematic in the clause. Since negation when
not combined with other meanings is rarely thematic in modern English,
there is ro equivalent negative form.

3.4.1.2 SUBSTITUTION OF CONDBITIONAL CLAUSES

A second context for clausal substitution is that of conditional structure.
Conditional clauses are frequently substituted by so and not, especially
following if but alse in other forms such as assuming so, suppese not:

{3:104] a. Everyone scems to think he's guilty. If so, no doubt he’ll
offer to resign.
b. We should recognize the place when we come to it~
Yes, but supposing not: then what do we do?

Here so in {a) substitutes for he is guilty, not in {b) for we don’t recognize
the place when we come to it

3.4.1.3 SUBSTITUTION OF MODALIZED CLAUSES
Finally, so and not occur as substitutes for clauses expressing modality, ¢¢

[3:105] a. "Oh, I beg your pardon?’ cried Alice hastily, afraid that
she had hurt the poor animal's feelings. *I quite forgot you
didn't like cats.”

‘Not like cas!’ cried che Mouse, in a shrill, passionate
voice, “Would you like cats if you were me?’
“Well, perhaps not,” said Alice in 2 soothing tone: . . .
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b. “May I give you a slice 7’ she said, taking up the knife and
fork, and Jooking from one Queen to the other.
*Certainly not,” the Red Queen said, very decidedly: "itisn’t
etiquette to cut anyone you've been introduced to. Remove
the joint I’

Modality is the speaker’s assessment of the probabilities inherent in the
situation, as in (a}; or, in a derived sense, of the rights and duties, as in (b}.
‘These may be expressed cither by modal forms of the verb {will, would,
can, could, may, night, must, should, is to, and ought o), or by modal adverbs
such as perhaps, possibly, probably, certainly, surely; che latter are frequemdy
followed by a clausal substitute, with the proviso already noted, that
those expressing cermainty do not accept substitution in the positive,
though they do in the negative.

3.4.2 Similarity atmong the types of clausal substitution

We have distinguished the three types or contexts of clausal substitution:
teport, condition, and modality. It is important to emphasize, however,
what they have in common,

To start from modality: there is copsiderable similarity in meaning
between 2 modalized clause, on the one hand, and a reported clause
dependent on a first person singular verb of cogniton on the other; for
example between probably he's right and I suppose he's right — and hence
between probably se and I suppose so. But I suppose is merely a special
instance of ‘somcone supposes’; and supposing is merely one way of
‘cognizing’ a report, among a set of possible ways including thinking,
assurntng, believing, knowing and so on. The unmarked context for a
report, however, is one not of cognizing but of verbalizing: not of think-
ing, but of saying. Hence there is a semantic continuity, s ‘cline’, all the
way from probably he's right, through I think he's right and they think he's
right to {impersonal} they say he’s right and Mary says ke's right. All of
these can be substituted by se and, in the negative, by not.

Looked at from another angle, however, a conditiona! elause s also
semantically related both to a reported one and to a modalized one. The
form if he’s right means *let us suppose he's right;, then . . *; the condition
may be expressed by non-finite {dependent} forms of verbs of cognition,
such as suppesing, assuming {and in many languages by verbs of saying,
equivalent to ‘let it be said that . _ .: then . . ). Likewise, we can interpret
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if he’s right as a modality, similar to *possibly he’s right; in that case .. .7
and again there is 2 modalized form for the expression of a conditional:
should ke be right, . _ .

All three types have the property of being at one remove from {state-
ments of} reality; they are hypothetical. Modalizing, reporting and
conditionalizing are all ways of assigning dependent status to the clause
in question. This is reflected in the structure; reported and conditional
clauses are both ¥y PoTA cTEC but not “embedded’ (ienot RANKSHIFTED;
it is this that &5 the relevant concept, since ‘embedding’ has not been
clearly distinguished from hypotaxis in much recent grammatical analy-
sis}. That is fo say, such 2 clause is DEPENDENT ON another clause but
not structurally integrated into it it is not A CONSTITUENT OF it. Since
modality is normally expressed within the clause, by a modal Adjunct
such as possibly, or by a modal operator in the verbal group such as may,
there is no hypotaxis involved; but where modality is expressed by a
separate clause, then the modalized clause is likewise hypotacrically related
ta it, as in if may be that he's right.

This then is the general environment for clausal substitution. I¢ occurs
in the context of hypotaxis: a clawse that is hypotactically related to
another clause may be substituted by so or sor. Semantically this hypotac-
tic structure is the expression of dependent or hypothetical status, in the
form of report, condition or modality; and the possibility of substitution
therefore also extends to the other realization of this relation, namely 2
modalized clause in which the modality is expressed simply by insertion
of a modal Adjunct.

As with nominal and verbal substitution, the key concept is one of
continuity in the environment of contrast. It is not possible to substitute
a clause which is funciioning independently, just because it is being
repeated; in such instances it must be presupposed by reference, typically
by i, this or that. Substirution is used in order o display the clause as a
repetition but in 2 contrastive context, one in which it is dependent on
something else — a report, a condition, zn opinion. As always, what we are
calling “contrast’ is not necessarily a negation of the context that was
there before ; there may have been no such context, and even if there was,
the presupposing context may be simply a reaffirmation of it. But there
is always some redefinition of the environment of the presupposed
clanse; the speaker or writer is encoding the clause as itself recoverable
but in 2 context which is non-—recoverable. This is the ynderlying meaning
of clausal substitution, and it relates it clearly to substitution in the other
contexts, nominal and verbal.
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3-4.3. Some related paiterns

There are various patterns either related to or in some way resembling
clausal substitution which may be brought together for a brief mention
here. These fall under two headings: forms of respense, and other uses
of se and net.

3.4.3.1 RESPONSE FORMS
The following examples illustrate forms of response which could be
interpreted as substitution:
(i) (i
[3:106] a. Henslayeggs. Sotheydo! So do turkeys.
b. Hensdon't ly. Sotheydon’t!  Nor/Neither do turkeys.

Those in colwmn {it) are responses which 2dd a new Subject; the mean-
ing is “and + {Subject} + do so”. Since they have alternative forms
turkcys do {s0} too, turkeys don't {do so) eitker, they can reasonably be inter-
preted as forms of verbal substitution of the do se type {3.3.2 above), with
the addittonal meaning of “and, too’. This meaning is always present
in the negative form nor “and not’; in this structure it is present also as a
component in the so, by virtue of its initial position {¢f the discussion of
‘and’ in Chapter s below),

The examples in colomn (2) are exclamatory responses, acknowledging
new information and expressing agreement with it: “now that you men-
tion it, I see you're right’.

There is no meaning of “and’ here, but some speakers have an alterna-
tive form of the negative, namely norfneither they do!; and what maybea
subset of the same speakers have tee in the positive, they do to0!, (more
used in contexts of contradiction) — perhaps this pattern has evolved
through influence from: the column (i) forms. The column {i) expression
as a whole is undoubtedly cohesive; but it seems that the cokesion here is
rather a matter of ellipsis, and dhat the so is being used in the non-cohesive
sense of “truc’ {see next section). Note that there is a superficially identical
structure in which so is a reference item, meaning ‘like that’, *as pre-
viously stated’, eg {¢f the last sentence of example {3:84c] above}:

f1:107] It can’t have helped very much, all that shouting. —
Sc it didn't. It only made things wotse.

The other response forms that need to be mentianed are yes and no.
These could be thought of as clause sabstitutes; but they are really more
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readily interpretable as elliptical forms. (See Chapter 4, section 4.4.3, for
discussion of yes and no.} They express just the polarity option in the clause,
positive or negative, leaving the remainder to be presupposed. It is
important to make this clear: what is expressed by yesand ne is the polarity
of the presupposing clause, irrespective of the polarity of what it pre-
supposes — they do not, as their dictionary equivalents in some languages
do, express agreement or disagrecment with what has gone before.
Consequently the response yes means ‘T am tired’ no matter what the

polarity and mood of the presupposed clause:

b

[3:108] a. You're tired.
b. Are you tired?
¢. You're nottired? )} ¥es. {Iam tired.)
d. Aren’t you tired ?

etc |

The substitutes so and nof are exactly parallel ro yes and no in this respect;
sa for example

[3:100] a. Is he going to pass the exam ? I hope so. {I hope he is.)
b. In't he going to pass the I'm afraid not. {I'm afraid

exam ? he isn'r.}

3.4.3.2 OTHER USES OF £0 AND s0f

In Chapter 2 we discussed the use of 5o as a reference item, meaning “Like
this’ o1 “to this extent’. There is no such thing as negative reference, so
the form rof does not appear under this heading.

In Chapter s we shall deal with 50 as a conjunction, meaning *conse-
quently’. Here too there is no related negative form.

In this chapter we have treated so 25 a substitute, in nominal, verbal and
clagsal substitution, in which it stands for the whole or part of another
{typically a preceding) clamse. Clausal substitution is the only context
in which se¢ has a corresponding negative, namely nor. It is also the only
context in which #of is a cohesive element; elsewhere it is simply the
expression of negative polarity,

In all these instances, so is cohesive. There remains one further use of
the word, in which it is not cohesive, but simply has the meaning “true’,
(This has already been mentioned in the last section, as the interpretation
of so in So they dof}

It is this meaning of so that is found in the expressions that is so, this
being so, (s that s6?, and so on. Here the meaning is “that is true’, ‘that
is the case’. That this is not the substtute se is shown among, other things
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by the negative; the negative of that is so is never that is not, but only
that is not so, that isn't so {in substitution both forms would be expected to
occur}. The cohestveness of expressions of this kind derives not from the
se but from the anaphotic reference item that or it.

In this sense so almost always follows the verb be. It might be possible
to interpret it seems so in this way; but here there is the corresponding
negative it seems not as alternative to it doesw’t seem so. Moreover the so in
it seems so is typically non-tonie, which suggests the unaccented, substitute
form; whereas the so following the verb be is typically tonic, eg: that is
5o, if's not so. The difference between the two is shown by the fact that,
by itself, it is se is not 2 possible response; {3: 110] is unacceptable:

f3:110] Evetyone’s leaving. — It is so.

whereas if seems so wonld be quite acceptable. Perhaps in a sequence such
as

[3:111] Bveryone’s leaving. — It seerns so. — It is so'!

where the context sets the tonic on is and not on s, we have a true substi-
tate so following be; but this is clearly a special case, and can be felt to be
somewhat odd.

3.4.4 Summary of ases of so

The meanings of o are summarized in Table 7. Of the items listed,
{16} are all cohesive; only {7) is not. (1} and (2} are reference iterns
{Chapter 2, sections z.4.1 and 2.5.2}. {3) refers to the only use of 55 as
a nominal substitute, as Attribute in ascriptive clauses such as they seem
se. In {4}, se is the verbal substitute do so, discussed in 1.3; for the form
so do I, see 3.4.3.1. {) it 50 as the clansal substitute, in contexts of report,
condition and modality; this was treated in 3.4.2. In{6) 30 is a conjunction
{Chapter 3, especially 5.6} In {7}, se has the meaning of ‘true’; it is not
cohesive, and so not discussed in detail, but the forms it is so and so they
dof were mentioned briefly in sections 3.4.3.¥ and 3.4.3.2.

As a clausal substitute, 50 is almost always anaphoric, exactly as are all
substitutes. Like the others, it may presappose an element to which it is
already structuraily related; but since it itself substitutes for a clause, the
ouly conditions under which this can occur are those of structural rela-
tions between clauses, paratacticas in[3: 1123), or hypotacticasin [3 : 122b]:

[3:112] 3. He may come, but he didn't say se.
b. He'll come if be said so.



Table »: The forms of so

Cohesive Phonological

Item type Class Function status Section Examples

I 50 reference  adverb Submodifierin ~ weak 2.5.1~2 [2:87]

nominal group

2 50 reference  adverb Adjunct salient 2.5, 12 [2:784); [3:84¢];

(3:207)

3 50 substitution  adverb Artribute weak 3.2.6 [3:54]: [3:703]
(nominal)

4 so(in do so) substitution adwverb (part of) Head of  weak 335 3430 [3:77-8];
(verbal, verbal group [3: 106(ii}]
part of)

5 so substitution  adverb Adjunct salient g T2 [3:95~103]
(clausal)

6 so conjunction.  conjunctive  Adjunct weak 5.0 [$:43-6]

adverb

7 50 - adverb Avtribute salient 1.4.3:2 [3:106(1))

oF1

HOILALILISEAS
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where so subsitutes for ke would come in cach case. {Note that in (2} may
is the realization of ‘possibly + future’; the substitute presupposes the
‘future” but not the modality.} Such instances derive their cohesion
internally from the structure. Even more frequently than the other substi-
tutes, however, se presupposes across the sentence boundary, and hence
functions as the primary means of textual cohesion. Caraphoric instances
are infrequent but by no means impossible:

[3:133] ¥ hesaid so, lie’ll come.

Bat it 15 difficult to construct exophoric examples, because of the partice-
lar narure of the contrastive contexts — report, condition and modalicy ~
in which clausal substitution oceurs. As was mentioned at the beginning
of chis chapter, substitution is fundamenzally a textual relation; the
primary meaning is anaphoric, and a substitute is used exophorically only
when the speaker wants to simulate the textual relation in order to create
an cffect of something baving aiready been mentioned. This rarely
bappens where the presupposition extends over the meaning of an entire
clause.
Substicution forms are summarized in Table 8.

Table 8: Summary of substitution forms

MNon-prominent Prominent
(given} (new)
Thing {count noun) one{s} the SAME
Nominal Process do
Attl—?;:tc nalized) SO be Lthe samm
Fact 53Y 1t
Verbal Process {+. . .} do DO s0
Clausal {£): positive $C 50
report,
condition, negative not NOT
modality




Chapter 4

Ellipsis

4.1 Ellipsis, substitution and reference

In one sense, the break between Chapters 3 and 4 is an unnataral one, be-
cause substitution and ellipsis are very similar to each other. As we ex-
pressed it earlier, eBlipsis is simply ‘substitution by zere”.

For practical purposes, however, it is more helpfal to trear the two
separately. Although substitution and ellipsis embody the same funda-
mental relation between parts of a text (a relation berween words or groups
or clauses — zs distinct from reference, which is a relation between mean-
ings), they are two different kinds of structural mechanism, and hence
show rather different patterns.

The starting point of the discussion of ellipsis can be the familiar notion
that it is ‘something left unsaid’. There is no implication here that what is
unszid is not understood; on the contrary, “unsaid’ implies *but understood
nevertheless’, and another way of referring to ellipsis is in fact as some-
THING UNDERSTOOD, where undersicod is used in the special sense of
*going without saying” (compare i is understood that we are to be consulted
before any agreement is reached).

There is no mystery in the fact that much can be "understood” in this
way. As we have stressed all along, language does not function in isola-
tion; it functions as TEXT, in actual situations of use. There is always a
great deal more evidence available to the hearer for interpreting a sentence
than is contained in the sentence itself. However, it is important here to
distingaish between rwo different kinds of evidence from which we may
{to use another familiar term] “supply” what is left unsaid. Only one of
these is associated with ellipsis: that where there is some presupposition,
in the structure, of what is to be sepplied,

Consider an example such as

[4:1] Hardly anyone left the country before the war.
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In ozder to interpret this, we should probably want to know whether
country meant ‘rural areas’ (hence ‘hardly anyone moved into the towns”)
or “national unit”; if the latter, which country was being referred to, and
whether leff meant ‘emigrated’ or *went abroad on holiday”; which war;
whether bardly anyone referred to the whole population, or 2 given social
or family group; and sc on. All this is relevant information if we want to
understand this sentence. But there is nothing in the structure of the sen-
tence to suggest chat it has been left out. There are two occurrcnces of the
reference item the, both of them probably generalized exophoric; but
there is nothing to make us feel that we must have missed some vital pre-
vious clause or sentence. The structure is not such as to presuppose any
preceding text.

When we talk of ellipsis, we are not referting to any and every instance
in which there is some information that the speaker has o supply from his
own evidence. That would apply to practically every sentence that is ever
spoken or written, and would be of no help in explaining the nature of 2
text. We are referring specifically to sentences, clauses, etc whose struc-
ture is such as to presappose some preceding item, which then serves as the
soarce of the missing information. An elliptical item is one which, as it
were, leaves specific structural slots to be filled from clsewhere. This is
exactly the same as presupposition by substitution, except that in substi-
tution zn explicit ‘counter”’ is used, gg: one or do, a5 2 place-marker for
what is presupposed, whereas in ellipsis nothing is inserted inte the slot.
That is why we say that cllipsis can be regarded as substitation by zero.

For example,

f4:2] Joan brought some carnations, and Catherine some sweet peas.

The structure of the second clause is Subject and Complement. This seruc-
ture normally appears ouly in clauses in which at least one element, the
Predicator, is presupposed, to be supplied from the preceding clause. Note
that there 1s no possible alternative interpretation here; the second clause
can be interpreted only as Catherine brought some swee: peas.

There the two clauses are structurally related; the second is BRaNCHED.
Now consider

f4:3] Would you like to hear another verse 2 I know twelve more.

Here there is no structural relationship between the two parts. The second
sentence contains a nominai group twelve more, consisting of a Numerative
ouly, for which we have to supply 2 Head noun verses presupposed from
the first sentence. Again, a nomimal group having a Numerative but no
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Head will normally be found only in contexts of presupposition. Fo give
a slightly more complex example:

[£:4] “And how many houes a day did you do lessons ?” said Alice, ina
hurry to change the subject.
“Ten hours the first day,” said the Mock Turtle: ‘nine the next,
and so on.’

The nominal group nite is presupposing, meaning #ine hours, and so is the
next, meaning the next day. The two claoses nine the next and ten howr. the
firse day are also both presupposing, representing we did lessons ten hours the
first day, etc. In all these examples the clauses and the naminal groups dis-
play structures that clearly show them to be presupposing.

Where there is ellipsis, there is a presupposition, in the structare, that
something is to be supplied, or "understood’. This is not guite the same
thing as saying that we can tell from the strocture of an item whether it is
elliptical or not. For practical purposes we often can; but it is not in fact
the structure which makes ic elliptical. An item is elliptical if its structuse
does not express all the features that have gone into its make-up — all the
meaningful choices that are embodied in ir.

In other words, we can take as 2 general guide the notion thac ellipsis
occars when something that Is structarally necessary is left unsaid; there is
a sense of incompleteness associated with it. But it is aseful to recognize
that this is an over-simplification, and that the essential characteristic of
ellipsis is that something which is present in the selection of underlying
{‘ systemic’) options is omitted in the structure — whether oz not the result-
ing structure is in itself “incomplete’.

Like substitution, ellipsis is a relation within the text, and in the great
matority of instances the presupposed item is present in the preceding text.
That is to say, ellipsis is normally an anaphoric relation. Occasionally the
presupposition in an elliptical structure may he exophoric - we noted in
Chapzer 3 that this could also happen with substitution. If a housewife on
seeing the milkman approach calls out Twe pleasef she is using exophoric
cHipsis; it is the context of situation that provides the information needed
to interpret this. But exophoric ellipsis has no place in cohesion, so we shall
not explore it any further here.

Let us summarize here the general features of reference, substitution
and ellipsis, harking back ro what was said in the final paragraph of Chap-
ter 3. All three are forins of presupposition, devices for identifying some-
thing by referring it to something that is already there — known to, or at
least recoverabie by, the hearer. Since this “something ” that is presupposed
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may be an element it a preceding sentence, these devices have a cohesive
effect; they contribute very largely to cohesion within the text.

Reference is presupposition at the semantic level. A reference item sig-
nals that the meaning is recoverable, though not necessarily in the form of
the actual word or words required. For this reason a reference item cannot
necessarily be replaced by what it presupposes; even if the presupposed
itern is present in the text, the reference to it may require an item of z dif-
fcrent function in structure. At its simplest, reference is 2 form of situa-
tional {exophoric) presupposition; but it is regularly used in texrual
{endophoric} presupposition, pointing backwards (amaphoric) or some-
times forward {cataphoric}. In many styles of discourse, incleding almost
all written language, reference is always textual rather than situational.

Substitution, and here we include ellipsis as a special case of substitution,
is presupposition at the level of words and structures. When a substitute is
used, it signals that the actual item required, the particular word or group
or clause, is recoverable from the environment; and the substitute pre-
serves the class of the presupposed item, which nray therefore be replaced
in the “slot’ created by it. The difference between substitution and ellipsis
is that in the former a substitution counter occurs in the slot, and this must
therefore be deleted if the presupposed item is replaced, whereas in the
latter the slot is empty — there has been substitution by zero. Unlike
reference, substitution is essentially a textual relation; it exists primasily
as an anaphoric (or occasionally cataphoric) device, and in its rare exo-
phoric use it tends to give an effect of "putting the words in the other
person’s mouth”.

In tabular form:
Substitution and
Reference elfipsis
Level of absiraction | semantic lexicogrammatical
Primary source of sitnation text
presupposition
What is presupposed ? meanings items (e words,
groups, clauses)
is class preserved? not necessarily yes
Isreplacement not necessarily ves
possible?
Use as a cohesive yes; anaphoric and yes; anaphoric {occas-
device cataphoric sionally cataphoric)
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Exampies:

f4:5] a. This is a fine hall you have here. I'm proud 1o be lecturing in
it.
b. This is a fine hall yor have here. I've never lectured in 2 finer
one,
¢. This is a fine hall vou have here. 've never lectured in 2 finer.

Example {4:52] is reference. It would be possible to repiace it by some
expression containing the word hall; but it would have to be altered from
the onginal {eg: in this fine kall), and i still soimds somewhat awkwasd.
Examples (b} and {c} are substitution and ellipsis, and it would be quite
natural to add half after finer {deleting ane in (b)),

In what follows, we shall discuss ellipsis under three headings:

Nominal ellipsis (4.2}

Verbal ellipsis {4.3)

Clausal ellipsis (4.4)

There is onc further general point to be made firse. We noted above, in
Chapters 2 and 3, that 2 reference item, or a substitute, may relate to some-
thing in the same sentence, such that the presnpposition takes place within
the confines of a single stracture. This is no different in principle from any
other instance of reference or substtution, though it may have certain
special features, such as the cataphoric reference of the to a qualifier in the
nominal group in example {2:61]. But in the analysis of texts, relations
within the sentence arc fairly adequately expressed already in strucrural
ecrms, so that there is no need to invelve the additional notion of co-
hesion to account for how the parts of a sentence hang together.

Between sentences, however, there are no stzuctaral relations, and this is
where the study of cohesion becomes important. For this reason in both
these chapters we concentrated on reference and substitution as relations
between sentences, largely ignoring intra-sentence presupposition.

We shall do the same here. Ellipsis, or something closely related to 1t,
also occcurs within sentences, as in [4:2] above; and there arc certain
special structural possibilities, types of sz aNcHING structure, which do
not occur when the presupposition is between sentences. In general we
shall not be concerned with ellipsis within the sentence, for the same
reason as already given; it can be explained in terms of sentence structure
and does not constitute an independent agency of cohesion mn the text.
What we are interested in is ellipsis as a form of relation between sen-
tences, where it is an aspect of the essential texture. The relevance of
ellipsis in the present context is its role in grammatieal cohesion.
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4.2 Nominal ellipsis
4.2.2 Ellipsis within the nominal group

By NOMINAL ELLIPSIS we mean ellipsis within the nominal group. The
structure of the nominal group was outlined in 2.1. On the logical dimen-
sion the structure is that of a Head with optional modification; the modi-
fving elements include some which precede the Head and some which
follow it, referred o here as Premodifier and Postmaodifier respectively.
Thus in those turo fast electric trains with pantographs the Head is #rains, the
Premodifier is formed by these two fast electric and the Postmodifier by
with pantographs.

The Madifier is combined with another structure, on the experiential
dimension, which consists of the elements Deictic {d), Numerative {n),
Epithes {e), Classifier (¢}, and Qualifier (q), represented here by those, swo,
Sast, electric and with pamtographs respectively., The Deictic is normally 2
determiner, the Nutnerative a numeral or other quantifier, the Epithetan
adjective and the Classifier 2 noun; but these correspondences are by no
means exact. There may be Submodifiers at various places; these are
usually adverbs like so, very and foo. The Qualifier is normally a relative
claase or prepositional phrase. The noun in this structure has the fanction
referred to a5 the Thing. Most elements may occur more than once, and
the tendency for this to happen increases as one moves towards the later
elements of the structure.

The foncdon of Head, which is always filled, is normally served by the
£OMIMON Noum, proper noun or pronoun expressing the Thing. Personal
pronouns are reference items and were deseribed in Chapter 2; they will
not be discussed further. Proper nouns designate individuals, and are
therefore not capable of further specification; they may sometimes be
accompanied by descriptve modifiers, but these are not subject to ellipsis.
Commeon nouns, on the other hand, designate classes; they are often fur-
ther specified, and this is the function of the elemensz Deictic, Numerative,
Epithet and Classifier. Now under certain drcumstances the common noun
may be omitted and the function of Head taken on by one of these other
elements. This is what is meant by nominal ellipsis,

In 2 non-elliptical nominal group, the Head is the Thing, the noun
designating the individual or class referred to. This may be a phenomenson
of any kind: persor, animate or inanimate object, abstraction, institution,
process, qualicy, state or relation. In an elliptical nominal group, this ele-
ment is not expressed, and one of the other elements (Deictic, Numerative,
Epithet or Classifier} functions as Head. This is very frequently a Deictic
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or Numentive, much less frequently an Epicher. It is very rarely a Classi-
fier; since the Classifier is usually a noun, if it functioned as Head it would
be lizble itself to be interpreted as the Thing {so, for example, we cammot
replace a tall brick chimuney by a tall brick; see 4.2.3 below).

In general, with exceptions to be noted below {4.2.3 and £.2.3.5}, any
nominal group having the function of Head filled by 2 word that normally
functions within the Modifier is an elliptical one.

Nominal ellipsis therefore involves the upgrading of a word funciioning
as Deictic, Numerative, Epithet or Classifier from the status of Modifier
to the status of Head. For cxample,

[4:6} Four other Oystess followed them,
and vet another four.

Ins the sedond line four, which is a Numerative and therefore normally acts
as Modifier, is upgraded to function as Head. Similarly in

[4:7] Which lasc longer, the curved rods or the straight rods? ~ The
straight are less likely to break.

straight is an Epithet, functioning as Modifier in the question but as Head
in the response. Both another four and the straight are elliptical nominal
groups.

An elliptical nominal group clearly requires that there should be availatle
from some source or other the information necessary for filling it out.
Faced with another four, we need to know ‘another four what ?' Normally,
the source of information is a preceding nominal group. A nominal group
that is elliptical presupposes a previous one that is not, and it is therefore
cohesive.

If we want o fill out an elliptical nominal group, for text analysis

ses, there are two ways of doing so. One way is simply to “push
down’ the element functioning as Head, making it 2 Modifier, and add
the “missing” Head in its place. {The question whether any other *missing’
clements would have to be supplied is discussed in 4.2.3 below.) By this
process another four in {4:6] would become ancther four oysters. The other
way of doing it is to keep the elliptical group as it is and add a partitive
Quahfier; this would give another four of the oysters. 'The pardtive is pos-
sible only under certain conditions: generally, when the elliprical group
designates some aggregate — a subset, fraction, quantity or collective ~
that is different from that designated by the presupposed group. Hence in
[4:7] the partitive form is not possible. The head noun in the partitive
expression will be singular or non-singular (plural or mass} according to
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the type of aggregate: singular if the clliptical group is partitive in the
narrewer sense (fe designating a fraction), and non—ingular otherwise.
The former type arc less readily elliptical (but see 4.2.3.4 below on inde-
finite quantifiers):
[4:8} a. How did you enjoy the exhibition? — A lot (of the exhibition}
was vety goeod, though not all.
b. How did you enjoy the paintings? — A ot {of the paintings)
were very good, theugh not all.

So an clliptical nominal group may always be replaced by its full, non-
elliptical equivalent, either in simple form or in expanded, partitive form.
In either case, the presupposed items arc restored. The two possibilities
arise because the partitive type is in any case a regular form of the English
nominal group, obligatory in some instances, such as where there is
guantification within the deixis as in [4:9a], and optional in certain others
such as [4:9b]:

{f4:9] 2. Two of my roscbushes were nprooted.

b. That was his most popular film{the most popalar of his films,

The partitive Qualifier may itself contain an elliptical nominal group, as
ins one of the three, any of Fred’s. We may now modify the earlier statement
that a nominal group having Deictic, Numerative, Epithet or Classifier as
Head is always elliptical. If it contains 2 partitive Qualifier, it is not cllip-
tical — undess the partitive Qualifier is itself elliprical.

Some further examples:
(2. the best,
b. the best hat.
[4: 0] Which hat will you wear? Thisis { c. the best of the hats.
d. the best of the three.
| &. the best vou have.

In all cases the is Deictic, three is Numerative, best is Epithet and hat is the
common noun representing the Thing. Then:
{a) is elliptical ; the s Modifier, sest is Head.
{b) 1s non-elliptical ; the best is Modifier, hat is Head.
{c) is non-chiptical; the is Modifier, best is Head, of the hats i partitive
Qualificr, non-elliptical.
{d) is elliptical; structure as {c}, except that the partdstive Qualifier of the
three is itself elliptical.
{e) is elliprical; structure as {¢}, except that the Qualifier you have is not

;:artitivc,
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¢.2.2 Presupposition of nominal elements

An elliptical nominal group is cohesive; it points anaphorically to another
nominal group which is presupposed by it. But how much of the presup-
posed group is in fact included within the presupposition ?

So far we have merely indicated that the Thing designated by the com-
mon poun is presupposed. But there may be other elements in the pre-
supposed group which likewise do not occur in the elliptical one; for
example

[4:11] Here are my two white silk scarves. I can lend you one if you
ftke.

Here one presumably presupposes not only scarves but also the garnishings
white and silk; it could be Ailled out as one white silke scarf, or one of my white
silk scarees. This makes it possible to state what can be presupposed, by
reference to the structure of the nominal group in terms of the elements
Deictic, Mumerative, Epithet and Classifier; note that these elements occur
in the order stated, followed by the Thing,. In eliipsis, the Thing is always
presupposed. {We have already pointed out that in ellipsis the Thing is al-
Ways a common noun, since proper nouns and pronouns do not uke
defining Modifiers.} In addition, any element following the one that is up-
graded in the elliptical nominal group may be presupposed. Thus

If Head 1s This must be These may he

filled by presupposed : presupposed.:

Deictic Thing Numerative, Epithes,
Classifier

Numerative Thing Epithet, Classifier

Epithet Thing Classifter

Classifier Thing -

As already noted above, it is rare for the Classifier to occour as Head.
These patterns are exemplified ip [4:12]. In [4:12a], yowrs {Deictic) is
Head, and the presupposed elements include not only scarves (Thing) but
also sifle (Classifier}, white (Epithet) and possibly fwe {Numerative):

a. Where are yours?
[4:12] Here are my two | b. T used to have three.
white silk scarves. | ¢. Can you see any black ?
d. Or would you prefer the cotton?
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[4:12b] 15 like {4:11]; three presupposes scarf, silk and white. In {c} the
clliptical group is amy Black; this presupposes scarf and sife, but there may
be any number and they may not be mine. Finally, in (d} only samrf is
presupposed.

In general, then, the range of possible presuppositions is dependent on
the structure of the nominal group. It cxtends only over that pare of
the presupposed group which could follow the element acting as Head
in the eiliptical group. Those parts which would precede or be con-
carrent with it are exciuded from the presupposition; and this restriction
apparently applies even to subcategories within the Deictic and Numera-
tive (see 4.2.4.1—4 below), for exampic.

{4:13] . They haven’t got my usual morning paper. Can I borrow
yours?

b. The first three buds all fell off, W<'il have to warch the next.

where yours excludes nsuaf (even though your wsual could occur} becaunse
both your and wsual are Deicric elements, and next excludes shree {even
though next three could occur) because both are Numerative elements. But
there is considerable indeterminacy at this point.

What can be presnpposed, therefore, is anything having a function in
the series d —n — ¢ — ¢ that is LATER than that occupied by the Head of the
elliptical group. Whatever has the same or 2 preceding function is repu-
diated. To exemplify once more, if the presupposed group is these two tall
brick chimneys, the following rable shows what is repndiated and what is
not repudiated (and therefore may be taken over by presupposition) b}
the varions elliptical groups; note that x stands for the function of Thing

if eHliptical group Thase are These are hot

is: repudiated: repudiated :

which? (d) d nec x=two tail brick
chimneys

three (n} dn e c x=tall brick
chimneys

twonotso tall  {ne} dne ¢ x=brick chimneys

some stone  {d €} dnec x = chimneys

The further ‘ro the right’ the final element of the presupposing group,
the more usual it is to presuppose by substitution rather than by ellipsis.
We would expect sone stone ones rather than some stene {stone = Classifier);
and perhaps also two not so talf ones (talf=TEpithet).
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However, it is not necessarily the case that everything that could be
presupposed actually is presupposed. We can take it as a general guiding
principle that it will be, but this will certainly need to be medified to some
extent. Consider an example such as

j4114] Don't you like those three Bttle white eighteenth-ceatury stone
cotrages ? — I prefer mine,

My three little white eighteenth—century stone cottsges 2 Or just my cot-
tage 2 The answer is possible even if "mine’ is one large red Elizabethan
brick and timbered one. We would accept any interpretation that made
sense and was consistent with what we already knew. Ir is worth noting,
at the same firne, that a form sach as mine m this context is in the strict
sense of the term ambignous: it could stand as the realization of a2 number
of different selections.

We do find a rough scale of probability, extending from right to left in
the nominal group. Of the clements that MaY be presupposed in any given
tnstance, namely those that follow the element that is explicitly repudiated
in the elliptical group, we have seen that the Thing, that which is designated
by the Head in a non-elliptical structure, always is presupposed. Going
‘from right to lefi’, the Classifier, if present, is very likely to be: the
Epithet somewhat less hikely, and the Numerative less likely still. The
Deictic, being the first element, normally cannot be presupposed, by the
principle illustrazed in [4: 12] and [4:13] above. And there is an overriding
principle that the presupposed items mast be continuous: it would not be
possible for mine in [4: 141 to presuppose three little white but not eighteenth-
century stone.

It is slighdy odd, therefore, to find all the clements in a long nominal
group, including the Clasifier, repudiated In an instance where struc-
rurzlly they could be presuppased. [4: 15} is only doubtfully acceptable:

4:15| ¥ think I one of those gor ig ¢ ina dogs. Mine
think I'll get { those gorgeous big red china dogs
tks too much,

In spoken English, there is often 2 phonological indication of the extent
of presupposition. It is characteristic of an elliptical nominal group thar its
Head catties tonic prominence in the tone group. This is natural, since
tonic prominence is the realization of new or contrastive information, md
an clliptical nominal group {like one with sebstitation) is inherendy new,
in the sense that it differs in some respect from the one it presupposes; not
necessarify having a different referent {it could refer contrastively to the
same thing), but the function of an elliptical item is to start afresh, taking
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the presupposed item: as a reference point. Thus the occurrence of an
eliiptical nominal such as mire allows us to predict that somewhere in the
environment is an item expressing 2 Thing, such as har, which cither was
not ‘mine’ or, if it was, demanded some explicit reaffirmation of the fact,
as it would for example in answer to the question Whose is this hat? - It's
mine. In this sense an elliprical group always embodies some new informa-
tion.

Now it often happens that the presupposed nominal group signals a
particular point of repudiation — an element with which the presupposing
clliptical group is specifically in contrast — by the device of tonic promi-
rence. For example, if your hat is to be followed by mine, the tonic will fall
on your. This is especially likely to happen in 2 question—answer sequence,
or i the two nominal groups are part of an utterance by the same speaker,
who may have planned the information structure as a whole: That's sot
YOUR Aat. Jt's MINE. A MARKED tonic (tonic prorminence falling on some

element other than the Iast) signals contrastive information; eg
[4:16] The two wHite silk scarves were beautifully made.

Here the word white is tonic, and this gives an expectation that if an ellip-
tical {or substitute} nominal grounp follows it will be one that repudiates
white, such as why did you buy the pink {one} ?

¢.2.3 Types of nominal eliipsis

We now consider in more detail some examples of the most frequently
occurring types of nominal ellipsis, with commments on the words or word
classes that function 25 Head in the elliptical group.

We have already noted that the Classifier is very rarely left o function
as Head. I [4: 172—d] we have four examples in which the presupposing
group contains a Classifier; they are given in a substitute form, with one{s)
as Head, and only in the last of the four would it be possible to delete the
sabstitute leaving an elliprical group ending in a Classifier:

f4:17] a. Don't you like babies ? — Yes, but L can’e stand crying ones.
b. T've never tried Mrs Sugden’s chetry cake, bat Ilike her ginger
one.
c. Borrow my copy. The library one is out on loan.
d. Did you win z first prize ? — No, [ only got a third one.

The principle behind this restriction is very clear. The Classifier is tvpi-
cally, though not always, realized by a word that could also zealize the
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Thing : usually a noun, as in (b} and {c}, or the -ing form of a verb as in {a}.
Hence a nominal group having such an item as its Head would normally
be interpreted as non-elliptical {so 1 car’'t stand erying would be interpreted
not as ‘crying ones} ie crying babies’ but simply as ‘the phenomencn of
anyone crying’). There are some instances where 2 Classifier can function
as Head, usually those where the elliptical interpretation of the resulting
nominal group is in some way the most natural one: for example if the
Classifier is not 3 noun, as in [4:174], or if the presupposing status of the
nominal group fs signalied by an anaphoric the as in [4: 12d] above. These,
however, are 2 DUROIYY.

But, as suggested in the previous section, we really have 2 gradation or
“cline” here, rather than a sharp distinction between the classifier and the
rest. The structural formuda Deictic — Numerative — Epithet — Classifier
represents a gradual move, in the process of specifyving the class of *things”
rhat is ex?ressc& by the Head, from one type of specification to another:
beginning, in the Deictic, with a kind of specification that is temporary,
and related to the actual speech situation, and moving on to one that is
increasingly permanent and inherent. Specification of the first kind is
achieved by items in closed systems, such as this/that, or the pronominal
possessives; that of the second kind by lexdeal itens, which form “open’
classes, Hence as one moves along this scale, the actual words used are
more and more noun-like; they are words which themselves have the
potential of expressing a class of “things” such as is typically expressed by a
nocn functioning as Hcad, and 5o chey are Hable to be interpreted as Head.
This being the case, such words are Less likely to function as Head when
they are expressing something clse. This does not mean that 2 nominal
group having an Epithet or Classifier in it cansoT be anaphoric and co-
hesive; but it will tend to achieve this status by substitution rather than by
ellipsis.

'I%ie most characteristic instances of ellipsis, therefore, are those with
Deictic or Numerative as Head. Here the sifuation is the other way round:
substitution is much less common, and in some cases excluded altogether.
So we have for example

Ellipsis Substicution
-1 -
Dicictic: i‘:f“* #Y ifsizs, My ones,
¥ ( rather) Y
than
: Hiro

Numerative: the first, the first ones, ones,

two, more | | maore ones
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In principle any Deictic or Numerative clement can function as Head in
nominal cllipsis, with some minor exceptions which will be noted.

For the remainder of 4.2, therefore, we shall be concerned mainly with
deictic and nomerative elements, with a relatively short section on epithet
ellipsis at the end. Deictics are considered first,

4.2.3.3 SPRCIFIC DEICTICS

Following on from the earlier account of deixis in the nominal group, we
recognize a division of the Deictic element into two parts, one forming the
Deictic properly so calied and one which has been referred to as POST-
pEicYiC. The words functioning as Deictic are mostly of the class of
determiner ; with the demonstrative, possessive and indefinite determiners
forming a network of systemically related categories — one that includes
the articles, which are thus shown to be part of a wider system. Those
functioning as Post-deictic are adjectives. In

{4: 18] Here the other guinea~pig cheered, and was suppressed.

the is Deictic and other is Post-deictic. Post-deictics are discussed in 4.2.3.3
below.

Within the Deictic proper, the major distinction, and that which is most
relevant to ¢llipsis, is into specific deictics (possessives, demonstratives and
the) and non—specific {each, every, all, both, any, either, no, neither, some, and
4). Non-specific and specific deictics may be combined, only through the
use of a partitive qualifier, eg: cach of my children, any of the answers, some of
that pudding. The exceptions are all and both, which can be joined directly
to another determiner, in what is sometimes therefore referred to as
PRE-DEICTIC position, as in all our yesterdays, both these gates.

The words ofl and both very frequently function clliptically. They may
refer back to a single nominal group; if so it will be plural, having the
sense of ‘two’ if presupposed by both and rore than two if presupposed
by ail. There is no equivalent singular form; and curioudy off is NOT used
elliptically to refer to a mass noun, even though in non-elliptical nominal
groups it is regulacly “mass’, as in aff the milk was soar.

For example:
{4:19] 2. The men got back at midnight. Both were ticed out,

b. The men got back at midnight. Al were tired out.
¢. The milk couldn’t be used, All was sour.

Of these, {c) is impossible; there &5 in fact no elliptical form here, just as
there is no form of substitation with mass nouns. At the same time,
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however, the item presupposed by ail or both may consist of separate
nominal groups; so we would have to say rather thac these words pre-
suppose a certain number of entities, which may have been expressed
cither n the form of one plural noun or as different nouns, singular or
plural. Furthermore these “entities” are themselves sets of any extent.

We can summarize this by saying that otk refers to two sets and afl ro
three or more sets. These sets may be combined in one nominal group, as
in [4:19a and b} above, and in {4:20a] where the presapposed item is #he
parents, ie ‘(i) the father and (i} the mother’. Or cach one may be 2
separate nominal group, not always in the same sentence but usually with
some indication that they belong together, such as parallelism of structure;
an example is [4:20b] where both presupposes (i) the parents and (i} the
childress. And in this case any one set may itself be complex and consist of a
farther coordination, as in [4:20c], which has (i} parents and other respon—
sible adults and (i3} children.

[4:20] a. The parents could not be traced. Apparently both were
abroad.

b. The parents may enjoy it, but the children will be bored. You
cannot please both.

¢. If parents and other responsibie adults make no concessions,
children will rebel. And both will be certain they are righa.

In the last type, there must be explicit linkage between the items that are
being treated as a single sct {parents and other responsitle adults}. We cannot
have both presupposing {i} the boy's parents and his teachers, and {it) the boy,
in {4:21], because there is nothing to show that the bey’s parenss and his
teackers belong together:

[4:21] The boy’s parents had no time for him. At school, his teachers
could make kittle contact. Yet the boy had a lot of abiliey, if he’d
tried. I suppose both were at faulk, really.

Sometimes it is not ciear which items are being grouped together, and
ambiguity resolts, asin

{4:22] The father and the mother were so busy making money that the
two children were left 1o their own devices. Naturaily both were
resendul.

In addition to afl and bath, other Deictic elements regularly function as
Head of an elliptical nominal group. The specific deictics are (i) demonsera-
tives and the, and {ii} possessives. The demonstratives (this, that, these, those,
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and which?} all ocecur elliptically, with very grear frequency. Since they
are themselves reference items (see 2.4 and 2.4.1}, they are often anaphoric
anyway; but wherever the nominal group could be ‘filled out” with a
noun Head, or by the substitute onels}, a demonstrative functioning as Head
is in fact an exampie of ellipsis. One example will suffice; those is dliptical
for those pills:

[4:23] Take these pills three times daily. And you’d better have some
more of those too,

The word the does not operate clliprically; since its function is to signat
that the "thing’ designated is fully defined, but by something other than
the itself, it normally requires another item with it, as in the two, the small
{one), the one that got away. Where it could have occurred elliptically it is
replaced by its non-reduced cognate form thae.

Possessives include both nominals {Swith’s, my father's, etc) and pro-
nominals {(my, year, etc). The latter have a special form: when funcrioning
as Head: nsine, ours, yours, his, hers, theirs, whose, and (rarely) its. Whenever
a possessive occurss as Head it is ellipteal, and in the case of the third per-
son pronominals this means, as noted in Chapter 2 above {see 2.3.4,
{2:24]}, that there is a double cohesive tie. An itemn such as hers presupposes
both a person as possessor and a thing possessed, the former by reference
(her), the latter by ellipsis (the passessive):

[4:24] Just ask Janet how to polish the brassware. Hers sparkies.

4.2.3.2 NON-SPECINC DEICTICS

The non-specific Deictics are each, every, any, either, no, neither, a, and
some, as well as afl and both which have already been discussed. Of these,
all occur as Head of an elliptical nominal except every, but 2 and o have
to be represented by the forms one and none respectively. Some examples:

[4:25] a. T hope no bones are broken ¥ — None to speak of.
b. Iwon't be introduced to the pudding, please. May [ give you
some ?
¢, Have some wine. — I don’t see any wine. — There isn’t any.
d. Write an essay on the Swuart kings. Two pages about each will
do.

e, His sons went inte business, Netther succeeded,

Of thesc, either and neither are like both in presupposing two sets; and each
presupposes two or more. Again, these may be expressed cither as one
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plural nominal group or separately; and if they are separate, any one set
may itself be a coordination, as in [4:26a and b}. Hence ambignity may
arise in the same way as with 2l and both; for example if [ 4:26b] had three
bedrooms, the each might presuppose just these

[4:26] 2. Smith and Jones are on holiday. [ wonder if either has left an
address.
b. The flat has a siting-room, z dining-room and one bedroom.
Each hzs a window overlooking the park.

The non-dual equivalents of efther and neither are any and ne; they are
like ali, except that they can occur ciliptically with singular and mass
nouns, as in [4:25a and c]. The two pairs are proportional: no is to any as
neither is to either. Ne and neither are of course negative, but are usually
restricted to clauses of declarative mood where the verb is positive; while
any and either occur in clauses which are interrogative or hypothetical, or
where the verb is negative, or is positive and the sense is *it doesn’t matter
which’. In the latter type any, when used elliptically, repudiates any car-
dinal numeral m the presupposed group and is usually singular (="any
one’} unless some numeral occurs with it, sach as any three. Hence

{4:27] Here are thirteen cards. Take any. Now give me any three.

In its interrogative, hypothetical or negative use (has he any ? if ke has any ;
he hasi’t any), the difference berween singular and plural is neutralized. In
non-cliptical groups, the plural form is usually used (has e any friends?),
as it tends to be also with #o {fe has no friends}; but when any is Head of an
elliptical group this may be filled cut with either 2 singular or 2 plaral
noun Head irvespective of the number of the presupposed group, and
likewise if any is Subject it may occur with either singular or plural verbs:

{4:28} 2. I want a map of the Lake District, Lave vou got amv ?
I want some maps of the Lake Diserict. you got any«

b. I'm expecting a letter. } { Has any come?

I'm expecting some letters. | | Have any come?

In the same way the singular/plural distinction is neutralized with the
negative no. Its elliptical form none { =no+-one) shows that it was originally
treated as singular, but wsage is no longer consistent:

[4:20] I've checked all the files. Nione werefwas missing.
The elliptical some was mentioned in Chapter 31 (3.2.3.3, [3:25] and
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Table 5). This is the non-singalar {mass or plaral) form of the indefinite
article, and when functioning elliptically, as Head, it is always in its non-
reduced form, fe [sam] not [sm]. The nominal group presupposed by it
may be singular or plural, and any numeral is repudiated:

[4:30] a. These apples are delicicus. Let’s buy some.
b. I had a dozen tennis balls; where are they ? — T've got some;
you can borrow mine.

In {b), some does not mean ‘some of the dozen’; of: { haver't got any.
Parallel to seme 1 its non-reduced form is one, which is the non-reduced
form of the singular indefinite article . It is this from which is denived the
nominal substitute one discussed in Chapter 3 (3.2 and 3.2.7). As pointed
out there {3.3.3.3, [3: r5ci]}, it is difficult to distinguish elliptical one from
one of the uses of the substitute one; but the difference appears in the plural,
since the plural of the substitute one is ones whereas the plaral of the decer-
miner {indefinite article) one is some. In [4:31] the one 1 an elliptical in-

detinite article (cf{3:27]):

{4:31] But you make no remark ? — I didn’t know I had to make one,
just then.

The elliptical use of deictic clements is a major source of cohesion in
English texts. The Deictic is the element in the nominal group that relates
to the BERR AND NOw, linking the thing referred to to its verbal and
sitnational context. It is natural, therefore, that it should be cypically used
as a means of harking back to a thing that has alreadv been mentioned,
while at the same time recontextualizing it by anaphoric or exophoric
reference.

4.2.3.3 POST-DEICTICS

The words functioning as Post-deictic element in the nominal group are
not determinets but adjectives. There are some thirty or forty adjectives
used commonly in Deictic fonction, and a number of others used occa-
sionally in this way; the frequent ones include orker, same, different, identical,
usual, regular, certain, odd, famous, well-known, typical, obvious. They com-
bine with the, 2 or other determiner (the combination a+ other being
written and pronounced as one word another}; and they may be FoLLownD
BY 2 Numerative, unlike adjectives in their normal funciion as Epithet
which must FOLLOW any sumerative element. The distinction of meaning
between Deictic and Epithet {and of 2.5.¥ [2:80] above)} can be seen in
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Deictic Epithet

the identical three questions three identical questions

the useal two comments two usual comments

a different three people three different people

the odd few ideas a few odd ideas

the cbvious first place to stop the first obvious place to stop

Of the adjectives used in deictic function the ones which regularly occur
elliptically are same and other. The elliptical use of the same was treased as
substitution{3.2.3), since it has been extended to very general use including
clause substitution, as in do the same; actaally an example such as [3:51]
above ('l have the same) is simply an elliptical nominal group with same as
Head. The Post-deictic other combines either with specific Deictic {the
other, that other, etc) or with non-specific (any other, another, ctc), and when
it is used as Head it has a special plural form others. The nominal group
which it presupposes need not be of the same number, and any numeral in
it is repudiated, as with any.

Example:

[4:32] I've used up these three yeilow folders you gave me. Can T use
the other?

which does not mean “the other three’. With a specific Deictic, other{s)
refers to the last remaining member(s} of a set, and therefore it presupposes
that all others must have been specified. This explains the frequency with
which it is preceded by another nominal group, often also anaphoric (eg:
one, some of them, the first, etc) which is both presupposed and presuppos-
ing: presupposed by other, but itself also relating back o the ultimately
presupposed item. For sxample

[4:313] A group of well-dressed young men suddenly appeared on the
stage. One of them bowed to the avdience; the others stood

motionless.

The original item must be semantically plural — it must refer to more than
one set, as described in 4.2.3.1 above; and the elliptical other{s} presupposes
just as much of it as does the intermediate item. Here one of them and the
others both presuppose well-dressed young men.

The elliptical use of other illastrates very well the indeterminacy which
may anse in the extent of presupposition. if we had just the example

[4:34] Isec you've sold those two large red china dogs. Have you any
others ?
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in the absence of further evidence we could not tell whether o fill this out
as china dogs, red china dogs or large red china dogs. Similarly in [4:32]: the
other yellow ones or just the other one? As we pointed out eatlier, the extent
of the presupposition may be signalled in the spoken language by the lo-
cation of the tonic nucleus. So ifin {4: 34] the tonic falls on red, others means
‘of another calour’; if on large, it means ‘any small ones’, and so on.

Finally we may note that elliptical nominal groups with Deictic as Head
may also be exophoric, either in the generalized sense or specifically 1o the
context of situation:

[4:35] . Some say one thing, others say another.
b. All is lost.

All go into the other room.

Have vou been to Mary's recentiy ?

I'fl have the usual, please.

s 00

o

4.2.2.4 NUMERATIVES
Of the elements cceurring after the Deictic in the nominal group, only
the Numerative and certain tvpes of Epithet function at all regularly as
the Head in ellipsis,

The Numerative element in the nominal group is expressed by namerals
or othet quantifying words, which form three subcategories: ordinals,
cardinals, and indehnite quantfers. The ordinals aze firss, next, last, second,
third, fourth, etc; they are often used elliptically, generally with the or a
possessive as Deictic:

[4:36] Have another chocolate. — Nio thanks; that was my third.

Like the supetlative form of an adjective, which in many ways it resembles
(ordinals are in a sense “superlative numerals’), an ordinal is itself likely o
be presupposing even if the nominal group in which it occurs is not cllip-
tical; thus the second question presupposes that there was a first question, and
the first guestion that there s likely to be a next. Again ke superlatives,
ordinals are often cataphoric 1o a Qualifier which indicates the domain of
the ordering, supplying the information “firse, etc, iz what respect ?’; for

example, fo leave in
{4:37] Smith was the first person to leave, I was the second.

Cardinal numerals are also frequent in ellipsis, and may be preceded by
any Deictic that is appropriate in number, eg: the three, these three, any three,
all three, and also by post-deictic adjectives as in the wsual three, the same
three.
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{4:38] 2. Have another chocolate. — No thanks; I've had my three.

b. ‘The other messenger’s calied Hatia. I must have two, you
know. One to come, and one to go.’

With both ordinals and cardinals the presupposed noun may be either
singular or plural, but it cannot be 2 mass noun enless there is also some
measure word present or presupposed —naturally, since *mass’="uncount-
able’. For example 1f 10 {4:36] annd {4:38a] we had Have some more fea, the
answer would still be possible in each case, but only because it could be
interpreted as presupposing “‘cup{s)’.

The indefinite quantifiers are iterns such as much, many, more, most, few,
several, a little, lots, a bit, hundreds, erc; they include numerous transient and
more or [ess slang expressions especially used by children. Like other items
with a numerative function, they are very frequently used in ellipsis; being
indefinite, they are wsually not accompanied by a Deictic, except where a
is demanded as in 4 lot, although the comparative forms siore, fewer and
fess may be preceded by ne or any. Some of them are specific to either count

Cr Iass DOENRS,

Examples:

[4:139]) a. Can all cats climb trees 7 — They all can; and most do.
b. ‘You ought to have a wooden horse on wheels, that you
ought?!’ ~ "T'll get one,” the Knight said thoughtfully to him-

self. *One or two — several.”

Many of the indefinite quansifiers derive from measure nouns; for
example fot, amount, and the Iarger numbers such as hundred and thousand.
Since chese still require partitive Qualifiers {aloiof . . . ), they are not very
clearly distinguished from the general class of measure noun, which in-
cludes quantitatives {eg: half, piece, dozen), partitives {eg: part, side, end) and
collectives (eg: group, set, pack}. For the purposes of cohesion, these also can
be regarded as requiring to be “hlled out’ by a partitive Qualifier, and
therefore as elliptical if functioning as Head, Hence Alice’s predicament in

{4:40} ‘One side will make you grow taller, and the other side will
make you grow shorter.” “*One side of what? The other side of
what ¥ thought Alice to hesself. “Of the mushroom,” said the
Caterpillar, jast as if she had asked it aloud.

Some combinations of quantifiers are possible, namely ordinal numeral
plas cardinal or, in a few cases, ordinal numeral plus indefinite; usually in
the order stated. The combination of cardinal plus indefinite occurs only
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if the indefmite is comparative, as i #hree more. Such combinations are
regularly elliptical, eg: the last three, the next few.

Whereas the specific Deictics — the demonstratives and possessives —
tend to occar alone, being themselves reference items, the Numeratives,
Yike the non-specific Deictics, tend to be flled out precisely by a reference
item in the form of a partitive Qualifier with third person pronoun. So we
often find any of them, the first of them, ehree of thew and so on, These are of
course stil! cohesive, bur the presupposition is of the reference type rather
than ellipsis.

Like the Deictics, Numeratives in elliptical use may be exophoric; ¢
in {4:37] we might have had Smith was the first 10 lzave, with person under-

stood. The presupposed item will be assumed to be some general category
of which the item referred to, here Smith, is a member. This can be
demonstrated by

{4:41] Her money will be the first to leave her. Her husband will be the
nEXt.

which puts her money and her husband into the same general category by
presupposition. Note the special exophoric use of a possessive Deictic plus
cardinal numeral to mean “children’, as in the proud mother’s remark

[4:42] My three are absolute terrors.
Indefinite quantifiers occur exophorically in expressions like
[4:43] He expects a lot. But you can’t do much to help him.

4.2.3.5 EPITHETS

The function of Epithet is typically fulfilled by an adjective. It is not com-
mon to find adjectives occurring as Head in ellipsis — colour adjectives are
perhaps the most usual — except in their comparative and, especially,
supetlative forms. This reflects the fact that superlative and comparative
adjectives are really hunctioning in a way that is more like a2 Numerative;
possibly instead of the function Numerative in the nominal group we
should recognize a more general function Ordinative, which would in-
clide superiative and perhaps zlso comparative adjectives, as well as the
classes of word that function as Numeratives proper {numerals and inde-
finite quantifiers}.

The superlative adjective precedes other Epithets and, like ordinal
numerals {(¢f 4£.2.3.4 above}, is usually accompanied by the or a possessive
Dreictic. Note in this connection the difference between {2} and (b} in
[¢:44]:
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[4:44] . Apples are the cheapest in autumn.
b. Apples are cheapest in autumn,

In {a} we may firly ask “the cheapest what ?°; the cheapest is an elliptical
group presupposing some item such as frwit. Example (b) is however not
elliptical; it is like apples are cheap, and the domain of the superlative is
provided by che time element within the clause, fe ‘cheaper in aurunn
than at ather times’.

Even wheze the superlative is elliptical, the presupposed group may still
be within the clause. This happens only in equative clauses of the identify-
ing type {those which are reversible, eg: apples are the cheapest, the cheapest
are apples), which arc probably the most frequent environment for ellip-
tical superlatives. So in {4:452 and b} we get two quite different notions of
the qualities of the clown:

[4:45] a. That clown is the finest I've ever seen.
b. They are fine actors. That clown is the finest I've ever scen.

In [4:453] we assume that the presapposed item is clown, so although the
Sinestis elliptical the presupposition is within the clavse. In [4: 45b], on the
other hand, the finest presupposes arctor from the preceding sentence.

More accurately, [4:45b} is ambiguous; it may mean ‘the finest actor’
or just ‘the finest clown’. Like an ordinal, a superlative presupposes some
item that is semantically plural {more than one sct, which 2s usual may be
expressed in one nominal group or by a coordination} ; with the difference
that, in the case of the superlative, this may also take the form of a mass
noun, with the interpretation “the . .. —est kind of , asin

[4:46] ‘1 told vou butter wouldn’t suit the works.” — ‘It was the best
butter.”

As long as the clause is equative and the Subject is 2 common noun, an
elliptical superlative as Complement will always be ambiguous in this way.
Ortherwise, there is no ambigoity. Ifit is not equative, the superiative must
refer to a preceding clause, as in [4:47a]; and Likewise if the Sabject is a
proper noun, as in [4:47b] which cannot be interpreted as ‘the finest
Smith’:
f4:47] 2. They are fine actors. Jones always gets hold of the finest.
b. They are fine actors. Smith is the finest P've ever seen.

As would be expected, a saperlative repudiates all Numeratives, includ-~
ing cardinals, in the presupposed group. It may itself be singnlar or plural,
and if plural may be preceded by its own cardinal as in the three yotingest.
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Comparatives ate rather different from superlatives. Comparative adjec-
tives are inherently presupposing by reference; this has been discussed
above in 2.5. There must be a standard of comparison: anything that is
higger is bigger ‘than’ something else {which may be than itself ander
other circumstances). There are two specified sets involved, whereas with
the superlative there is only one. This presupposition is not, however, an
instance of cllipsis.

One wse of the comparative rorm of the adjective, always with deictic
the, is actually semantically superlative: this is that in which the sense is
‘the , . . -est of two’. An equative clause having this type of comparative
in complement position, such as Smith is the better actor, s of the IDENTIFY -
ING type; and if the comparative functions as Head, as it does in [4:48a},
then it is elliptical, just as a superlative would be {cf [4:442]}. The true
comparative, however, does not take the, and an equative clause sach as
[4:48b] is not identifying but attribative,

[4:48] a. Maty is the cleverer.
b. Mary is cleverer.

[4:48b] is not an elliptical clause. It presupposes by reference, but not by
ellipsis; it cannot be “filled out” by a noun Head or 2 noun substitute. The
structure, i fact, is that of [4:44b]. In other woerds, the three clauses appies
are cheap, apples are cheaper (‘than pears’) and apples are cheapest (‘in
autumn’) are all attributive clauses, and the nominai groups which fonc-
tion as Attribute, those consisting just of an adjective (cheap, cheaper,
cheapest), are not elliptical forms. This function — that of Attribute in the
clause -~ is the only one in which an Epithet occurring as Head i not
etliptical.

A nominal group witha true comparative as Head is, however, elliptical
under all other conditions; for example

[4:49] Tl buy you some prettier.

These are less common than elliptical superlatives, but more common than
elliptical uses of the adjective in a2 non-compared form (sec below}. The
presupposed nominal group may be count singular, count plural or mass.

‘There is one use of the troc comparative which is confusing because it is
preceded by rhe and looks like a superladive. Thisisasin

[4: 50} The smaller the dog, the louder the bark.

Here the is not a Deictic but 2 Submodifier with the sense of “by how
much’, ‘by that much’ - originally not the definiee article but the
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instrumental case of that. There may be ambiguity between this rype
and [4:48a], asin

[4:51] Mrs Jones always uses Bliss. Her clothes are the whiter.

--“the whiter for it”, or “ the whiter of the two*?

We have cxemplified superlatives and comparatives only in ehe inflected
forms -est and -er, but they may alse of course be expressed by more . . .
and most . . . . Everything that has been said applies to those forms also,
Notice that they differ from more and most as indefinite quancifiers(4.2.3.4};
ambiguity may arise between the two, but only in the fuil form of the
nominal group, not when they are elliptical.

Superlatives and, less often, comparatives may presuppose exophori-
cally, as in you tuke the biggest (" of the things in front of you'). Examples of
idiomatic uses are the fatest, in the special sense of “news’ or “fashion’, and
survival of the fitest, With comparatives we find mostly the superlative
type with the, in the sensc of “those who are . . . —er than other people’, eg:
the weaker.

Finally, other items functioning as Epithet — that is, adjectives that are
neither superlative nor comparative - do not very often occur as Head in
ellipsis, although colour words, which are anomalous in various ways,
form something of an exception. Of the following, anly [4: 52a] s ellip-
tical; in [4: 52b] green is a noun:

[4:52] a. The green suits vou very well.
b. Green suits you very well.

Son{a) we could have the green one, with substitution mstead of cllipsis.

In fact, this is the more usual pattern; substitution tends to be preferred
to ellipsis wherever the presupposing nominal group contains an Epithet
or Classifier. Ellipsis occurs in an example such as

[4: 53} 1like strong tea. I suppose weak s better for you.

But, as already noted, where the Epithet is functioning as an Autribute in
the clause, it always appears as Head of the nominal group; in apples are
cheap, cheap is not elliptical. Tvems like the rich, the long and the short of #, on
the other hand, are elliptical, hut they are exophoric, and se do not contri-
bute to cohesion. In its cohesive function, nominal ellipsis is largely con~
fined to instances where the presupposing element is 2 Deictic or Numera-
tive; in other words, where it is one of the closed systenm elements in the
nominal group. Lexical elements usnally require to be accompanied by the
substitute omels).
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4.3 Verbal ellipsis

4.3.1 Ellipsis within the verbal group

By vERBAL ELLIPSIS we mean ellipsis within the verbal group. For
example in

[4:54] 2. Have you been swimming ? — Yes, I have,
b. What have you been doing ? — Swimming.

the two verbal groups in the answers, kave {in yes I have) in {a) and swim-
rting in {b}, are both instances of verbal ellipsis. Both can be said to ‘stand
for’ htave been swimming, and there is no possibility of *filling out” with
any other items. So, for example, swinming in {b} could not be interprered
as I will be swimming or they are swimming. It could be interpreted only as I
hace been stsimming; and it could, furthermore, be REPLACED Y I have been
swinuning, since as in all types of ellipsis, the full form and the elliptical
one are both possible,

An clliptical verbal group presupposes one or more words from a pre-
vious verbal group. Technically, it is defined as a verbal group whose
structure does not fully express its systemic features — all the choices that
are being made within the verbal group systems. The elliptical form
swimming ir2 {4:54b} has the features rosrr1ve{as opposed to negative},
FINITE {as opposed to non-finite) and ACTIVE (as opposed to passive), as
well as those of a particular tense, PRESENT IN PAST IN PRESENT; but
none of these selections is shown in its own structare. They have to be
recovered by presupposition. A verbal group whose seructore fully repre-
sents all its systemic featares is not elliptical.

This definition shows how verbal ellipsis differs from nominal eflipsis.
In the verbal group, there is only one lexical element, and that is the verb
ttself: swim in {4:54] above. The whole of the rest of the verbal group
expresses systemic selections, choices of an either-or type (though not al-
ways restricted to two possibilities} which must be made whenever a ver-
bal group is used. The principal systems are:

{1} Finiteness: finite or non-finite
if finite: indicative or imperative
if indicative : modal or non~modal
{2] Polerity: positive or negative, and marked or unmarked
{3} Voice: active or passive
{4) Tense: past or present or future (recursively)

These selections are obligarory for all verbal groups. There is one other
systerm, that of *Contrast: contrastive or non-contrastive’, which appears
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in spoken English only, since it is expressed by intonadion. It is sometimes
given partial expression in the written language by means of italics or
other forms of typographical prominence ¢g: You wourp do that! We
shall not deal separately with it as a verbal system; but some reference is
made to cohesion by intonation in $.6.

Taken all together, the words that go to make up any non-elliptical verbal
group, such as have been swwimapting, express all the features thar have been
selected. In this instance it is fmite, indicative, non-medal, positive, active,
and present in past in present’. But there is no direct correspondence be~
tween the words and the features. We cannot pick out one word express-
ing voice, another for tense and so on. The selections are expressed as a
whele by the words that are used and by their arrangement in a particulax
structure.

Ellipsis in the nominal group was not described in this way, because the
nominal group is not made up, to anything like the same extent, of gram-
matical systems. It conuins many more open cheice (lexical) items.
Actually there is no difference in principle; the same theoretical definition
of cllipsis is valid for the nominal group also. But it would be much more
complex to describe nominal c¢lipsis in ternis of syseems; so it was pre-
sented in structural terms instead. For the verbal group, on the other hand,
it is the system that provides the simplest way of explaining the facis of
ellipsis, and so the systems listed above have been used as the basis for
organizing the present section.

Being ablc to give a theoretical defmition in these terms does not mean,
however, that for every instance of a verbal group we can always recog-
nize whether it is elliptical or not just by looking at it. This is because, as
we have already pointed out, the seructure of the verbal group does not
represent its meaning in a direct and obvious way. In the fist place,
although all verbal groups express tense, voice, etc, we cannot identify
each of these with 2 particular word or other element in the structure of
the verbal group. Consider for example the verbal group has been seen.
This is finite, indicative, non-modal, positive, passive, past in present. The
fearures ‘finite: mdicative’ arc cxpressed by the fact that the first word
have is in the finite form Aas; ‘non-modal’ by the absence of a modal ele-
ment; ‘positive” by the absence of a negative element; “passive’ by the
word be in next to last place plus the fact that the verb see is in the passive
participle form seen; *past in .. ." by the word have plus the fact that the
next word be is in the past participle form been; and *. . in present’ by the
fact that the first word kave is in the present tense form has. The whole
thing is quite straightforward, although the details appear complex.
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In the sccond place, however, the forms themselves are often muln-
valent and even the whele verbal group may be ambiguous. Thus has is
atways finite and present; but have may be EITHER finite present oR non-
finite, and so have been seen is ambiguous — it might be & non-finite verbal
group. The form saw (past finite} ts distinct from seen (past or passive
participle}; but in most verbs these are the same, ep: heard, made, and all
regalar weak verbs. And have, be, and do occur BOTH as realizations of the
grammaticai features of tense, voice, etc, AND a¢ lexical verbs in their own

right; in [4: 55}, has, is and does are grammatical in {1} and lexical ia {2):

[4:55} (1) {2)
a. John has caught a cold.  a. John has a cold.
b. Mary is iooking pretty. b, Maryis pretry.
c. Does John work well? ¢, John does his work well.

So although the verbal group in English is extremely regular it is also
fairly complex. It embaodies a large number of systemic choices, espectally
those of tense, and it expresses these in ways which are not readily acces~
sible to any kind of automatic recognition procedure. In general, we can-
not say just by looking at a verbal group whether it is clliptical or not, as
we usually can with a nominal group; it is often necessary to consult the
*co-text’ in order to find out. For example, each of the forms raking, has
been and may have might be elliptical, or they might not. In [4:56], they
are non-elliptical in (1} but elliptical in {2} {with non-ciliptical equivalents
in square brackets}:

[4:56] (1) {z)

a. Taking photographsis  a. Whatis he doing ? Taking
a waste of time, photographs. [is taking]

b. Jane was secretary once,  b. Jane should have been told, but
but I dor’t think Mary I don't think she has been. fhas

ever has been. been told]
c. Hashcacar? Hemay ¢ Has he seen it ? He may have.
have. [may have seen|

But this is merely another aspect of what we have been stressing all along:
cohesion is a feature of texts, and the question whether a particular instance
is a cohesive form or notcan often be settled only by reference to its textual
environment, ™

* ‘The deseription of the verhal group oo which this section is based wili be foond in M. AL K.
Halliday, The Englich verbal group {1965, mimesographed}, An account of ® ean be foand in

Geoffrey J. Tuimer and Bemard A. Mohak, A Yingwistic deccripsion and compuier program for
chiidren’s speech, Logdon, Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1970 (Chapter 6).
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4.3.2 Lexical ellipsis

Nevertheless it may be helpful to approach the discussion of verbal

ellipsis through a consideration of those instances where we CaAN recognize

that a particular verbal group is elliptical simply by inspecting its form.
If we hear only the foliowing sentence in 2 conversation

[4:57] It may or it mav not.

we know that the verbal items may and may nof must be elliptical. At least
one word must be added following cither of them in order to “fill cut' che
verbal group. The word say is a VERBAL OBERATOR expressing *finite:
indicarive: modal’. It bas no other functions, and cannot be a 1ExICAL
vERB. Hence may and may not have no lexical verb in them, and this is
sufficient evidence to show that they are eiliptical.

Any verbal group not containing a lexical verb is elliptical. (Note that
the term “lexical verb’ inclades the verbal substitute do discussed in 3.3
above.} This enables us to identify one of the two types of verbal ellipsis,
the one which we shall refer to as LExrcaL ELrIpsIs. It is the type of
cllipsis in which the lexical verb is missing from the verbal group. The
other type is OPERATOR BLLIPSIS, described below in 4.3.3.

All the modal operators can, could, will, would, shall, should, may, migh,
mst, ought fe, angd fs fo are alike in that none of them can functon as a
fexical verb. {Here is fo stands for all the forms an te, is te, are to, was to,
were fo; since this is a modal opetator, it has no nen-fintte forms and no
further variation in tense. There are two other modal operators, need and
dare; but they can also be used as lexical verbs. We ignore the special case
of will="bring about by willpower’, as in fo will one’s own destruction — a5
well as, of course, will in to will ore’s fortune and can in 1o can fruit!) Sc any
verbal group consisting of a modal operator only can immediately be
recognized as elliptical. Examples:

{4:58] Is John poing toc come ? — He might. He was to, but he May not,
— He should, if he wants his name to be considered.

Here might, was te, may not and should are all elliptical verbal groups con-
sisting of modal operator only; each one of them could be filled out by
the lexical verb come, or by the verbal substitute do.

The modal operators are always finite, and hence always ocenr in fiest
position in the verbal group. There are other verbal operators, expressing
not modality but temse, which may be finite or non-finite; any verbal
groap which ends in one of these is alo elliptical, but here the situation is
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less clear because some of the items functioning as temporal operators can
be texical verbs as well.

The finite temporal forms will, wowld, shail, should {all these are temporal
as well as modal] and used to are ambiguous, like the modals; and so are the
non-finite equivalents of will, namely {be) going to and {be} dhout ro. All
these are operators; a verbal group which ends in any one of them lacks a
lexical verb and is therefore clliptical. But be and have, which occur as
temporal operators in all their forms, both finite and non-finite, function
ALSO as lexical verbs; so no simple rule can be given to say thae 2 verbal
group ending in a form of be or Agve s elliptical — it may or may not be.
The same applies to the one remaining verbal operator (finite only} do,
which is the carrier of negative and marked positive polarity in simple
present and past tense; in does see, did see, ete, do is an operator, but do can
also be a lexical verb (see above, 3.3.3.1) as well as being the verbal
substitute,

To give some further examples, the verbal groups may be, are going to
have and did {¢f 3.3.3.6, [3:80—91]) are non-—clliptical in {4:359 (1}] but
elliptical in [4:59 (2)]:

[4:50] {x} (non—elliprical): {2} (cHiptical}:

a. He seemns guite intelligent. — He  a. ks he complaining ? —

may be, I agree. He may be; Idon't
Care.

b. T've decided to leave. —L hope b. T haven't finished it
yolf're going to have second yet. — I hope you're
thoughts. going to have by

IOMOITow.

¢. Did Jane know 7 — No, but ¢. Did Jane know ? -

Mary did. Yes, she did,

Here the distinction between elliptical and non-elliptical forms has to be
recovered from the presupposed clause. The lexical verbs be and have al-
ways require 2 Complement. With all other verbs, there is a general rnle
whereby if 2 Complement is omined {by clausal ellipsis) then the lexical
verb must also be either omitted or substituted. But this dees not apply to
ke and kave; these verbs may occur with ellipsis of the Complement, as in
£4:59 {1a}] and [4: 56 (1b and c}], the verbal groups themselves being non-
elliptical. Hence all that can be said is that if there is no Complement fol-
lowing be or have there must be somz ellipsis; but it may be mrruEr verbsl
ellipsis, with be, Aiove as operator, or clausal ellipsis {¢f 4.4 below), with be,
have as lexical verb, and in order to determine which, it is necessaty to refer
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to the presupposed clause. If there is 2 Complement, and the verhal group
ends in be or have, then there may be srramm verbal ellipsis, with be, have as
operator, or no ellipsis at z2ll, and be, have as lexical verb; the clause in
question is often ambiguous by itself, eg: ke has some of the paintings in
{4:60a] and sbe is the doctor in {4:60b]:

{4:60] {1} (non-elliptical): {2} (elliptical}:
a. Has be all these items in his a. Has ke sold his eollec-
own collection 7 — He has some tion yet 2 — He has
of the paintings; I'm not sare some of the paintings;
about the rest. I'm not sure about
the rest.
k. She cught to know what to do.  b. Is she suing the
She is the doctor. hospital ? — She is the
deoctor.

As far as do is concerned, the lexical verb do also usnally requires a Com-
plement, except in the special sense of "be satisfactory’, eg: will it do? The
substitute do, however, does not; and 2 verbal group such as did in {4 59¢]
may be non-elliptical, with substitute do, as in (1), or elliptical, with opera-
tor do, as in {2). The difference is shown by the fact thar the non-presup-
posing form of (1} would be Mary krew, with did REPLACED by knew,
whereas that of (2} would be she did know, with the clliptical form did
FALLED QUT by the lexical verb kmow. But since the verbal operator 4o
eccuss as 2 finite form only, and bence comes first in the verbal group,
whereas the substitnte do is 2 substitute for the lexical verl, and hence
comes last, such instances of overlap can accur only with a verbal group
consisting of just the one word, do, does, or id.

With do the negative forms are unambiguous, since only the operator
do has dor’t, doess’t and dide't as irs negative forms. This is because the
operator do is in fact simply a “cartier’ of the expression of polarity: nega-
tive (eg: didn’t see) and marked positive (gg: did see), the latter being the
form wsed in Interrogative clauses {did you see John?, not saw you John?).
So any verbal group consisting only of don’t, doesn’t or dids’t must be

-elliptical, and likewise any group consisting solely of do, does or did pre-
ceding the sabject in an interrogative clause, zg: did you?

The lexical verh do forms its negative like other lexical verbs: so we say
he doesn’t do his work properly, not he doesw’t his work properly. Lexical be and
have, on the other hand, form their negatives like verbal operators; hence
he isa’t, is he ?, be han’t, has he? may be either elliptical {operator only) or
non-effiptical (lexical verb}. There is a rider to this; ehere are actually two



4.1 VERBAL ELLIPSIS 173

distinet lexical items save, one meaning ‘possess’ and expandable into
have got, the other meaning ‘rake” and not expandable. Only the formes
has the negacdive hasn's (e he Basn’t any money), and that not in all dialects;
the latter forms its negative like other lexical verbs, by means of the opera-
tor do, as in he doesa’'t have breakfast. Apart from this exception the nega-
tive forms fen’t, hasw't, etc may be either operator or lexical verbs, and
hence one cannot say that a verbal group consisting of one of these forms
alone s definitely elliptical: in {4:55] they could occur in either column
{1} or coiumn {2).

Finally there is the form fo. We have seen thar this occurs as part of the
operators going to, sbows o, used to, is to and ought f0; and a verbal group in
which 72¢ cceurs finally, not followed by a lexical item, is bound te be
elliptical {¢f 3.1.2,{3:70]}. This applies also to a verbal group consisting only
of the word 10, as a marcker of the infinitive {that is, of the perfective form
of the non-finite verb, te see, 1o have seen, etc); for example

[4:61] I'd better see him. I don’t really want to,

Ie what we are calling LEXICAL BLL1PSIS, it is the lexical verb thatis
always omitted. Other words in the verbal group may also be omiteed,
with the exception of whatever word is in first position — the finite oper-
ator if finite, and fo or an -ing form if non-finite. So we may have, in
answer to fohn shouid have been coming every day:

[4:62] {1} non-efliptical {2} elliptical
a. finite:
{ don’t think he . . . has been coming has been
has
b. non-finite, perfective:
At least T under- to have been coming  to bave been
stand him . . . to have
o

<. non-finite, imperfective: ‘
1 think he rather having been coming  having been
regrets . . . having

Lexical ellipsis is ellipsis “from the right’: it always involves omissien of
the last word, which is the lexical verh, and may extend ‘lefiward’, to
leave only the first word intact. So for has been coming we may find has
been or simply khas. With a very long verbal group there would be more
possibilities: could have been going to be consulred mighe be reduced, by
lexical cllipsis, to could have becn going 1o be, conld have beea going to, conld
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have been, could have or simply rould. Usually the ‘outer” forms are pre-
ferred: that which is minimally elliptical with oNLY the lexical verb omir-
ted, or that with everything omitted that can be presupposed from the
context. So following wasn's John going to be consulted? we wounld most
probably find either e could have been going to be or he could have beens, But
intermediate forms also oecur. Notc that the extent of the presupposition
is not affected by these variations. Thus in {4:62] the elliptical forms pre-
suppose all the tense selections as well as the lexical verb: the form has, in
{2a}, stands for has been coming and not has come. In general, any selections
that are not explicitly repudiated are automatically presupposed.

A very clear example of lexical ellipsis is provided by question tags. All
question tags have maximum lexical ellipsis and presuppose all the features
of the relevant verbal group; so

[4:63] a. John couldn’t have been going to be consulted, could he 2
b. Mary didn’t know, did she?
c. They'll have been working on it all night, won't they ?

The presapposition of particular systemic featares is discussed in more de-
tail in 4.3.4.1—4 below,

4.3.3 Operator eilipsis
There 5 ancther type of verbal ellipsis, which is ellipsis ‘from the left’.

We shall refer to this as "OPERATOR ELLiests’, since it involves only the
omission of operators: the lexical verb always remains intact. Example
[4:54] showed the difference between the two: [4: 54a] is lexical ellipsis,
[4:54b] is operator eilipsis. In operator ellipsis the Subject also is abways
omitted from the clause; it must therefore be presnpposed.

One type of opexator ellipsis, which is very frequent, will not concern:
us here, since it does not contribute to cohesion: chis is operator ellipsis
within the sentence, in the context of coordination. In this type it is pos-
sible to introduce a new Subject, as in [4:64¢c]. So for example in

[4:64] 2. They must have been both watching and being watched.
b. After we've brought them out se far and made them trot so
quick.
¢. Some were laughing and others ceying.
the verbal forms mmust have been (both wotching and being watched), have

{brought . . .owt . .. and made ...} and were (laughing and . . . crying] are
‘branched’: the operators arc structurally related to both halves of the
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coordination, as indicated by the bracketing. Note that this also happens
in lexical ellipsis, with one kexical verb being related to rwo or more co-
ordinate operators; the most usual form of this is the conrdination of
positive and negative opetator with or, asin

{4:65] They might or might not have objected,

Verbal coordination of this type, however, accounts for a relatively small
proportion of the roral incidence of lexical ellipsis, which is more often
BETWEEN sentences (and therefore cohesive in our sense}.

Operator ellipsis, when it occurs across sentences, s found maimnly in
very closely bonded sequences such as question and answer, in which the
lexical verb cither supplies the answer to ‘do what?’, as in [4:54b], or
T tates the verb in the question, as in

[4:66] Has she been crying ? — No, laughing.

In most instances of operator ellipsis, everything is presupposed but the
lexical verb — that is, the entire selecdon within the systems of tense, voice,
polarity and so on; and all words except the last are omitted. Occasionally
it is the voice, the choice of active or passive, that is being repudiated, in
which case if the elliptical group is passive the be immediately preceding
the lexical verb must alse be present, since it is part of the realization of the
sefection of passive; for example

[4:67] What have you been doing ? — Being chased by 2 bull,

Operator ellipsis is fairly easy to recognize, with the provisos made in
4.3.1 above, since there is nio finite element in the elliptical group. There
are two sources of uncertainty, and these have to be resolved by reference
to the surrounding text. One is that in most verbs the past tense and the
past or passive participle have the same form, so that an itern like made in
[4:64 b} taken on its own could be a simple past tense instead of being
elliptical for have made. The other preblem is that a FvaTs verbal group
wiTe operator ellipsis is identical with a Non-ANTTE verbal group that is
wot elliptical, eg: being watched, made, singing, being chased, so that one has to
ask whether the context demands a verbal group that is non-finite or one
that is finite. But this is not usually much of a problem, and it is further
siniplified by the fact that the pecfective form of the non-finite verbal
group nearly always has to at the beginning. The only point to note is that
2 non-finite verbal group may itself have operator ellipsis, either by simple
omission of fe or, if it is marked for tense, by omission of the tense opera-
tor {or operators), &g
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[4:68] {1) non-clliptical: {z) clliptical:
a. Whatdo youwanttodo?—To  Go out to the pictures.
go out to the pictures,
b. Why was he so angry when the
game was stopped ? Because of
having been losing ? —
No; having been winning ! No; winning !

As a final example, in
£:69] What must I do next 7 — Play your highest card.
¥y

it is not very clear whether play is an elliptical indicative, for you must play,
or a non-clliptical imperative; nor does it seem to matter very much. It is
probably the former: the tag would be shouldn’t you ?, and we would prob-
ably find the same form following he, where it could not be imperative:
What must he do next? — Play his highest card. But the difference in meaning
is so slight that it is difficult to sense the ambiguity between the two.

4.3.4 Presupposition of verbal group systems

We will consider in turn the various systems of the verbal group, asking
whether, and under what circumstances, they are liable to presupposition
in cases of elfipsis: whether, that is, the meaning is carried over when no
selection from the system s expressed in the structure, We shall refer to
polarity, finiteness, modality, voice, and tense; with a very brief mention
of the system of contrastiveness that is found only in the spoken language.

4.3-4-1 POLARITY
Polarity is normally expressed at the beginning of the verbal group. A
negative verbal group, if itis finite, has #'¢ or nof attached to the first word,
eg: didn't know, did not know. If it is non-finite, it has not, usually as the first
word, eg: not having known, not to have known, although the nor may some-
times follow the first verbal operator, eg: having not knouwn, fo have not
knows, Other negative adverbs such as never, Aardly, hardly ever, may cccur
in place of not. The category of negative is not very sharply defined, but it
ts revealed by the choice of tag. There is 2 semantic parallel between he's
hese, isn’t he? and he isn't here, is ke ?; and the fact that the corresponding
form with hardly ever is he's hardly ever here, is he 7, with positve tag, shows
that hardly ever is really a negative form.

In lexical cBipsis, whatever clse is omitted the first operator is always
oresent. This means that the polarity will always in fact be expressed, and
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the guestion of what happens if it is omitted does not arise. This 1s a result
of the structure, although it is not simply a grammatical accident. The
characreristic function of ellipsis is that of cohesion by presupposition, and
there is a large class of cohesive sequences in which the one thing that can-
not be presupposed is polarity: namely those where the response {(eg: to 2
vesino question) serves precisely to suppLY the polarity, all else being
taken for granted. For example

[4:70} a. Were you faaghing ? -
No, I wasn't.
b. Cats like cheese. — They don't, do they ? -
Yes, they do. — Well, some do and some dor't.

This makes it easy to understand the general principle wheeeby, what-
ever else may be presupposed in verbal (lexical) cllipsis, the polarity has to
be made expliait. The principle applies to both finite and non-finite verbal
groups; and in the non~finite {perfective} there is a special elliptical form
of the negative, namely not fo, as in I'd hate not to, not to would be silly,
which expresses simply the non-finiteness and the polarity, and nothing
else. Theze ts an equivalent positive form fo which is, however, much more
restricted : we say I'd love to bur we do not say 2o wosld be silly {¢f 3.3.2,
[1:70c, d and e]].

We should distinguish here the special type of negation in which the
negative is attzched specifically to some other element in the verbal group
a5 In

{4:71] a. Pve kept on telephoning, but they've simply been not

answering,
b. He says he’s been not being informed about these develop-

ments.

Here the verbal group itself is positive, and certain items or features in it
are explicitly negated: the lexical verb answer in {a), the lexical verb inform
and the passive voice selection in {b). In such instances there is uncertainty
about whether the polaricy i presupposed with lexical ellipsis. Con-
cetvably the response He has to [4:71b] might be used to express agree-
ment, je ‘he has been not being informed’. But there is a strong tendency
in English for the polanity of the verbal group itself — that is, as expressed
in first position — to determine the polarity of the whole, so that even here
the negative is unlikely to be presupposed : one would expect rather {Quite
right) He hasn’t in the sense of ‘I agree’ and (Oh yes.) He has, with con-

trastive intonation, in the sense of “T disagree’.
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Tuming now to operator ellipsis, we might expect that here, where
among the items omitted is always the one which carries polarity, the
polarity would naturally be presupposed by the elliptical verbal group. In
facy as a rule it is not, although the reasons are different. As we have seen,
operator ellipsis is characteristic of responses which are closely tied o 2
preceding question or statement, and which have the specific function of
supplying, confirming or repudiating a lexical verb. The following is 3
typical sequence, illusteating how the polarity is restated each time:

f4:72] A1 What arc you doing? {positive)

8: Thinking. {positive; ‘Fm...”}
&: Not day dreaming ? {negative; ‘aren’t you.. .?"}
B: No, thinking. {posidve; Tm...7

If there is 2 change in polarity, this may go in either direction, from posi-
tive to negative or from negative to positive; note that the final occurrence
of thinking in [4:72] does not take over the selection of negative from the
presupposed group.

One typical context for a verbal group with operator ellipsis is as a
tesponse o 2 WH-qguestion with the interrogative on the verb, such as
What are you doing? This is 2 demand for a lexical verb, and the normal
response is simply to supply the verb, everything else being omitted. Here
it might be said that the polarity is presuppased. But there is really no way
of testing this statement, since the verbal group in the question is bound
to be positive; one does not ask What aren’s you doing? {except in the
special instance of an echo question, where the polarity cleady s
presupposed in the response, as in Smith ionr't coopermting. — What isw't he
doing? — Cooperating}. The other most usual context is that of a yes/no
question, and this is preciscly a2 demand for the polarity to be supplied;
the polarity cannot therefore be presupposed. The words yes and #o are
puely indicators of polarity, and they are regularly elliptical for the
whole of the presupposed clause {sec below, 4.4.3}. But the spezker may
repeat the lexical verb, in order to deny it or explicidy to affirm it; m this
case the polarity is always restated and, interestingly, operator ellipsis is
possible only if the polarity is explicitly expressed - that is, if the answer 1s
negative (since the negative requires to be stated by nof, with or without a
preceding mo} or, if it is positive, provided it is introduced by pes:

{4:73] {1} Weren't you complaining ? — {No,} Not complaining.
{2} Were you compilaining ? - Yes, complaining,

In {2} the answer could not be simply Complaining. If however the answer
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is a contradiction, involving a change of polarity, the elliptical form is much

less likely: (b} would be preferred to (a) in both {4:73 {3) and (4)]:

f4:731 (3} Weren't you com- a. Yes, complaining.
plaining ¢ — b. {Yes,} I was complaining.
(4} Were you com- a. {Neo,} Not complaining.
plaining 7 — b. {No,} I wasn’t complaining.

Occasionally a ves/mo gquestion may be answered {or, more accurately,
responded to; such a response is not an answer} with a different lexical
verb, and here, predictably, no ellipsis is possible:

i4:74] & Were you thinking ?
8: Iwasn’t daydreaming, if that's what you mean,

EB's response could not take the form Not daydrearing,

Hence in verbal ellipsis of any kind the elliptical verbal group makes a
new selection in the system of polarity : polarity is not included in what is
presupposed. In lexical ellipsis, this is because the one clement that must be
present, whatever else is omitted, is the mnitial element, and this is the one
that carries the expression of polarity. In the case of operator ellipsis, the
reason is semantic rather than grammatical; the expression of polarity is
not required by the structure, but operator ellipsis is largely restricted to
responses in which either the polanity can only be positive {and the gues-
tion of presupposition does not arise} or else it s precisely the information
“yes or no?’ that is being asked for, in which case it cannot poessibly be
presupposed in the answer.,

A consideration of marked polarity (¢f 4.3.3 above} would take us into
too much detail, but it needs a brief mention to conclude this section.
What is meant by MARKED POrARITY is the assignment of special pro-
minence to the selection of positive or negative in order to draw attention
to it. In the fintte verbal group this is realized by the use of non-reduced
forms of the finite operator or {where relevant) the negative: is, had, was,
can, shali, should, etc instead of the reduced forms s, ’d, *H, [woz] for was,
1£d] for sheuld (not distinct in writing), ete, nof instead of #'¢, and also dees
see, did see instead of sees, saw. {Note that the non-reduced forms are NOT
necessarily ToNic ( primary stress’}, though they must be sariENT
{‘secondary stress’}).) In a verbal group with operator cllipsis, therefore, it
is impossible to express marked polarity; even if the presupposed item has
it, as in {4:75], where doing is tonic and #s is salient, it tends merely to
express the questioner’s attitude, fmpaticnce or something of the sort:
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[4:75] What is he poiNe all this time ? — Reading, probably. {1 what /
is he / pome / all this f time [}

—in any case it cannot be carried over. A verbal group with lexical ellipsis,
on the other hand, must have the polatity marked; so the finite operator

cannot be reduced:

[4:76] a. Who'll put down five poumds? — 1 will. (ot I'll}
b, John's arrived, has he ? - Not yet; but Mary has. {(nor Mary's)

This applies to all pesitive forms. The negative may or may not be re-
duced; we could have T won'tin [4:76a], and Mary hase't in [4:76b] — this
is no doubt because the negative is itself a kind of marked polarity. The
preference for marked forms of polarity in this type of verbal ellipsis iz
probably to be explained by the fact that so often in sequences of this kind
it is the expression of polarity that is the whole point of the response.

4-3.4-2 FINTTENESS AND MODALITY

The systems of FINITENESS and MODALITY are also closely associated
with first position in the verbal group, and this largely determines the
possitilities of their presupposition by means of ellipsis.

A verbal group which is finite always expresses its finiteness in the first
word. Either the gronp consists just of a finite form of the lexical verbh,
present or past {walk, watks; walked), or it begins with a finite verbal
opetator ; the latter is either a tense operator:

{(x} am, is, are; was, were {iz finite forms of bej
{2) have, has; had {ie finite forms of kave]

(3} do, does; did

(4) shall, will

(5} used {to)

or 2 modal operator:

{6) shall, will, should, would, can, conld, may, might, must, ought {to)
{7) am to, is to, are to; was to, were to [ie finite forms of be, plus o}
{8) need, dare (in one use)

Any verbal group which does not have a finite form as its first word 5
automatically non-finite. A verbal group consisting just of the base form
of the verb, eg: walk, is therefore ambignous: it may be finite {present
tense, ¢g: I walk), or non-finite {perfective, eg: made me walk}. But the dis-
tinction is always clear in the context; moreover the non-finitc perfective
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neatly always has fo before it {eg: wonted me to walk). The imperative form
swalk has sornething of the finite and something of the non-finite abour it,
but is best treated as a finite verbal form,

Verbal groups with operators are never ambiguous as to fimiteness. It is
true that bave and do are ambiguous by themselves; but do occurs as opera-
tor ONLY In finite verbal groups, while Agve in 3 non-finite group is
ALWAYS preceded by fo.

In lexical ellipsis, as we have seen, the ellipsis is *from the right’ and the
ane element that is never omitted is the finite operatos. So, as with polarity,
there is no guestion of what happens if the finiteness is not expressed; it
always is. A verbal group that is lexically elliptical is always explicitly
either finite or non-finite. It canmot simply take over the selection made by
the verbal group which it presupposes.

There is na restriction of the presupposition of a finite verbal group by a
non-finite or vice versa. We may have ail possible sequences:

[4:77] a. {fnite presupposed by finite]

The picture wasn’t fmished. If it had been, I would have
brought it,

b. jfnite presupposed by non-finite]
He's always being teased about it. [ don’t think he likes being.

c. {non-finite presupposed by finite]
What was the point of having invited all those people? —
dida’t; they just came,

d. Inon-finite followed by non-finite]
It was hard work parcelling all those books. — I'm sure it was;
and I'd much prefer you not to have.

With operator ellipsis, the situation is exactly reversed; here the first
word musT be omitted, whatever else is or is not present, and so the cliip-
tical verbal group cannot express the cheice between finite and non-finite.
As is to be expected, therefore, it takes over the selection from the pre-

supposed group:
f4:78] a. Hmite: “they are finishing’}
Wit are they doing now ? — Finishing their essays.
b. [non-finite: "to be finishing ']
What would you like them to be doing while you're away ? —
Finishing their essays.

All that has been said with regard to fmiteness applies equally to mo-
dality. Modality (ie the choice between modal and non-modal, and, if
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modal, among the various modal categories) is a subcategory of “finite’,
and is expressed by the presence or absence of a modal operator. In a ver-
bal group with lexical ellipsis, therefore, the modality is always explicit,
and there is o restriction on what may be presupposed by what:

[4:79] a. [modal presupposed by non-modal}

I could help them. — Why don't you?

b. [ron-modal presupposed by modal]
Are you going to telt her 7 — [ ought to.

&. {modal presupposed by same madal]
Be must have destroyed them. — Someone must have, cer-
tainky,

d. [mogai presupposed by different modal]
He must have destroyed them. — He may have, [ suppose.

In a verbal group with operator eltipsis, the modality is never explicit and,
like the fmiteness, is always carried over from the presupposed group:

[4:80] a. [non-modal: [4:784] ‘they are finishing '}
Whiat are they doing now ? — Finishing their essays.
b, fmodal: ‘they wil! be finishing’]
What will they be doing now, do you think ? — Finishing their
essays, probably.

4.3.4.3 VOICR
When we come to the system of voice {the choice between active and
passive} the position is samewhat different. Voice is expressed towards the
end of the verbal group, by the presence (passive) or absence (active} of
some form of ke or get just before a lexical verb, with the lexical verbin the
passive participle form. Any verbal group displaying both these features is
passive, ¢g: was stolen, kas been robbed, being taken, get arrested; all others are
active, Therefore it does not follow automatically that an elliptical verbal
group sither will or will not contain an overt expression of voice.
Nevertheless in lexical ellipsis the rule is quite clear; the voice selection
is always presupposed. So although the examples in [4:81] make perfectly
good sense, they are impossible, because the elliptical form here repudiates
the voice of the presupposed verbal group.

{4:81] a. [active followed by passive: 'if it had been finished’]
They haven't finished the pictare. If it had been. I would have
brought it.
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b. [passive followed by active: *if she does beat him’]
Johnny hates being beaten at any game by his sister. If she does,
he sulks.

c. factive followed by passive: “she has never been loved’]
Mary could love very deeply. Unfortunately she never has
been.

d. [passive followed by active: ‘she has forgiven them’}
She is forgiven, apparently. But I don’t think she has them.

No doubt the reason these are unacceptable is that the second sentence in
each case involves a change in the alignment of structural functions,
Either the Subject changes, the Actor/Goal zelationship remaining the
same, as in {a} and (b); or the Actor{Goal relationship changes, the Subject
remaining the same, as in {c} and (d) In either instance, and even if one
element is an unexpressed “someone’ as in (¢}, we feel the proposition
should be restated in full. The voice selection, in other words, cannot be
repudiated by an elliptical strueture; and the mere fact that the lexical
verb needing to be supplied is already in the right form, zs in (a) finished
and {d} forgives, is not enough o override the rule that voice must be
carried over. Presumably we feel little in commeon between has forgiven
and és forgivea, even though the participle is formalily the same.

In operator cllipsis, as we saw earlier, the Subject is always omitted; it
must therefore be carried over by presupposition. This means that we
cannot have a change of Subject for the elliptical groep; so in an example
such as

{4:82] Were Australia !ea.dmg England at the time, then ? — No, Eng-

land were winning.

we cannot replace the second sentence by the elliptical form No, England
winning. In other words, here, 2s in lexical clhps:s, the voice selection must
be presupposed if the presupposing group is cli:?tzcai it cannot be repu-~
é‘latﬁ& Bur :bﬂfﬂ 15 ohe ﬁ(}nd-ltl{}l} under Whidl Z]}C voice can b& udlakcd
in operator ellipsis: namely if the Actor/Goal relationship changes leaving
the Subiject unaltered. One example of this was given in [3:67] above;
others would be

{4:83] a. Will you be interviewing today ? — No; being interviewed.
b. John has loved Mary for a long time. — Or at least been loved
by her.
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IENSE Non-finite, and  Finite non—
finite modal, madal tenses
tenses (13): {36}: read as
read as faras 8 farase

¥ B «
past
{none) I present
future
Ppast
past 1 in{ present
future
past
present J#1 in{ present
| future
PPast
future IV  in{present
 future
Pm
past infomre V in{ present
future
ﬁpast
present in past VI  in¢present
future
F'Past
present in future VI  n{present
 future
past
future in past VHI in present
future

b W

O e

o )

I9
I
Ia

3
14
15

14

17
I8

Ig

21

23



Finite non-modal tense

2 take{s} / dofes) tzke

r took / did take
3 will take

4 has taken

4 had taken
6 will have taken

8 is waking

7 was taking
g will be taking

10 was going to take

II is going to take

x2 will be going to take }

13 was going to have taken

¥4 is going to have taken

15 will be going to have
en

16 had been taking

17 has been taking }

18 will have been taking

IG was going to be taking

20 is going to be taking

21 will be going to be
taking

22 had been going to take

23 has been going to take

24 will have been going
to take

i

Vil
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Non-finite, and finite modal tenses:
(perfective, imperfective; modal)

to take, taking; can take

to have, having; can have 4 taken

to be, being; can be4-taking

to be, being; can be+ going/about

to take

to be, being; can be+ going to bave
taken

to have, having; can have+been
taking

ta be, bcing; can be-;—going to be
taking

to have, having; can havetbeen
going to take
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past 2§
past in: furure in past X indPTEETE 26
future 27
'Past 28
present  in past in hirure X ind PrESent 29
futare 30
‘past 3I
present  in future in past XI  pdPTOCOt 32
futime 13

h
(past 34
present  inpast in future in past XN i EFCRE 35
hinre 36

4.3.4-4 TENSE

The English tense system is compiex, theugh its complexity is more ap-
parent than real. It is based on two very simple principles: {1} that there isa
choice of past, present and future, and {2) that this choice may be made
repeatedly (within limits), each new choice taking the previous one as its
point of departare. Both these principles apply whenever a verb is used,
umnless that verb is in the impcerative, which has ne choice of tonsc,

So, for example, I may choose a future tense: I will play, But having
thus shifted my standpoint into the future I may then take this as 2 base for
a further point, say past; I then get the tense ‘past in farure’, which is T
wil have played. Supposing once agam I take this as a base line and select,
say, present: the tense is then *present in past in furare’, T will have been
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*

23 had been going to

have taken
26 has been going to b IX  to have, having; can have+been
have taken going to have tzken

27 will have been going
toe have taken

.

28 was gomg to have been 7

taking

29 is going to have been X  to be, being; can be+going to
taking q have been taking

30 will be going to have
been taking ;

31 had been going to be
taking

32 has been gomng to be XI to have, having; can have-been
taking } going to be taking

33 will have been going 1o
be taking ]

34 bhad been going to have )
been taking

35 has been going to have XH to have, having; can have+been
been taking { going to have been taking

36 will have been going to
have been tzking

/

playing. This can happen up to five times, subject 1o increasing restrictions
which end up by precluding a sixth choice altogether, The most complex
tense form in English is one like had been going to have been pleying, which
is ‘present in past in future in past in past’. It may be helpful here to list the
full set of finite and corresponding non-finite tenses of the English verb.
The column headed « is the PRIMARY TENSE (FIRST ORDER TENSE); it
is always expressed by 2 finite form, and a verbal group with primary tense
is always finite. The other columns represent the SECONDARY TENSES
{SECOND ORDER, THIRD ORDER and so on); the LAST ORDER TENSE
is always the one that appears earliest in the NamE of the tense. Thus “pre-
sent in past in future’ has primary {first order) tense future, and secondary
tenses past and present, of which the last order tense is present.



I88 BELLIPSIS

It will be scen: that the non-finite forms, which are also those of the fnite
verbal group if it is modalized, are equal to the finite {non-modal} forms
minus the ‘alpha~’ or primaty tense choice. So, for example, non-finite
having taken cotresponds to all three of the finite tenses took, has taken and
had taken.

A tensc form embodying orly one choice is a2 SIMPLE tense; henee
(simple) past” I took, ‘{simple) present’ I take, *(simple) future’ T will take.
All other tenses are comMpPOUND.

Like the tense system itself, the principles of the presupposition of tense
selections in verbal ellipsis lock rather complex ar first sight; but actually
they are fairly simple.

Let us consider the following instances of lexdical ellipsis:

[4:84] a. I protest. - Do yen?

He usually talks all the time. He didn’t, yesterday.

It doesn’t torn. — It will if you press it m first.

She won't agree. — She did last time.

Is he arguing ? - Yes, he always does.

Was he going to apologize ? He won't now.

Has she heard about it yet 2 — No, but she scon will.

You have been forgetting every morming. Today you did
again.

prue Mg G 6o

The choice of tenses in these examples is as follows:

Presupposed group Eltiptical group

(a} present present

(b} present past

{c} present tuture

(d) future past

{e) present in present present

(f] future in past future

(g} past in present fucnre

(h) present in past in present past

In each case the elliptical verbal group makes a simple tense choice, which
is fully explicit in the operator [did, does, will}; hence the only presup-
position is of the lexical verb, which is to be supplied in its base form. No
tense selection is carried over from the presupposed group.

Now consider the case where the second verbal group, the one that is
elliptical, is making a compound tense selection. Here are some acceptable
EKSIEP}CS:
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[4:85] 2. At least Stan has tried. I don't think Bob has.
b. I'm going home this weekend. I shall be every weekend now.
¢. Atre you dicting ¥ — I have been for some time.
d. He was going to build it himself. He isn’t any longes.
e. She really has been working hard. —~ And she’s going to be
again before long.

Presupposed group Elliprical group
(2} pastin present past in present
{b} present in present present in future
{¢} presentin present present in past in present
(d} future in past future in present
{¢} present in past in present present in future in present

The following however are much less acceptable:
[4:86] 2. Have you discussed it yee ? — No, we are now.
b. You've been forgetting every moming. Today von have
again.
€. He was going to tell us. Bat be still hadn’t, vesterday.

Presupposed group Elliptical group
(2} pastin present present in present
(b} present in past in present past in preseat
(c) future in past past in past

For these to become acceptable, the second verbal group would have to be
filled out by the lexical verb or verbal substitute:

(a} discussing it/doing (b) forgottenidone {<) told usidone

The principle seems clear. In compound tenses, the tense selection is not
made clear by the finite verbal operator alone; other elements are needed,
and the form of the lexical verb itself may change. If the tense in the ellip-
tical verbal group is a compound one, then it must be such that the lexical
verb can be carried over i THE sAME FORM. So in [4:85] the elliptical verbal
group could in fact be filled out by the lexical verb with its form un-
changed: (3} tried, (b} going, (¢} dieting, {d}{going to) build, (e} working. This
means that the last-order tense, the one that is Exeresssn last in the verbal
group {though it appears first in the NAME of the tense), is carried over
from the presupposed group. If this changes, then the form of the lexical
verb changes, and the lexical verb muse be repeated {or substituted), as in

{4: 86]
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To suramarize: a verbal group with lexical ellipsis must have either a
tense that is fully explicit even in the elliptical form, or one in which the
lexical verb can be carried over unchanged from the presupposed group.
In other words, either it has simple past, present or futere; or, if the tense
is compound, it has the same last-order tense as the presupposed group.
So, for examiple, if the presupposed group has *future in present’, ke was
going fo leave, there can be lexical ellipsis in a following verbal group pro-
vided that that verbal group has any simple tense, eg past bur he didn’e (f
[4:84f], or a compound tense which is also “future in . ., ¢ futuze in
present bur he isn't now {¢f [4:85d]}. It is not that all other instances are
totally unacceptable; we might accept but ke hasn't in this instance, and the
following also:

[4:87] a. I'm staying at home this weekend. { havern’t for some time.
b. It was going to snow, they said. Why isn't it?

where (a} has past in present presupposing present in present, and {b) has
present in present presupposing future in past. But these are all a little awk-
ward, and a more natural form is that with substituse do: ¥ kaven't done for
some time, why isw't it doing?

We have illustrated tense in verbal ellipsis by reference to finite verbal
groups; but the same principles apply to those which are non-finite,
including instances where, of the two verbal groups involved in the pre-
supposition, one is finite and the other non-Bnite. Here are some varied
examples:

[:88] a. Heshows nosign of having been studying. — He hadn’tfhasn't/

wasn't.
b. She intends to come. — She won’t.
c. Will he give in to them ? - He doesn’t seem to be going to.
4. We seem tc be being followed. — I remember having been

when we were here before.
Presupposed group Efliptical group
. i finite: present in past in past
(3) Zmﬂ'ﬁmtc ﬁﬁsta? tﬁf; 3 finite: present in past in present
I 5 ) finite: present in past
(b} non-finite: tenseless finite: future
(¢} Anite: future non-finize: future

{(d} non-finite (perfective): present non-finite (imperfective) : past

Verb forms which include the selection of “future” at any point will
normally be longer, in terms of words, than the corresponding forms
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with present or past; in the simple tense, past and present consist of one
word only {fook. tekes}, future of two [will teke). The ‘marked positive’
forms {see 4.3.4 above) of past and present are did take, does take; and the
paradigm of simple tenses in spoken English is actually quite symmetrical:

positive negative

wnmarked marked unmarked marked

past he tock he did take | he didn’t take  he did not take
pressnt | herakes  he does take | he doesn’t take  he does not take
future he' take  he will take | he won't take ke will not t2ke

Henice a5 we have already seen the elliptical forms of the simple tenses are
all forms consisting of one word: he did, ke does, he will. But the non-finite
form of the future is be goinig fo or be about to; this is the form in which it
occurs anywhere other than as primary tense. This does not affect the
principles stated above, but it makes it simpler o state them by reference
€0 the tense SYSTEMS; that is, in terms of the selecrion of tenses in the verbal
group, rather than in terms of the words that are used to express the tense
selections,

With opcrator dlipsis, which as we saw earlier 1s characteristicaily
associated with guestion—answer sequences where the question centres
around the lexical verb, the elliptical group normally takes over the total
tense selection of the group which is presupposed. So:

{4:8¢} a. What is he poing to do with all thar paraphernalia ? — Catch
fish. [=He's going to catch fish]
b. Have you been digging ? — No, weeding. [=I've been weed-
ing]
c. What should she have dome ? - Told the police. [=She should
have told the pohee}

This type of eliipsis is very frequent, and the result looks like an ordinary
non-finite verbal group. i the question is a simple present or past tense,
there is no possibility of verbal ellipsis in the response, as the verbal group
consists of anly one word.

It is possible for a verbal group in such contexts to repudiate some or all
of the tense selection of the presupposed group, but this has to be done
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cxplicitly — anything that is omitted through cllipsis will be carried over.
S0 we understand the response in {4:90]

f4:90} He must bave mended it. — Or been going to mend it, rather.

as he msust have been going to mend it. It is possible to construct ambiguous
cxamples if one tries hard enough, e¢ [4:01]

f4:01] He could have been going to mend it — or be mending it.

where the response might be cither ke could have heen going to be mending it
(at some particular time later, eg just when you arrived), or he couid be
mending it (now). But the general principle is the usual one that whatever
is not specifically repudiated is presupposed by the elliptical form.

4.3.5 Summary of verbal ellipsis

We can now give a brief summary of lexical and operator ellipsis in the
verbal group. Lexical ellipsis, it will be remembered, is ellipsis ‘from the
right”: the final element in the verbal group, the lexical verb, is omitted,
and preceding elements may be omitted, all except the initial operator.
Operator ellipsis is ellipsis ‘from the left”: the initial element in the verbal
group (finite verbal operater, if finite; otherwise first non-finite operator}
is omitted, and following clements may be omitted, all except the lexical
verb.

An elhiptical verbal group carries over certam systemic selections from
the group that it presupposes. The general principles regarding this pre-

supposition are as follows:

Lexical ellipsis Opcrator ellipsis

Polarity inapplicable (always not presupposed

exp

Finiteness and inappticable {always presupposed

modality expressed)

Voice presupposed presupposed {can be
repudiated under cer-
tzin conditions)

Tense not presapposed {except  presupposed unless

Iast order selection in repudiated
compound tense}
Lexical verb presupposed inapplicable {always
expressed
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This pattezn is relatable to the different contexts of the two types of
ellipsis. Operator ellipsis involves omission of the MODAL BLOCK — the
Subject and finite verbal operator {see 4.3.6 and 4.4.1 below} — in the
clause; this is the element that expresses mood. Operator ellipsis is there-
fore characteristic of those contexts in which the mood is taken over from
the previcus clause. Typically this happens within the sentence, hut we
are not considering presupposition relations within the sentence becawuse
they do not form part of the total picture of cohesion, which is an inter-
sentence relation. Between sentences, the typical context in which there is
presupposition of mood is that of question and response; hence, as we
have seen, we find operator ellipsis in answers to questions, particalarly
those where what is asked for is the identiry or confitmation of the lexical
verh, eg: what are you doing?, are you thinking {or .. .}? So in operator
ellipsis the Hiniteness is always presupposed, whereas the polarity never is.
Tense and voice may or may not be; that is, they are presupposed unless
repudiated.

Lexical cllipsis, on the other hand, leaves out nothing of the modal
block, so that the mood of the dause is fully explicit: in a verbal group
with lexical ellipsis the finiteness is always expressed, so the question of its
presupposition from an earlier verbal group does not arise. Lexical ellipsis
occurs in those contexts where the lexical verb is not in question; the lexi-
cal verb itself is therefore always presupposed, and sc is the voice, since
the lexical verb carries with it the implications of its transitivity — if the
love from John loves Mary is taken over by presupposition into the next
clause, then naturally this presupposition extends also to the fact that it was
loves and not is loved by. If we want to override this and talk about Mary
loving John, we must restate it as a new propesition, in full.

Polarity however is not presupposed. In fact it is impossible not to
restate the polarity, because it is tied structurally 1o the initial operator,
which is always present In lexical ellipsis. But behind this is 2 more im-
portant reason, namely that the polarity may be precisely the question at
issue, as in sequences like Did Johncome? — No, hedidu’t. — Didn’t he?; asalso
in question tags, which are not treated in detail here because they are with-
in the sentence and therefore not cohesive. Similarly, tense is not carried
over; the primary tense choice has to be restated, being embodied in the
initial operator, and tense also may be up for consideration, as in Jehn
came, didn't he ? — No, but he will.

Thus the pattern of presupposition reflects the different functions of the
two types of verbal ellipsis in bringing about cohesion within a text. We
have illustrated mainly with question—answer sequences, because these
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allow us to display the cohesive relations more clearly in a shott space.
But verbal ellipsis #s charactedstic of all texts, spoken and written, and
provides an extremcly subtle and flexible means of creating varied and
intricate discourse.

4.3.6 Verbal ellipsis and the clause

This final subsection is designed to provide a link berween the present
section and the next. We have seen that verbal ellipsis often entails the
omission of other elements in the clause besides verbal ones. Spedifically,
operator ellipsis involves ellipsis of the whole MODAL element in the
clause, and lexical ellipsis invalves ellipsis of the whole of ¢he residue, the
PROPOSITIONAL clement in the clause. So, for example, the clause the cat
swom't calch mice in winter has as its structure {on the interpersonal dimen-

sion of meaning}:

the cat won't  <atch mice in winter
Modal Propositional

Subject Freéieato: Complement Adjunct

rominal verbal nominal prepositional

group group group group

If this is followed by Or chase birds, with operator ellipsis, then the Subject
the cot 1s omitted as well as the verbal operator wor's. If it is followed by
wort't it?, with lexical ellipsis, then the remainder of the propositional ele-
ment, consisting of the Complement mice and the Adjunct in winter, is
omirted along with the lexical verb catch.

Verbal eilipsis is always accompanied by the omission of the related
clause elements, those that are in the same part of the clapse as the relevant
pordon of the verbal group. So in operator ellipsis, where there is omis-
sion of the funite part of the verbal group, the Subject 1s also omitted; in
fexical ellipsis, where there is omission of the non-finitc part of the verbal
group, all Complements ard Adjuncts are also omitted. These elements
are omitted, that is to say, unless they are explicitly repadiated. It is im-
portant to note that they can be repudiated; we might have. with lexical
ellipsis.
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[¢:92] The cat won’t cacch mice in winter.
a. joperator ellipsts; Subject repudiated: ‘nor will the dog chase
rabbits in winter ']
- Nor the dog chase rabbits.
b. {lexical ellipsis; Complement repudiated: ‘it will catch birds
in winter '}
~ It will birds.
c. [lexical ellipsis; Adjunct repudiated: ‘it will catch mice in
summer’ |
— It wAll in sumumer.
But if there is verbal ellipsis, then any structurally-related element in the
clause that is not contrastive with that in the presupposed clause muost be
omitted also. You cannot say, following [4:92] above:

d. — Nor the cat chase birds (repeating the cat}
e. — It will birds in winter (repeating irr winter)
f. — It will mice in summer {repeating miec}

nor is it possible to use a reference item in this context, eg {d) Nor it chase
birds. Such clements can be repeated or referred to only provided there is
no verbal ellipsis: nor will the catjit chase birds, it will chase birds in winter|
then, it will chase niicefthem in sumrmer. Hence in an example such as

[4:93] Have you checked this page ? — 1 have {done} TaIs page.

the answer is possible only with #hfs in 2 contrastive scnse, meaning either
a different page, or this page in contrast to others.

The principle here is thac which is common to sll forms of ellipsis:
namely, that although the structural elements themselves are not present
in the elliptical itcin, the features that are realized by these elements arg
present. So a clause in which there is operator ellipsis of the verbal group
has no Subject; but if the clause presupposed by it is indicative {indicative
being the feature realized by the presence of a Subject), then it also is indi-
cative even though it has no Subject. Similarly a clause in which there is
lexical ellipsis of the verbal group has no Complement or Adjunct, but ir
takes over any of the features realized by these elements (type of transitivity;
time, place, manner, etc) that are present in the presupposed clause. There~
fore if the elliptical clause is making 2 DreERENT selection within these
features — referring to a different time, a different goal, different location,
etc — this MUST be expressed overtly, in order to repudiate the previow
selection; and on the other hand if it is making the same selection — ie i
chere is no contrast between the two clauses with respect 10 2 given selec-
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tion: — this CANNOT be expressed overtly. Anything else would conflict
with the basic function of ellipsis, which is to create cohesion by leaving
out, under definite rules, what can be taken over from the preceding dis-
course, making explicit only what contrasts with it.

Fimally, we should mention the limits of cohesion through werbal
ellipsis, in terms of the function of the clause in question. An elliptical
verbal group cannot in general presuppose a verbal group in an embedded
chwse {one that is embedded in the narrower sense of the word, iz RANE-
SHIFTED,; if 3.4.2 above). Consider for example:

[4 94] a. The policeman paid no attention to the girl who was driving
the car. — Was she ?
b. The policeman paid ne attention to Mrs Jones, who was driv-

ing the car.
— Was she?

{4:94a] is impossible; here who was driving the car is genuinely embedded
{rankshifted}, so that it becomes part of the nominal group the girf who was
driving the car. In [4:04b], however, where who was driving the car 1s not
rankshified, but is related 1o the other clause by hypotaxis, the response is
quite acceptable. A clause which is rankshifted loses its functional identity
as a clause; it does not operate as an element of the sentence. But a hypo-
tactic clause does not lose its idenstity; it is stll an element of sentence
structure, and so readily serves as the target of presupposition from another
sentence. This is the basis of the distinction between hypotaxis and rank-
shift, which tends to be obscured in the wse of the term “embedding’; and
cohesion provides evidence of the importance of this distinction, Similarly:
{4:95] a. 1 shall stay in the city when I retire this year. - Do you?
b. 1 shall stay in the city, even though I retire this year, — Do
you?

Here again, the clause when I retive thic year in {a} is rankshifted and there—
fore cannot be presnpposed; so [4:95a] is unacceptable. But the clause
even thosgh I retire this year in {b) is hypotactic; this, therefore, is accessible
by presupposition, and {4:95b} is a perfectdy good example of cohesion
by verbal ellipsis.

4.4 Clausal ellipsis
4.4.1 Modal and propesitional
We have included under verbal ellipsis all instances of ellipsis in the verbal
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group, However, both types of verbal ellipsis, both operator ellipsis and
lexical ellipsis, also involve ellipsis that is external to the verb itseif, affect-
ing other elements in the structare of the clause.

We can therefore look at these two types of ellipsis from another angle,
tzking the clause as the point of departure. The cause in English, con-
sidered as the expression of the various speech functions, such as statement,
question, response and so on, has a2 two-part structure consisting of
MODAL BLEMENT plus PROPOSITIONAL ELEMENT {if 4.3.6 above), for
example

[4:96] (x}) The Duke was | going to plant a row of poplars in the park
(Modal element} | (Propositional clement)

The MoDAL clement, which embedies the speech function of the clause,
consists in turn of the Subject plus the finite elernent in the verbal group.
Strictly, the past of the verbal group that goes in the modal bock is
simply the finiteness, which may not be realized in 2 separate element: it
may be fuscd with the remainder of the verb, as in simple past and present
tenses plamted, plant(s). The PROPOSITIONAL ELEMENT consists of the
residue: the remainder of the verbal group, and any Complements or
Adjuncts that may be present. The difference between 2 Complement and
an Adjunct is, briefly, that the Camplement could become a Subject if the
clause was turned round in some way, g @ rour of poplars was going to be
planted by the late Duke; whereas the Adjunct could not,

In the favounite clause type the Modal element precedes the Proposi-
tional, though it need not do; we may have

{4:06] (2) Inthe park | the Duke was | going to plant a row of

poplars.
Proposi4 Modal element  (-tional element

or §4:06] {3} A row of poplars | the Duke was | going to plant in the
park.
Proposi- Modal clement -tional element

The two types of verbal ellipsis are derivable from these two major
divisions of the clause. Under certain conditions there is ellipsis of the
Modal element: thus

[4:97] What was the Duke going to do ? — Plant a row of poplars in the
patk.
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In the answer, the Modal clement is omitted: the Subject and, within the
verbal group, the finite operator was. Hence there is operator ellipsis in the
verbal group. In other circumstances there may be cllipsis of the Proposi-
donal element:

[4:98] Who was going to plant a row of poplars in the park? — The
Puke was.

Here there is omission of the Complement and the Adjunce, and, within
the verbal group, of the lexical verb plons: so we have lexical ellipsis in
the verbal group. The verbal element going ro, which is neither finite
operator nor lexical verb — it is 2 non-finite tense operator — is omitted in
both examiples here: this is one of the features of verbal ellipsis which can-
not be accommted for simply by referenee to che clause (it was dealt with
in a preceding section, 4.3.4.4}.

There is no need to repeat here the details of what from the clause seand-
point are modal ellipsis and propositional ellipsis, since those have already
been discussed in connection with operator ellipsis and lexical cllipsis in
the verbal group. In brief, modal ellipsis is associated with a context where
there is no choice of mood in the clause - mood, the choice of declarative,
interrogative, imperative and their subcategories, is the realization of
speech function, and is expressed by the Modal element. Likewise, in
modal ellipsis the polarity is determined, and the Subject can be presup-
posed from what has gone before. Typically, in other words, modal
ellipsis occurs in response to a WH- question ssking “what {did, does, etc)
... d0? {¢14:97] above):

[4:90] What were they doing ? -- Holding hands.

The wsual type of non-finite dependent dlause is, in fact, simply a clause
with modal ellipsis; but it is one which presupposes another clanse within
the same sentence, this being what is meant by “dependent’, and so it does
not enter into cohesion; an example would be

[4:100] Holding hands they stole quietly out of the house.

Propositional ellipsis, on the other hand, is associated with those instances
where the mood and the polarity are the principal compenents of the mes-
sage: typically, responses to statements and vesfno questions, where the
subject is presupposed by a reference item, as in

[4:101] a. The plane has landed. ~ Has it?
b. Has the plane landed ? - Yes, it has.
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It is also found in response to WH- questions where the unknown element
happens to be the Subject {¢f [4:98] above):

[4:102] Who taught you to spell 2 — Grandfather did.

In general, in 2 finite clause with either of these two types of cllipsis the
verbal group will also be elliptical:

Clause Verbal group
{1} modal cllipsis aperator elfipsis
{2} propositional ellipsis lexical ellipsis

But there are ceriain circumstances under which this does not hold.

{1} Modaljoperator ellipsis. If the verb is in smple past or present tense,
modal ellipsis may not involve operator ellipsis; moreover it is not always

possible to say whether it does or not:

{4:103} a. What did he do ?— Ran away. {Run away.)
{but note: What did ke do, run away?}
b. What de they do? — Run away.
¢. What does he do ? — Runs away. {Run away.)

I wounld be possible to have s away in {¢} and ako in (a); they would
then be, appropriately, instances of operator cllipsis, since the full forms
would be He runs {=does+ run) away, He ran {=did -+ rux) away. There is
some uneasiness asbout run away in these contexts, perhaps because it
APPEARS to be finite {and therefore wrong, either in number or in tense};
on the other hand the non-¢lliptical forms also seem wrong, because they
are clearly finite and yet lack a Subject, which is contrary to normal pat-
terns. So the preferred form is often that with pronoun Subject added: ke
rar away, he runs away. With {4: 103b] the problem does not arise, since
the non-finite run would in this case also be the appropriate finite form.
{2} Propositionalflexical ellipsis. There are two occasions when propo-
sitional ellipsis does not involve lexical ellipsis. One is very general: the
speaker may use the substitte do rather than the cBiptical form of the
verbal group (see above, Chapter 3, especially 3.3.2). Here “speaker’, as
always, includes “writer”; but in fact substitution is more common in
spoken than in written English, ellipsis being often preferred in writing.
Moreaver, as already noted, there is considerable variation among dif-
ferent dialects; and there are individual differences also. But with some
speakers, at Ieast the substitute form of the verbal group may be used in all
instances of propositional cllipsis except those where the verb is passive,
which do not substituts at all, and those where the verb is be or have, which
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‘substitute” for themselves {the verb de does in fact substture by do,
though the result does not show). But substitution is less usual in question-

answer sequences, which have marked polarity and therefore are more
often elliptical. Some examples:

use

fa} Has the plane
tanded ?

(b} Keep out of
sight tiil the
plane lands.

{c} 'Who was
playing the
plano?

{(d} Was John
playing the
plano?

(¢} Arc the rest
finished ?

{f} Does Jane
sing ?

(g} Does Jane
sing ?

(h) Has May
done her
homework ?

(§) Has the
weather been
cold ?

(k) I hear Smith
is having an
operation ?

Elliptical
form
Yes it has.

It has.

Peter was.

No. Peter was
though.

Yes, they are.

Yes, she does.

-—

Yes, she has.

Yes, it has.

He has.

Substitute
form
Yes it has done,

It has done.

Peter was doing,

No. Peter was
doing, though.

VYes, she does do.

No, but Mary
coes.
Yes, she has

done.

{Yes it has
been.}

(He has had.)

Fuli form
Yes it has
landed.

It has landed.

Peter was
playing the
piand.

No. Peter was
playing the
piano, though.
Yes, they are
finished.

Yes, she does
sing, .
No, but Mary
sings.

Yes, she has
done her
bomework.
Yes, it has been
cold.

He bas had an
operation.

Stricely speaking in [4:104g] there is no elliptical form (¢f [3:91] in
1.3.3.3}, 2lthough effectively the distincdon between ellipsis and substi-
tution is newuiralized here, This ks, in fact, the second of the two occasions
where propositional ellipsis does notlead to lexical eflipsis, and itis notvery
interesting; namely, in simple past or present tense with unmarked posi-

tive polarity, where there simply is no distinct elliptical form. Hence the
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difference between (£} and (g} above: wheress in [4: 104f] there 15 a dis-
tinct form wath lexical tﬂxps:s, because the verb has marked polant}f {the
full form is does sing), in [4: 104g] there is not — the polarity ts unmarked
and the full form is simply sings. And since the verbs be and have (ie the
have meaning “possess’, which is replaceable by have got, as in he had a
yacht; not that meaning “take’, "undezgo’, etc as in ke had an operation, ke
had breskfast} do not take the verbal operator do — their *marked positive’
form is simply the non-reduced is, kas, by contrast with reduced ’s, etc —
thesc verbs NsvER have an elliptical form in simple past and present tense.
So

[4: 104] {cont’d.)

Presupposed  Elliprical Substitute
clawse form form Full form

{f3 Does Jane Yes, she does.  Yes, she does do.  Yes, she does
Siﬂg s ~ -~ -+ Siﬂ.g.

{g} Does Jane No, but Mary does. Mo, but Mary
sing 7 sings.

{I} Ishe Yes, he ts. ¥es, he is
suspicious ? SuspIcious.

{m}is he No, but John is. No, but John's
suspicious ? SUSpicious.

{n) Has he {got) a Yes, he has. Yes, he has {got)
prejudice a prejudice
against it ? against it.

{0} Has he {got) 2 No, but John has, No, but John
prejudice has (John's got}
against it? a prejudice

against it.

Some vatieties of English treat this kave like the majority of other verbs
and use the operator do with it; for speakers of such varieties, examples
{n} and {o) would not be valid.

To summarnze the cisenmstances under which dausal ellipsis, modal or
propositional, may be found unaccompanied by ellipsis in the verbal
group: operator cllipsis may be avoided in simple past and present rense;
and substitution may be used in most instances instead of lexical ellipsis,
the two being indistinguishable from eack other in simple past and pre-
sent {funmarked positive form), and indistinguishable also from the full
form in the case of the verbs be and have (=" paossess’). Otherwise, verbal
clfipsis and clausal cllipsis go together
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The next section {4.4.2) deals with some instances of the omission of
single clements in the clause. After that we go on to consider clausal
ellipsis in its typical context of question-response and other types of re-
joinder, first in direct speech (4.4.3) and thep in indirect speech {4.4.4). A
final section refers to ellipsis in clause complexes (4.4.5).

4-¢.2 No elfipsis of single elements
It is not passible in English to say
[4:705] Has she taken her medicine ? — She has taken.

Either we must reply with a2 full, non—clliptical clause she has taken her
medicine (or she has taken if, using reference to presuppose her medicine); or
we must omit BOTH her medicine AND the lexical verb take and say she kas
for she has done, using the substitute do in its place). Let us tabulate these,
from the point of view of ellipsis:

[4:106] 2. Has she taken her medicine ? -

{i} No ellipsis:
{z) no presuppositicn She has taken her medi-
cine.
(2) presupposition of
Complement by
reference She has taken it.
{it} Clausal ellipsis:
{z) with verbal ellipsis She has,

(2) with verbal substitution  She has done.
It may be helpful to give equivalent sets for o, have and be:

{4:708] b. Has she done her c. Hasshehad d. Hasshe been
homework ? her breakfas1?  unhappy?
{i) {r) She has done her She has had her  She has been
homework. breakfast. unhappy.
{2) She has doneit. She hashadit. -
(it} {1) She has. She has. She has.
{2) She has done. She has had. She has been.

{(We cannot say she has been if, at least not in answer o has she been un-
happy?, althongh this would have been accepeable if the Complement had
been a noun, eg: Fent't it time she was secretary? — Oh nwo, she's been it already.)

The notion that ds, kave {all senses} and be “substitute for themselves’ is
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usefol in explaining the forms given under {ii2}. If these were not sub-
stitute forms, they would be impoassible in the same way that She has taken
is impossible: it is not possible to leave out the Complement but retain the
Predicator {verbal group! inract.

This in turn is part of a very general restriction on ellipsis, whereby 1t is
not possible to omit single elements from the structure of the clause, i a
single element of clause structure is to be presupposed, for purposes of co-
besion, it must be cxpressed by a reference item; so (to vary example

{4:96];
f4:107}] The Duke has planted poplars in the park.

Presapposing: we have:
{(a} The Duke He has planted poplars in the park.
{b} popiars The Duke has planted them in ¢he park,

(¢) in the park The Duke has planted poplars there.

We cannot omit #¢ in {a} or them i {b}; and although we could omit
there in {c}, in the sense that it would still leave an acceptable clause struc-
ture, there would be no presuppaosition and therefore no feature of * place’
ig the clavse. There is no type of clausal ellipsis which takes the form of the
omission of single elements of clansc stracture.

It should be stressed once again that we are confining our definition of
ELLIPSIS to its non-structural, cohesive sense; that is, as a form of pre-
supposition between seatences. Within the sentence, we find internal
BRANCHIN ¢ which may involve the omission of single elements of clause
structure {as well as structures of any other rauk], for example:

[4:108] a. John loves Mary but is loved by Jane.
b. Either Peter will play his cello or Sally her guitar.
¢. Anne cut out and Sarah sewed a dress for every doll.

Similagly for combimations of two elements:

[4:108]d. Sybil takes coffee very strong but Joan rather weak.
e. We climbed Great Gable on Tuesday and Sca Fell two days
later.

But here in all instances the two parts are structurally related, by coordina-
tion, and the patterns of occutrence are quite different. The same explana-
tion holds for

f4:108} £ The cat catches mice in summer. - And the dog rabbits,
g. The cat won’t catch mice in winter. — Nor the dog rabbits.
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Even though these are written as separate sentences, they are in fact linked
by coordination; this pattern would not be possible with bat, so or other
eonjunctive elements {see Chapter s}.

Aside from this structural “branching’, there remains onre other
phenomenon which is to be distinguished clearly from ellipsis; this is not
in fact an instance of omission, and inveolves no presupposition of any
kind, but it is sometimes referred ¢o, rather confusingly, asif it was a form
of ellipsis in the clause. Examples would be:

{4:100] 2. Simon’s playing. Let’s not interrupt.
b. Sandra cleans for me when 'm out.
c. Ron!

These are sometimmes described as elliptical forms of, eg, Simon’s playing the
piaro, Sandra cleans the flat, You runi Actually however they are systematic
variants in which nothing is omitted, any more than an expression of time
or place can be said to be ‘omitted’ from a clause which does not contain
one. They have no systemic features which are not expressed in their
structuze. It is misleading o call them *elliptical” beoause this suggests they
have some cohesive function similar to that of the elliptical forms we are
discussing here, whereas in fact they have none. If there was ellipsis of the
Complement, they would presuppose the Complement, which they do
not. They do not presuppose any preceding item; in general, they cannot
occur in contexts where thete is presupposition, for example

[¢:170] 3. Does Sandra clean the windows ? -- She cleans for me when
I'm out.
b. They asked Simon to play some Chopin. When he started
playing, it was Liszt.

In {2} the one thing the response could nof mean is ‘ she cleans the windows
for me’, which would make it ke {4:104] above. This is borne out by
{4: 1Tob], where the response is quite acceptable and started playing clearly
does nOT presuppose Chopin,

‘We have emphasized at various points in the discission that the distine-
tions we are drawing, while they are useful and important for explaining
the patterns that lic behind the construcaion of text, are not to be takentoo
ripidly. When we say that there is no type of causal ellipsis consisting in
the omission of individuzl clements of structure of the clause, we are stat-
ing 2 generalization, one which explains why certain theoretically possible
clauwse types cannot occur independently — though they may occur m
branching structvres. This does not mean that a single element of clause
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stracture can never be presupposed under any circumstances. We can
have sequences like

f4:111] 2. 'We went on the river yesterday. We had dismer out too.
b. Can you read the prine without your glasses? — No, butIcan
look at the pictures.

where the second sentence in {3} also refers to “yesterday’ and the response
in (b} refers to “without my glasses’. But thesc are not elliptical sentences.
They merely imply, in the particular context in which they occur, ¢he
particular time, manner, etc referred to in the preceding sentence. So in
[4:121b] the responsc implies ‘I can look at the pictures without my
glasses’, but it does not itself embody a feature of manner, nor is withowt
my glasses in any sense omitted from it

At the same time, the line between what ts eBliptical and what is not
elliptical is not a completely sharp one. Most instances are clear; there s no
doubt that the omission of modal and propositional elements in the clause,
as in |4:97] and [4:98], is to be explained as elliptical, whereas the types
represented in [4:700—111] are not. But there are some doubtful in-
stances. For example it might reasonably be suggested thae in [4: 132] the
second sentence is actually benefactive, the Beneficiary sim being omitted
by ellipsis:

[4:112] Are you sending Jack anything for bis birthday ? - T thought of
sending a book token.

However, there appear to be no examples of the omission of just one ele-
ment from the structure of a clause WHEKE THAT BLEMENT IS OTHERWISE
OBLIGATORY — of the Subject, for example, or 2 Complement following a
verk which must have a Complement {¢f{4: 105] above). Hence instances
which on other grounds could be interpreted cither as elliptical or as non-
elliptical, but which if regarded as elliptical would take the form of the
omission of a single element of clause structure, should perhaps for that
very reason be excluded from the category of ellipsis, This is a theoretical
dectsion, and one which would allow us to formulate a very gencral
principle about cohesion in the clause.

This principle is as follows. Other than in 2 question-answer environ-
ment {to be discussed in the remainder of this chapter), the basis of both
ellipsis and substitution — and these, as explained earlier, are essentially the
same phenomenon — is the two-part structure *Modal plus Propositional”.
One or other of these elements may be presupposed, as 3 whole; but the
smaller elements which make them up — Subject, Complement, Predica~
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tor, Adjunct — may not be presupposed in isolation. The facts on which this
principle is based are often indeterminate, as the facts of language always
are; we do not force them inte a mouid, but in the uncertain instances we
choose that interpretation: which brings more of them within the scope of
a single generalization — provided it is one which makes good sense. Here
it does. It is the Modal-Fropositional structure which expresses the func-
tion of the clause in the discourse, so It is natural that this structure should
provide the means for integrating any clause into a coherent text together

with what has gone before.

4.4.3 Ellipsis in question—answer and other rejoinder sequences

Not all questions have an answer; but no less significant is the fact that
not all answers have a question. The “questdon and answer” sequence is 2
standard pattern in language, and not surprisingly the special type of co-
hesive relation that subsists between an answer and its question has ies own
characteristic grammatical propertics, At the same time there are other
sequences involving rejoinders of one kind and another.

Let us first make some terminological distinctions. Any observation by
one speaker, whether it is a question or not, may be followed by an obser~
vation by another speaker that is related to it by some cohesive tie. We
shall refer to this very general category of sequel as 2 REjoINDER. A re-
joinder is any utterance which immediately follows an wterance by 2
different speaker and is cohesively related to it.

A rejoinder that follows a question will be called 2 REsPONSE. Within
the category of responses there is a further distincdon between pirECT
EESPONSES and INDIRECT RESPONSES. A direct respomse is one which
answers the question; it is either a form of ‘yes’ or ‘no’, if the question is
of the ves/no type, or a specification of the information asked for by the
WH- clement, if the question is of the WH- type. An indirect response is
cither one which comments on the question {COMMENTARY), or one
which denies its relevance {D1SCLAIMER}), or one which gives supple-
mentary information implying but not actually cxpressing an answes
{SUPPLEMENTARY RESPONSE).

A direct response will also be referred to as an ANsweR. But note that
the category of answer, which is the supplying of the particalar informa-
tion that is called for by the question, is not limited to responses, because
OneE Can answer ORe s Owh questions.

Other rejoinders, not following a guestion, include aAssENT and conN-
TRADICTION, following a statement; CONSENT and REFUs AL, following



Table 9: Types of rejoinder

REJOINDER
(any cohesive sequel by
diﬁcrcntl speaker)
(fcllovlring a (not following
question) a question)
RESPONSE [other rejoinders]
| | _
(answering) (not anslwcring) (foﬂovll.ring a (foll-::liwing a (follc!nwing
DIRECT RESPONSE INDIRECT RESPONSE statement) statement Or a command)
! conunand)
| QUESTION
l REJOINDER
(attitude to (evading (implying | |
answet) answer) answer) ASSENT  CONTRADICTION CONSENT REFUSAL
COMMEN~  DISCLAIMER SUPPLEMEN-~
TARY TARY RESPONSE

SISIITTIH Ivsnvio ¥+

Loz



208 BLLIPSIS

2 command; and yes{no or WH- question following either a statement or
a command.

Some examples of all these types:

f4:113] a. I's going to rain. —{i} It mighe. (i) Icisn’. (ii) s it 2
b. Leave me alone, - (i) { won’t. i} All right, I will. {iii] Why ?

The sequecl sentences are rgjoinders, since they are cohesive utterances
by another speaker; but they are not responses, because the presupposed
items are not questions. {4:¥13a] is a statement, to which the rejoinder
is {1) an assent, (ii} a contradiction, (iii) 2 yes/no question; {b) is a command,
to which the rejoinder is {i} a refusal, (i1} a consent, {iii} a WH- question.

[4:713] . Has John arrived ? — Yes, he has,
d. When did John armive ? — Yesterday.

Here the two sequels are rejoinders of the ‘response’ type, and both are
direct responses, or answers; they give the information that is being
sought.
[4:113] e. How did they break in? —T'll show you how.
f. Why didn’t vou tell John? -1 did,

Here the sequelks are still responses, but indirect; the first is a commentary,
the second a disclaimer,

[4:113] g Did you tell John ? — He wasn's chere.

In {g) the tesponse is also indisect, but here the answer is imphed (. . . s0 1
couldr’t’); these we shall call supplementary responses. Finally

[4:113] h. Did I lock the door ? Yes of course 1 did.

Here there is only one speaker, so the sequel is not a response; bat itisan
answer, since it gives the information required.

4-4-3.1 DIRECT RESPGNSES {1}: ¥ES/NO QUESTIONS

Answers to ves/no questions, or POLAR QUESTIONS as they have been
called, are very simply dealt with, as the instruction * Answer yes or no !’
suggests: the appropriate answer is yes or se. The words yes and ro express
simply a feature of polarity. They do not mean (as do their dictionary
equivalents in some other languages) *yoa: are right” and * you are wrong’;
they mean ‘the answer is positive’ and “the answer is negative’. Hence
their meaning is unaffected by the polarity of the question; contrast the
forms of the positive in French:
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{4:114]

(1) Question (2} Answer, positive {3} Answer, negative

a. Arc you Yes (I am’) foui] No ((I'm not”) {non]
comitg ? -

b. Aren'tyou  Yes{'Iam’) {si] No (‘I'm not’) [non]
coming 7 —

in this connection it is interesting to note that both yes and ne occur more
often as retoinders to statements than they do as answers to questions;
here both of them signal ‘1 agree’, ‘T understand’, “I'm listening” - keeping
the channel of communication open — and the choice of one or the other
simply follows the polarity of the preceding statemens:

f4:115] a. The soloist wasn’t very inspiring. — No, he seemed rather
tired.
b. The car’s running very well. — Yes, I had it serviced recently.

1t is possiblc to consider yes and so as clause substitutes. But they are not
really substitates; for one thing, they can be accompanied by part or even
the whole of the clause for which they would be said to be substtuting,
and that is precluded from substitution as usually defined. For example in
[4:114a] the answer {2) could be yes, yes f am, or yes I am coming. The}'
realizations of 2 single clause feature, that of polarity, which is
expressed on its own instead of in assaciation with the verbal group; and
the faet that it is expressed on its own means that the whole of the remain-
der of the clause is presupposed; hence their cohesive effect.

The words yes and no express simple polarity. There are ako complex
expressions, some meaning *either yes or no’, eg: maybe, perhaps, and some
meaning “both yes and no’, eg: sometimes, usually. The former are often
combined with some modaiity the speaker’s assessment of the relative
probabilities of “yes’ and ‘no’, eg: probably, possibly. All these are appro-
priate answers to ves{no questions; and they are also cohesive, since they
presuppose all the remaining features of the clause other than the polariry.

¥f the answer yes, or other expression of polatity, is accompanied by just
a part of the clause, this will be the Modal clement: yes I am, no I'mt not,
sometimes he does, perhaps she has, possibly they nright and so on, The Modal
element is iself sufficient as an answer, since it also carries the polarity {and
presupposes the Propositional element of the clause); so [4: 114a] could be
answered simply by I am, Frs not. It both occur, as in yes F am, they func-
ticn jointly as the zealization of a direct answer; as distinct from

{4:116] Did you see anyone? — Yes, Shirley.
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where the second part of the answer, Shirley, is an indirect response, giv-
ing supplementary information {see 4.4.3.3 below).

4.4.3.2 DIRECT RESPONSES {2): WH- QUESTIONS

At first sight the answer to a WH- question, or NON-POLAR QUES-
TION, seems very different from the answer to a yesfno question, since
the information that is being sought by the two types of guestion is very
different. A WH- question requires the specification of a particular itern
which is as it were missing from the clause. The respondent knows what
the function of this item is in the clause structure, since dns has been sup-
plied by the questioner; he knows the total structure of the clause, in fact,

and also the actual items that occar in all the other functions. He merely
has to fill in the blank. The WH- expression itself indicates whether the
missing item is participant or circumstance, and varioas other things about
it: if it is a circuamstance, whether it is time, place, cause, manner, etc
(when, where, why, how, and an open-ended set of forms such as what tine,
what with, ike what, which way, for swhese sake}; if it is a participant, whether
it is from a Emited set (which} or not, whether human {who, whichjwhat
person, etc, or possessive whose, ctc} or non-human (what, whichjwhat thing,
ete), and whether the question is one of degree (how siwch/many, how long,
ctc) or of kind {what kind, like what, etc).

The simplest form of answer, therefore, is one which does merely fill
in the blank: which supplies the appropriate nominal, adverbial or prepo-
sitional group to act as Subject or Complement or Adjanct, and as Actor
or Goal or Bencficiary or Temporal or Locative or whatever function is
required. So for example:

i4:117] 3. Whar did T hit ? ~ A root. {Cotsplement; Goal)

b. Who killed Cock Robin # — The sparrow. {Subject; Actor)

c. How much does it cost? - Five pounds. {Complement;
Range}

d. How's the paticat? - Comfortable. {Complement; Atiri-
bute}

e. Till what ime are you staying ¥ — Half past three. {Adjunct;
Temporal}

£ What did you draw it with? - A pencil. (Adjance; Instru-
ment}

g. Whose gloves are these ? — Sally’s. {Complement; Identifier}

The principle underlying these answers is, however, exactly the same as
that which governs the answers yes and no to a question of the yesino type.
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In each case, when giving a direct response in its simplest form the
speaker makes explicit just one thing, the information that the question
calls for, and leaves all the rest to be presupposed by ellipsis. With a yes/
no question, this information is the polarity, so the answer specifies the
polarity and presupposes all else. In a WH- question, the information
required is the item occupying a particular function (strictly, a particular
complex of functions} in the structure; the answer specifies this and pre-
supposes the remainder of the clause. Hence the principle of clausal ellipsis,
in clauses which are answers to questions, is general to all types of question.,
Any clause fanctioning as answer, in the sense defined above (see [4:113¢
and d}), has an elliptical form consisting of just one element. Which cle-
ment this is is explicit in the form of the question, and all remaining fea-
tures of the question clause — excepting, of course, its interrogative mood —
ate presupposed. .

Just as with a yes/ne question we may also kave longer, partially elliptical
(ot entirely non-elliptical} forms of answer, so too these may be found
with WH- guestions. If the WH- itemn is Subject the answer may, like the
answer t0 a yes/no question, have propositional ellipsis; this is becaunse the
Subject falls within the Modal clement. So the answer to [4:117b] might
be The sparrow did. Whether or not the WH- item is Subject, the answer
can be filled out with no ellipsis ar all; we could have The sparrow kifled
Cork Robin m answer to [¢:117b] and You hit a roor in [4:1172] If the
WH- item does not form 2 complete nominal or prepositional group by
itself {eg: whose gloves, what . . with, zill what time}, then the simplest
answer is one in which there is not only clausal ellipsis but also ellipsis
within the group, cither nominal (eg: Sefly's in [4:117g], for “Sallv’s
gloves’; ¢f 4.2.3.1, [4:24] above] or prepositional. 'We have not dis-
cussed the ellipsis of prepositions m the Adjunct as a separate topic, since
it occars only in this context; it is however illustrated by {4:117¢ and {],
where the prepositions il and with are presupposed in the answer. In such
instances there is an intermediate form of answer in which the group is not

elliptical but the clause is; so we could have

4:117] &', Till what time are you staying ? — Till half past three.
¥ ying P
£7. What did your draw it with ? — With a pencil.
g’ Whose gloves are these ? - Sally’s gloves.

There is no WH- verb in English; we cannot ask you're whatting the
eggs? — or rather, since the WH- item comes first in the clause, whatting
are you the eggs? Instead we have the form what are you doing to the eggs?
This involves the use of the “pro-verb’ do, in the combination do what? (cf



212 ELLIPSIS

3.3.3.3). The expression do what?, like do thai, presupposes the whole of the
propositional element in the clause other than anything thac is repudiated,
so that the question what are you doing? is appropriately answered by a
proposition {fe a clause with modal ellipsis) rather than just a lexical verb,
although the proposition might consisT just of a lexical verb. Thus relax-
ing, frying eggs, feeding the ducks in the park could all answer do what?
questions. If the do what ? is not intended to embrace the entire proposition
the iterns that are not being asked for are made explicit, eg: what were you
doing it the park? Such items however can never occur as nominals; they
must take the form of a prepositional group. Following do what?, a pre-
position is required even with an item functioning as Goal in the clause
structure, usually fo or with:

[4:128] a. "What are vou doing with the ¢gps ? - Poaching them.
b. What have the children done to the wheelbarrow ? - Broken

lt £

This is in accord with the general principle whereby all PArTiCIPANTS in
the structure of the clause, in Engii&h, may be related ta the verb ejther
directly as nominals or through the medtum of a preposition; the preposi-
tonal form is used to make the function explicit where this is necessary —
as it is here because we de not know what the verb i1s.* The answer fol-
lows the normal pattern except that if there is 2 Goal-Complement in the
question it is usually presupposed by pronoun reference rather than by
ellipsis; so we have them and it in the answers in [4: 138,

4.4.3.3 INDIRECT RESPONSES

There is one kind of response which is not an answer in the defined sense,
but is what we called an INDIRECT RESPONSE; this may be 2 com-
MENTARY, 2 DiSCLAIMER OF a SUPPLEMANTARY. Any question may be
greeted by a COMMENTARY, which is really a statement about the speak-
er’s attitude to the answer: his ignorance of it, for example, or his consent
or refusal to give it. These, since they are in fact reports, have the elliptical
potentialities of ‘reporting-reported’ sequences as described 1 4.4.4 be-
low. Examples are (and o {4:113¢]):

{4:119] 2. Is &t Tuesday today? — 1 don’t know.
b. Why are the lights tumed off? — m not supposed to say
why.

* OF M. ALK Hallidey, '[anguage stxuctore and language frnction’, in John Dyons (ed), Mew
Horizong in Linguistics {Harmondsyworth: Penguin Bonks, 1670}, cspecizlly p 164.
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Likewisc, any question may be followed by 2 DIsCLAIMER, which side-
steps the question by dlspunng its televance. Typicaily, a disclaimer in-
volves moving from a yes/no to a WH- context, or vice versa, eg {and ¢f
[4:113f]):
[4: 120} a. When did they cancel the booking ? — Did they ?
b. What's your tclephone number ? — Wie're not on the phone.
<. Have you tested the battery ? - How ?

Some questions are framed so as to be difficult to disclaim, such as the
notorions When did you stop beating your wife?, to which there is ne
ELLIPTICAL response meaning unambiguoesly ‘I never have beaten her’,
Normally however a response of the disclaimer type is elliptical; cither it
is declarative, with propositional eilipsis, or it is interrogative, in which
case it is of the opposite type to the question, and has response-question
ellipsis {see below).

The third type of indirect response s a SUPPLEMENTARY RESPONSE,
which gives information other than that which is asked for but answers
the question by implication, for example {and ¢fJ4:113a]):

[4:121] a. Can you make it stand up ? — H you keep still.
b. Have we a car here ¥ — Not unless you came in yours.
c. Did you get the application form ? — If's on my desk.
d. Are you coming back today ? ~ This evening.

Characteristically these supplementary responses presuppose the entize
question; and they stand in 2 definite structural relation to it — of rather to
the declarative clanse which would serve as a direct answer to it, by which
they would be “filled out’. In [4:1213], for example, the full form would
be {Yes) I car make it stand up if you keep stifl: that is, the direct answer, with
the supplementary response hypotactically related to i, as a condition,
The answer is positive unless repudiated by w0, as in [4: 121b]; the supple-
mentary is usually conditional or causal (*yesif . . ., “yes because . . .7), al-
though it may be simply coordinated as in [4:121¢] {"yes and . . ."} and
f4:121d]{ yes, more specifically . . .} — or even with an adversative impli-
cation, the presupposed answer then being negative ("nobut .. Y asin

{4:122] Did you collect the subscriptions? — Smith did.

Supplementary responses are typically associated with yesfno questions;
it is difficult to answer 2 WH- guestion by implication, and the nearest
equivalent form of response to a WH- question is really a type of dis-
claimer, like [4: 120b]. But the varicus types of indirect response are all
fairly similar and cannot be kept strictly apart.
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4.4.3.4 A NOTS OX ZEUGMA

As 2 postscript to this discussion of ellipsis in responses, we might add a
brief note on zeugma, Zeugma is based on ellipsis, and both the WH- and
the yesfno types of question afford excellent opportunities for zeugmatic
answers. These involyve a transfer from one element of claase structure to
another; with a WEH- question this can be achicved by a direct resqonse
{ie an answer}, as in [4:123a and b], but with a ves/no question it requires
an indirect, supplementary response of the ‘no but .. type,asin4:123¢

and di:

{4:123] 2. What has he been making 7 - A big mistake.
b. How did you travei ? — In considerable discomfort.
¢. Did she make him a good wife? — No, a good husband.
d. Was he shot in the street ? — No, in the shoulder.

In (b), for example, how is inrended in the question as *by what means ?*
but is interpreted in the answer as *in what condition’. In its classical form
as a figure of thetoric, zeugma is embodied in coordinate structures, where
the patiern is one of (structural) branching and neot cohesion {eg: we
travelled in buses and greas discomfort). But the principle is the same.

4.4.3.$ OTHER REJOINDERS

We have already mentioned the difference between a response and a
rejoinder. A response is one kind of rejoinder, one which presupposes a
question, and which therefore has special potendalities for ellipsis, as dis-
cussed in 4.4.3.1-2  direct responses’} and 4.4.3.3 { indirect responscs’). A
rejoinder is any atterance by za second speaker which presupposes that of
the fiest speaker whether it was 2 question or not. {(We referred above to
the frequent use of yes and so in rejoinders to statements.) From the point
of view of coheston, there 1s no distinct category of rejoinder; it is simply
an ordinary element m a dizlogue, and is covered by what has been said
about ellipsis in general, But there remain a few observations to be made
about rejoinders that are not responses to a question, but cobesive sequels
10 2 statement or 3 command.

QUESTION RE}CINDERS have the function of querying a preceding
statement or command, or elicting supplementary mformaaon about it.
{1} One type is that which presupposes the entire preceding clause and
secks confirmation of it as 2 whole; these are yes/no questions and nearly
abways have the form of interrogative clauses with propositional eilipsis,
like the question tag at the end of 2 declarative or imperative clause, except
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that with the rejoinder there is a different speaker and the polarity is never
reversed. For example

f4:124] a. Peter's here. —Ekhe?
b. Open that parcel. — Shall I?
c. ‘Tcan’t believe thet?” said Alice.
*Can’t you?’ the Queen said in a pitying tone.

(2) In another type the speaker identifics onc item as requiring confirma-
tion; the remainder of the clause is omitted but this item is queried
explicitly:
a. John 7 (To dinner 7}
[4:125] John's coming to dinner. { b, Tonight?
c. And Mary? {Not Mary ¥}

These are three typical instances. In {a}, an existing element is echoed; in
(b} 2 new element is added; and in (¢) an existing element is expanded,
here by coordination. But the form of ellipsis is the same in all three; only
one element in the cluse is present in the structure, the remainder being
presupposed by ellipsis.

Finally the speaker may similarly focus on one item in the clause but
query it in the form of a WH- question. Cotresponding to {4:125a] we
have the ‘echo question’ represented in [4:126a], meaning “please repeat
that” (*I didn’t hear’”, “*I'm surprised’, etc}; this is cthe only type of WH-
question which must be spoken on a rising tone. Corresponding to
[4:125b] is [4: 126b}, where the WH- item represents a new clement and
the whole of the clause is presupposed; and to [4:125¢], [4:126¢} where
the WH- item who else? asks for expansion of an existing element by
coordination.

a. Who? {tone 2}
i4:126] John's coming to dinner. { b, When?

c. And who else?

In some instances the rejoinder asks for more specific information abouat
an item that is already present:

[4:126] d. John's coming to dinner. — John who?
e. Alice heard the Rabbit say, ‘A barrowful will do, to begin
with.” * A barrowful of what’, thought Alice.

Ofeen the item requiring farther specification is itself indefinite (¢f{4: 120d]
below), eg: Semeone’s coming to dinner. —~ Who? Fhis type could ake per-
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baps be matched in the yes/no series illustrated in [4: 12<]: Johs's coming to
dinmer. — John Smith?; Someone's coming to dinner. — John?

The other types of rejoinder to a statement or command usually take
the form of an elliptical clause consisting of the Modal constituent only —
that is, one with propositional ellipsis — with pronoun Subject, but in the
declarative form. In [4: 127}, {2} is an assent, {b] a contradiction, {c} a con-
sent and {d) a refusal:

[4:127] a. "Everything’s just as it was?’

“Of course it 1s,” said the Queen.

b. . .. being so many different sizes in a day is very confusing.”
‘It ism't,” said the Caterpillar.

c. "Our family always hated cats: nasty, low, vulgar things!
Don’t let me hear the name again!’
‘I won't indeed!” satd Alice, in a great hurry to change the
subject of conversation.

d. “Never mind what they all say, my dear, but take a return-
ticket every t;mc the train stops.

‘Indeed 1 sha’n’t!’ Alice said rather impatiently.

These forms often combine with yes and #sp, as in the following:

[4:127] e. K's none of their business. — Yes it is.
£, ‘It must come sometimes to “jam today”,” Alice objected.
‘No, it can’t,” said the Queen.
As was remarked eatlier, yes and sio also occur alone; they are the forms
of expression of positive and negative palarity when everything cke in the
clause is omitted by ellipsis:
[4:127] g. It's cold. — Yes.
h. We're rot late. — No.

These are both instances of assent. In contradiction, the Modal consti-
tueat of the clawse is nsually added, and it must be added if the contradic-
tion is positive; so in (h) we could not have just yes as a rejoinder (and ¢f ()
above). The same pattern is found following a command; we may have
yes or nio alone, but if yes occurs following a negative command, and there-
fore signals a refusal, it must be accompanied by the Modal element of the

clanse:

f4:127] . Don't teli anyone what you saw ! - Yes, | will.
k. Dor’tlet’s go back] — Yes, led’s.

All these rejoinders could be ‘filled out’ m 2 non-elliptical form. Buc
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the pattern which is most typical of ordinary dialogue is that described
here, with just one element made explicit, and the remainder presupposed.
This use of ellipsis to express the cohesive relation between a rejoinder and
the utterances which preceded it, in sequences which are ot structured as
question~answet, is a very characteristic aspect of the texture of linguistic
1Rteraction.

4-4.4 Ellipsis in ‘reporting-reported’ sequences

There is one further context for clavsal ellipsis, that of reported speech.
The type of cllipsis found in this context is closely refated to some of the
instances that we have already met, particularly the "commentary” type of
indirect response [4:119}, and the elliptical WH- guestion as rejoinder
[4:126]. Here therefore we shall not be introducing 2 new type of elliptical
structure, but bringing together varions instances already met with which
have something in common.

What they bave in common is the feature RerGRTED, which is present
in indirect speech: that is, indirect statements, yesfno questions and WH-
questions. These are exemplified in their full form in the second clauses of
[4:128a, b and ¢] respectively:

a. {that; he was coming.
[4:128] John didn't tell me { b. ifjwhether be was coming {or not).
¢. why he was coming,.

It is perhaps important to point out that the speech function of the report
(statement, yes/no question, WH- questiau} is a feature of the whole com-
plcx. even if the same verb (eg: tell} occurs in all types. The reported clause
itself makes no independent selection of mood, and examples such as 7
asked John why was he late or I asked Mary would she enjoy it are not trae
interrogatives, as shown by the fact that, in the following, (ar}: (a2} and
(b1}: (b2) are not proportional:

(1} (2)
{a} vou'll enjoy it will you enjoy it ?
(b} T asked Mary if she'd enjoy it. I asked Mary wounld she enjoy it.

4.4.4.T INDIRECT WH- QUESTIONS

If the reported clause is an indirect WH- question, it can be elliptical in
the same way as its equivalent direct questton, the WH- type interroga-
tive clause. For example:
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{4:120] a. Who could have broken those tiles ? — T can’t think who.
b. I said vou would mend it for him. — I hope yvou dida’t say
when.
c. The jewels are missing. — I wonder what else.
d. They still have some copies in stock. ~ Did you ask how
many ?
The target of presupposition is not, of course, the immediatcly preceding
clause, which would be the reporting one, but the preceding sentence;
eg in {a} who presupposes . . . conld have broken those tiles and not 1 can’t
think. This is possible because a reported clause is not embedded; the
reporting-reported structure is a2 hypotactic one {¢f 1.4.2 above; also 4.3.6,
{4:94] and {4:95]), and therefore the reported clause can reach ont beyond
the bounds of the sentence in which it occurs.

The conditions under which elliptical forms tend to occur in indirect
questions arc those we have already met with in explaining ellipsis in
direct questions (¢f [4:126] abovel. The ‘echo’ type occurs where the
sresupposed clause was itself a WH- question, asin{4: 120a]; here however
the elliptical clause does not take 2 rising tone {tone 2}, since it is not itself
interrogative. In [4: 129b] a new element is added which was absent from
the clause that is presupposed. In {c} and {d) an element already preseat in
the presupposed clause is offered for expansion, ¢ither by coordination {c}
or by further specification {d}. Characgeristically in the last instance the
item in the presupposed clause is 2 non-specific form, with seme- (someone,
something, etc), or the indefinite article or other non-specific deictic see
4.2.3.2 zbove).

As in a direct question, all features and elements of the presupposed
clause are carricd over unless repudiated. The presupposed clements may
inclade part of a nominal or prepositional group where the WH-item s a
modifier such as which, whese, how many; in an example such as [4:120d],
in addition to the clausal ellipsis there is also nominal ellipsis, since how
many could be filled out as fiew many copies. The mood of the presupposed
clause is always repudiated, by the WH- item itself. Other clements also are
sometimes repudiated, particularly the finite operator; in such instances,
however, the WH- clause normally has to be non-elliprical, unless the
WH- element is the Subject {which allows for propositional ellipss) as in
Who's going to lead the way? — I can’t think who could.

4.4.4.2 INDIRECT YES/NO QUESTIONS
If the reported clause is a yes/no question, the most usnal elliptical form of
it is simply zero:
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f4:130] a. Was that an earthquake ? — I dor't know.
b. I wonder whether England won the cup. Have yoo heard ?

All features of the presupposed clause are carried over. {All, that is, except
the polarity. Polarity has a special meaning i a ves/no guestion, different
from its meaning elsewhere; it expresses the questioner’s attitude to the
question, as in Dow't yoa know? meaning "I'm surprised’, “you ought to
know’. In ar indirect question which is elliptical, the polarity is simply
neutralized.)

In these instances the presupposed clause is itseif a question, direct or in-
direct, and we could conclude that this feature is alse presupposed in the
ellipdcal clause. It is not necessary for the presupposed clamse to be 2
question, however, in order for the ellipsis to be interpreted in this way.
If the verb in the reporting clause is one that introduces a question, such as
ask, then the elliptical reported clause will be interpreted as a question
whatever the mood of the presupposed clause. In [4:1312] the indirect
yes{no question whether he was or not is entirely omitted by ellipsis even
though the presupposed clause is not a question of any kind:

f4:137] a. John was very disappointed by the response. You can ask
him.
A more usual type is that in which there is 2 modality in the presupposed
clause:

[4:131] b. She might be better living away from home. I'm not sure.

- and these in tarn are related, as was pointed out in the context of the dis-
cussion of clansal substitution {3.4.1.1), to elliptical modalized clauses in
which everything except the modality is presupposed:

[4:131] c. [ wonder if it’ll rain on the day of the picnic.—Probably.

4.4.4.3 INDIRECT STATEMENTS

For an indirect statement, there is no equivalent elliptical form containing
just the marker of the feature “statement’. Here the cohesive form of the
reported clause is the substirute so, or its negative nof, as in

{4:132] I thought Mary was leaving today. — She hasn’t said so.
This has been discussed in 3.4.1.1. The ellipdcal form & again simply zero,
as in

[4:233] a. This muango is ripe. | know from its colour.
b. England won the cup. - Who told you?
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Again the whole of the presupposed dause is carried over, including the
polarity; but an elliptical indirect statement of this kind does not neces-
sarily follow mnmediately after the presupposed clause, and the exact
domain of the presupposition is sometimes rather uncertain, Coansider for
example

{4:134] a. John’s new cabinet is beautifid. I've seen it being made. You

can tell him.

Docs this mean “you can teil him it’s beantiful’, or "vou can tell kim I've
seen it being made’, or both 7 If we expand the second sentence to

[4:134] b. John's new cabinet is beautiful. I've seen it being made; it’s
nearly finished. You can tell him,

the amount of uncertainty becomes even greater. Even where there is no
doubt which clause is presupposed, there may sdll be some more room for
uncertainty, usually centring around the expression of modality; for
example

f4:1335] a. He hasn’t finished. - I should have known.

b. Didn’t you know?
¢. No one will know.

Here {a} might mean either ‘I should have known thar he hadn’t” or ‘I
should have known that he wouddn’t’. More clearly sill, whereas (b}
means * didn’t you know that youcan ?’, () means “no one will know that
you have gone’. The pattern of determination here is not easy to soct out.

You can go home. {

4-4-4.4 AMBIGUITY BETWEEK INDIRECT STATEMENTS AND INDIRECT
QUESTIONS

Fundzmentally this is the same kand of ambiguity as may arise between a

statement and a vesfno question if the reporting verh is one that can intro-

duce either, such as rell, say, report, know, and the reported clause is omitted

by eilipsis. For example, in

f4:136] 2. 1 think the cheque is sill valid. The Bank can tell them.

it is not clear whether the meaning is “the Bank can tell themn thar the
cheque is still valid” or "the Bank can tell them whether the cheque is still
valid or not’. Again, it is not easy to state exactly what the relevant factors
are; but the following examples would presumably not be ambigoous:
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f4:136] b. The cheque is still valid. The Bank can tell them. {="that
it is"}
c. The Bank can tell them.
: . ="whether it i
The cheque may still be valid. 4 (Thc'!;; mi:ir{::;fili)e,

{ = "that it may be")

With say the “zere’ form of the teported clanse nearly alway"s presupposes
a question: ke didn't say is likely to mean “whether...”, not ‘that. ..
But with other verbs, and alse with somc adjectives such as clear, the pre-
supposed clause may be either question or statement. There is perhaps a
tendency here for a ‘zero’ reported clause 1o be interpreted as 2 question
if the reporting clause is negative, as it frequently is with these ambiguous
expressions (i {s#'¢ clear, ke didn’t say are more likely to occar on their own
as reporting-reported structures than i is cdear, he said}; on the other hand,
whereas I dow’t know is probably “whether . . ', I didn’t Enow is more
likely to be *chat...’. As [4:136] shows, various factors both in the
reporting clause and in the presupposed clause seem to be relevant to the
tnterpretation.

4.4-4.5 BEPORTS AND FACTS IN RELATION TO CLAUSAIL BELIPSIS

We should distinguish here between reported clauses and “fact’ clauses
{¢f above, 3.4.7.1). A REPORT clause, as already noted, it related hypo-
tactically to the clause that contains the repocting verb; a sentence such as
John said Mary was leaving comsists of two clauses, the second dependent
on {fe hypotactically related ro) the first. A racT clawse is embedded, in
the strict sense of downgraded in rank, or ‘rankshified’; the sentence John
predicted that Mary was leaving consisTs oF only one dause, which has
embedded within it another one that no longer functions as a clause but
functions as 2 nominal. There are varous differences between report and
fact, which were summarized earlier (3.4.1.1}; note that some verbs can
occur with either. Because of the structural difference between the two, a
reported clause can be expressed cohesively through substitntion or
ellipsis, whereas a fact clause cannot. We have seen that there is no ellipsis
of single clements in the struccure of the dause; 2 fact claase, being em-
bedded, functions as a single element, and hence cannot be omitted on its
own. This explains why we cannot say

{4:137] a. The opportanity has now been lost. — I sincerely regret.
A fact clause can on the other hand be expressed cohesively, as all single
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elements of the clause can, by means of reference; so {4:137b] is quite
acceptable:
[4:137] b. The opportunity has now been lost. — Isincerely regret itfthe
facr.

4.4.5 Clausal ellipsis and cdause complexes

Two of more clauses that are directly related in strucrure {as distinct from
being related indirectly through rankshift) are said to form a crause
coMPLEX. A clsuse complex may be either PARATACTIC or HYPO-
TACTIC. In a paratactic clause complex the clauses have equal statas. The
relevant paratactic relation is that of coordination, ie “and’ and “or’;
there are two others, namely apposition and quotation, bot we can ighore
them here. In a hypotactic complex the clauses have unequal status. There
are three types of hypotactic relation in the clause: conpITION (expressed
by clauses of condition, concession, causc, purpose, etc), ADDITION
(expressed by the non-defining relative clause) and REPORT. Parataciic
and hypotactic structures may combine freely in a single clause complex.

We conciude this chapter with a few observations on clausal ellipsis in
clause complexes. This is a big topic, and we have not attempted to treat it
in full. We confine outselves to types of clausal clfipsis not covered by the
discussion on verbal ellipsis; essentially to question-answer, and reporting-
reported sequcnces.

The general principle is clear: an elliptical clause of whatever type may
presuppose any clause in 2 complex, and will then antomatically presup-
pose in addition all clauses that are contingent on it: that is, all that come
after it {if paratactic} and all that are dependent on it (if hypotactic). Se for
example:

[4:138] a. Smith was going to take part, but somebody telephoned and
asked to see him urgendy so he had to withdraw. - Who?
b. I kept quiet because Mary gets very embarrassed if anyone

mentions John's name. I don’t know why.

In: {a}, which is paratactic, who? coheres with somebody; the presupposed
clause is somebody telephoned, and the remainder of the sentence also falls
within the domain of the presupposition: the meaning is “who telephoned
and asked to see him urgently such chat he had o withdraw ?". Likewise
in the hypotactic example (b}, the meaning is ‘I don't know why Mary
gets embarrassed if anyone mentions John's name’. The first clause, in each
case, is catside the demain of what is presuppased.
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However, there are a number of restrictions and limitations on this
ptinciple, as well as possible sources of ambiguiey within it. Ambiguity
may arise because it is uncertain which is the clause that is being presup-
posed, for example

{4:130] a. So you knew the lawyer was responsible. T hadnt realized.

meaning that you knew . . or “that the Iawyer was responsible’. Com-
pare
{4:139] b. I finished writing that story and it’s going to be published. -
When?

meaning “when did you finish . . .?" or *when is it geing to be pubkshed 2°.
A number of factors come in to determine what is the likely interpretation.
Some of them are quite specific; for exampile, if Iin [4:139a] is stressed
contrastively {tone 4}, the second interpretation becomes overwhelmingly
probable: ‘vou knew that the lawver was responsible, but [ didn’t’. But
there are also some general considerations. There is a tendency to presup-
pose what is nearer; that is, to presuppose an ¢lement that occurs later in
the clause complex rather than an ecarlier one, especially if the later one is
rather long. {This makes the contrast between a clause complex and a
simple dause with embedding {rankshift) in it even greater. Embedded
clauses tend to occur in later positions; and since they cannot be presup-
posed, the target of presupposition in such cases tends to be towards the
beginning. Compare [4:94] above; {4:04b] is a hypotactic clause complex,
whereas in [4:94a], which is 2 simple clause with embedding, the appro-
priate rejoinder would be Didn't he?, presupposing the policernan} In
particular it is unusual to presuppose a dependent clause that precedes the
clause on which it is dependent; an example such as[4:140a] s rather un-
likely, although there are instances, such as [¢:140b], which seem to pose
no problem:

f4:£40] a. Secing that Mary's left something behind ¥ really think we
should turn round and go back to the hotel. I'm not sure
what.
b. Unless he gives up one of his bishops he's going to be in
trouble. It doesn’t matter which.

Often an indefinite form such as semebody is such a clear invitation to
presupposition that its presence is safficient to override any limiting ten-
dencies of one kind or anotdher. In 2 very complex structure there are
many clauses which would be potential candidates for presupposition, and
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for precisely that reason presupposition by ellipsis tends to be avoided,
since it would lead to too mruch ambiguity; moreover the clauses which
occur later in the complex, and are therefore more accessible from the
point of view of distance, are also, in the case of hypotaxis, at greater
depth and therefore from another point of view less accessible — because
an elliptical clause which presupposed them could not be flled out. A
sentence such as {4 : x41 a} is intractable in this respect:

[4:141] a. 1 shall be cross if vou break that vase, which was a present
from my boy friend. — Which?

~ if Which? means ' which boy friend ?’ the “filled out’ form would pre-
sumably be Which boy friend was that vase, if I break whick you will be cross,
a presert from? Nevertheless, given a clear invitation to presapposition in
the presupposed comgplex, such instances become possible; if, for example,
the first sentence of [4: 1412] ended which was a present from someone I love,
the rejoinder Wheo? would cause no difficulty ; compare {4:143b and ¢]:

[4:141] b. I'd like you to look at the paiming, which my wife picked up
somewhere in the country. — Where?

. Smith said if he could afford it he was going to buy the next-

door house and rent it to someone he knew so as 1o keep it

from being pulied down to make wav for a block of fats. -
Who?

Presupposition of a paratactic clause complex by clausal ellipsis is pos-
sible only if all clauses following the one that is presupposed are within
the domain of the presupposition. In practice this usually means that they
must be branched ; that is, they must share at least one element in common,

typically though not necessarily the Subject. So we can accepr [4:142a],
but hardly [5:142b]:

[4:142] 3. 1 left my books here and somebody came in and cither
borrowed them or put them back on the shelf but didn’t say
a wotd to me. I wish I conld find out who.
b. I lefr my books here and somebody complained and the
librarian put them back on the skelf but didn't say 2 word to
me. I wish I could find out who.

However, the conditions which determine acceptability are by no means
clear. It does not always tum out as expected, and presupposition can
extend over a considerable structural distance. We have often cited
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examples from Alice (and f example [3: 40} in this coanection}, so perhaps
the last word shonld remain with her:

[4:143] “And who are these 2’ said the Queen, pomting to the three
gardencrs who were lying round the rose-tree; for, you see, as
they were lying on their faces, and the patrern on their backs
was the same as the rest of the pack, she could not tell whether
they were gardeners, or soldiers, or courtiers, or three of her
own children. "How should Fknow 2’ said Alice.



Chapter 5

Conjuncti{}n

5.1 Conjunction and other cohesive relations

The fourth and final type of cohesive relation that we find in the grammar
is that of conjunction. Conjunction is rather different in nature from the
other cohesive relations, from both reference, on the one hand, and substi-
tution and cllipsis on the other. It is not simply an anaphoric reladion.

Conjunctive clements are cohesive not in themselves but indirectly,
by virtoe of their specific meanings; they are not primarily devices for
reaching out into the preceding {or following} text, hut they eXpress
certain meanings which presapposc the presence of other components in
the discourse.

Where is conjunction located, within the total framework of text-
forming relations ¥ Instances of reference, substitution and ellipsis are, onx
the whole, rather clearly identifiable, perhaps unusually so for linguistic

phenomena; there i3 some indeterminacy among them, and also be-
tween them and other structural relations within a text, but this is rela-
tively slight, and we have rarely been in doubr as o the boundaries of the
phenomena being described. ‘This 1s much less truue of conjunction, which
is not definable in such clearcut terms. Perhaps the most strictly cohesive
relation is that of substitution, including ellipsis. Substitution is a purely
textua] relation, with no other function than that of cohering one piece
of text to another. The substitute, or elliptical structure, signals in effect
‘supply the appropriate word or words already available’; it is 2 gramma-~
tical relation, one which holds between the words and structures them~
selves rather than relating them through their meanings. Next in this
order comes reference, which is a semantic relation, one which holds
between meanings rather than between linguistic forms; it is not the
replacement of some linguistic eletment by a counter or by a blank, as are
substitution and ellipsis, but rather a direction for iterpreting an clement
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in terms of its envitronment — and since the environment includes the text
{die linguistic environment), reference rakes on a cohesive function. A
reference item signals “supply the appropriate instantal meaniang, the
referent in this instance, which is already availzble (or shortly to become
available)’; and one source of its availability is the preceding {or follow-
ing) text. With conjunction, on the other hand, we move into a different
type of semantic relation, one which is no longer any kind of a search
instruction, but a specification of the way in which what is to follow is
systematically connected to what has gone before,

In a sense this is putting it rather too concretely. The conjunctive rela-
tions themselves are not tied to any particular sequence in the expression;
if two sentences cohere into a text by virtue of some form of conjunction,
this does not mean that the relation between them could subsist only if
they oceur in that particular order. This is true even of a conjunctive
reletion which is itself inminsically ordered, such as succession in time;
two sentences may be linked by a time relation, but the sentence referring
to the cvent that is carlier in dme may itself come later, following the
ather sentence, When we are considering these sentences specifically from
the point of view of cohesion, however, we are inevitably concerned with
their actual sequence as expressed, because cohesion is the relation between
sentences in a text, and the sentences of a text can only follow one after
the other. Hence in describing conjunction as a cohesive device, we are
focusing attention not on the semantic relations as such, as realized
throughout the grammar of the language, but on one particular aspect
of themn, namely the function they have of relating w each other linguistic
elements that occur in succession but are not related by other, structaral
means.

5.1.1. Structural equivalents of conjunctive relations

There is 2 range of different structural pguises in which the relations that
we are here calling CONJUN CTIVE may appear. These relations constitute
a bighly generalized component within the semantic system, with reflexes
spread throughout the language, taking varicus forms; and their cohesive
potential derives from this source. Because they represent very general
relations that may be associated with different threads of meaning at
different places in the fabric of language, 1t follows that when they are
expressed on their own, unaccompanied by other cxplicit connecting
factors, they have z highly cohesive effect.

Let us take as an exanmiple the rclation already nmentioned above, that
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of succession in titne, This appears in many different realizations, accord-
ing to the other semantic patterns with which it is associated. It may,
first of all, be embodied in a predication, as in [5:1a]; here the verb
Joilow means “occour subsequentdy in time’. Note that the same relation
can be expressed, still as s predication but with the terms reversed, by
making the verb passive, or using a different verb precede. Secondly, the
relation of succession in time can be expressed asa minor predication;; that
is, it may be realized prepositionally, as in {5:1b]. Again the relatdionship
could be viewed from cither direction, with before instead of after.

Thirdly, time sequence may be expressed as a relationship between
predications, with one clause being shown as dependent on another by
means of a conjunction as in [§:1¢]; sometimes, but not in all instances,
the same words may occur both as conjunction and as preposition. Finally,
in {¢:1d], we have two separate sentences. Here there is no structural
relationship at all; but the two parts are still linked by the same logical
relations of succession in time.

[s:1] a. A snowstorm followed the battle. (The battle was followed by

2 SHOWStoran:. }
b. After the battle, there was a snowstorm.
c. After they had fought a battle, it snowed.
d. They fought a battle. Afterwards, it snowed.

Contrast the following:

[s:1] a". A snowstorm preceded the battle.
b'. Before the battle, there had been a snowstorm.
<. Before they fought a battle, it had snowed.
d’. They foughs a baule. Previowusly, it had snowed.

In (d} and (d"), the relation of sequence in time is expressed by an adverb,
functioning as Adjunct, and occurring initially in the second sentence.
Hgre the time relation is now the only explicit form of connection be-
tween the two events, which in the other examples are linked alse by
varions structural relationships. The rime sequence has now become a
cohesive agent, and it is this, the semantic relation in its cohesive function,
that we are referring to as coNjuUNcTION. The Adjunct will be referred
0 3 a CONJUNCTIVE, CONJUNCTIVE ADJUNCT Of DISCCURSE
ADJUNCT.

It is not always possible to find 3 complete set of structures on the above
model to express each one of the set of relations we are interested in,
especially if we take account of all their subeategories. But this example
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is not untypical, and there will always be some form of alrernative
realization whereby the relations that figure as conjunctive, in the forma-
tion of text, can also be systemadcally embodied in various types of
structure. The significance of this fact is that it allows us to recognize that,
although for example in [5:1d] the cohesion is achieved through the
comjunctive expression gfferwards, it is the underlying sesmantic relation
of sucesssion in time that actually has the cohesive power. This explains
how it is that we are often prepared to recognize the presence of a relation
of this kind even when it is not expressed overtly at all. We are prepared
to supply it for ourscives, and thus to asume that there is cohesion even
though it has not been explictly demonstrated,
Heze is another example, this time of the relation of ApvEaSITY:

[5:2] b. He fell asleep, in spite of his great discomfort.
c. Although he was very uncomfortable, he fell asleep.
d. He was very uncomfortable. Nevertheless he fell asleep.

It is not obvious whether there is an example corresponding to [5:xa),
but perhaps
{5:2] a. His great discomfort did not prevent him from falling asleep.

might be accepted as equivalent. On the other hand, here we could cer-
tainly add others, with the discomfort being expressed in 2 non-finite
clause:
{s:2] e. Despite being very uncomfortable, he fell asleep.
f. Being very uncomfortable, he siill fell asleep.

The semantic relationship remains an adversative one thronghout.

Not only does the semantic relation remain the same; so do the ele-
ments related by it In [5:1] the two phenomena that are related by
succession in time are both processes, and they remain so throughour,
even though both of them, the fighting and the snowing, appear now
as verbs and now as nouns. In {5:2], one is a process and the other a state;
again they remain constant, though appearing in different grammatical
forms. This in turn strengthens still further the cohesive potential of the
relation in question. The spezker of the language recognizes that the same
phenomenon may appear in different structural shapes and sizes; and he &5
aware that certain types of phenomena are kikely to be linked to one
another by certain types of meaning relation.

There is one further form of expression to be considered. We might
have

fs:1] g They fought a battle. After thar, it snowed.
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{s:2} g. He was very uncomfortable. Despite this, he fell asleep.

Here we have, in each case, two sentences, so the link berween them is
cohesive, as in {d}, and not structural. But the cchesion is provided by the
reference itemis this and that. The words after and despite, taken on their
own, express the relations of time sequence and adwersity, asin[s:1b] and
[5:2b]; but it is only through their strucroral asseciation with #his and
that that they serve a cohesive function in the given instance. It is the
reference ivems that relate the second sentence to the preceding one.

5.1.2 Types of conjunciive expression

With any of the conjuncrive relations in question, provided there is a
preposition to express it this preposition can always be made to govern a
reference item; the resulting prepositional group will then funceion as a
cohesive Adjunct. It is a moot point whether such instances should be
treated as conjunction or as reference. Strictly speaking, they belong with
reference, because they depend on the presence of a reference item follow-
ing the preposition. But since they involve relations which alse function
cohesively when expressed WITHOUT the accompaniment of refererce
items, it is sirnpler to inclade them within the general heading of conjunc-
tion. Besides this, there are 2 number of what are now conjanctive adverbs
which, aithough not made up of a preposition plus a reference item in the
contemporary language, have their origin in this construction at an earlier
stage: words like therefore and thereby {and compare those based on the
WH- form like whereugon, whereat). We no longer feel that these have a
dentonstrative in them, and this sugpests that even in ana{ytic forms such
as affer that we respoad 1o the cohesive force of the phrase as a whole
rather than singling out rhat as an anaphoric element on its own.
Farthermore many comjunctive expressions oteur in two more or less
synonymous forms, one with and the other without a demonstrative.
These are the ones which have the same form both as preposition and
as adverh, corresponding to [5:1d and g], respectively; or, more accu-
rately {since many arc not adverbs but prepositional phrases, like ac a
result], which occur as Adjunct, either alone or followed by a preposition,
usually of, plus thisfthat: for examyple insicad {of that}, as a result (of that), in
consequence (of that). It would seem rather artificial to suggest that a5 4
result and as a result of thas represent two quite different types of cohesion.
So we shall assume that both of them are to be included under the heading
of conjunction, the criterion being that already adopted, or implied: given
a particular semantic relation which can operate conjunctively (ie which
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takes on a cohesive function when expressed on its own), then any ex-
pression of that relation, with or without a2 demonstrative or other refer-
ence item, will be considered to fall within the category of conjunction,

In general, therefore, conjunctive adjuncts will be of three kinds:

{1) adverbs, including:
simple adverbs {"coordinating conjunctions’y, eg: but, so, then, next
compound adverbs in -fy, eg: accordingly, subsequently, actually
compound adverbs in there- and where-, eg: therefore, thereapon,
whereat
{2} other compound adverbs, eg: furthermore, nevertheless, anyway,
instead, besides
prepasitional phrases, eg: ou the contrary, as a result, in addition
{3) prepositional expressions with rhat or other reference item, the
latter being (i} optional, eg; as 4 result of that, instead of that, in
addition to that, or (i} obligatory, eg: in spite of that, because of
that.

The reference item, in (3), is not necessarily a2 demonstrative functioning
on its awn as Head; there may be a2 nominal group with noun Head, the
demonstrative or other reference item functioning as Deictic. In order for
the total expression to be conjunctive, any form of reference will serve
provided it is anaphoric. In [5:3] the expression as a result of his enguiries
is not conjunctive, since the reference item his is cataphoric to the Inspec-
¥

{5:3] Jones had been missing for five wecks. As a resule of his enguiries,
the Inspector was convinced he had left the country.

All the following examples, however, do exhibit cohesion, the expressions
beginning with as a result 2ll being conjunctive adjuncts:

{5:4] The captain had steered a course close in to the shore,

a. Asa result,
b. As a resule of this, they avoided the womst of the
c. Asa result of this move, [ storm.

d. As 2 resuit of his caution,
If. on the other hand, the second sentence had been
[5:4] e. They were heartily thankful for his caction.
it would still have been cohesive but not by conjunction. The cohesion
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would be achieved by reference, through che word Aic: there is no con~
junctive element{ for kis caution is specifically dependent on thankful, which
determines the preposition for}. The meaning is not “as a reselr, they were
heartily thankful’, buz rather ‘they applauded his caution’. As always, the
lne between specific instances will be hard to draw in practice; there will
be borderline cases, such as

[s:4] f. For his caution he was highly commended.

In the last resort it does not matter, since the effect is cohesive anyway; but
a speaker of English is probably aware here of two rather different kinds
of texture, even though in some instances he may recognize that he is
faced with a mixture of the two.

If the conjunctive is a prepositional expression, such as because of this,
it will often be possible to find an adverb that is roughly equivalent in
meaning {eg: therefore}. This is because conjunctions express one or other
of a small number of very general relavions, and it is the conjunctive
relation rather than the partienlar nominal Complement following the
preposition that provides the relevant link to the preceding sentence. This
Complement, as we have seen, is frequently a purely anaphoric one, typi-
cally 2 demonstrative, this or that; or, if it is a noun, it is quite likely to be
a general noun {of the type described in 6.1 below; ¢f move in [5:4¢]
above), which does no more than make explicit the anaphoric function
of the whole phrase.

A conjunctive adjunct normally has first position in the sentence
{some exceptions are noted below), and has as its domain the whole of
ehe sentence in which it occurs: that is to say, its tneaning extends over
the entire sentence, unless it is repudiated. However, as evidenced by the
indeterminacy, or perhaps flexibility, of owr punctuation system, the
sentence itself is 2 very indeterminate category, and it is very common to
find conjunctive adjuncts occurring in written English following a colon
or semicoion, In terms of our definition of cohesicn, if we take the
orthographic sentence strictly as it stands, such instances would not be
cohesive, since cohesion is a relation between sentences, not a relation
within the sentence. But the conjunction has the effect of repudiating —
that is, of setting a limit to the domain of — any other conjunction that has
occurred previously in sentence-initial position. So for example in

[s:5] So Alice picked him ap very genty, and lifted him across more

slowly than she had lifted the Queen, that she mightn’t take his

breath away: but, before she put him on the table, she thoaght
she mighe as well dust him a little, he was so covered in ashes.
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the but following the colon presupposes the first part of the sentence;
it cherefore cancels out the so at the beginming, defining the limit of its
domain. It would be equally possible, and with very litde difference in
meaning, to start a new sentence at dut.

In considering spoken English, we can define the sentence in such a way
that this problem does not arise: if we say that 2 new seatence starts
whenever there is no structural connection with what has gone before,
then in all such instances there will be o sentence boundary before the
conjunction, and the general principle stated above (that a conjunction
oceuts in firse position and has the whole sentence as i doniain} will
remain valid. But it would be arbitrary to impose this definition on written
English, which has its own conventions, including that whereby the
notion of 2 sentence (as written, fe extending from capital lecter to full
stop) is not bound by structural considerations, but takes in other factors
as well ~ being exploited partdenlarly by many writers to reflect patterns
of intonation. Hence we have to recognize that in many instances there
will be a conjunctive expression mn the middle of a sentence, presupposing
a previous clause 1n the same sentence. We saw carlier that there can be
instances of anaphoric reference and substitution where the presuppased
item is also to be found within the same sentence as the anaphoric one;
here too, although for different reasons, elements that create texeure by
bringing about cohesion between sentences also reinforce the mternal
texture that exists within the sentence itself.

5.2 Some common conjunctive elements
5.2.1 The'and’ relation

The simplest form of conjunction is ‘and’.

Strictly speaking the two clementary logical relations of “and’ and
‘or’ are structural rather than conjunctive. That is to say, they are incor-
porated into linguistic seructure, being realized in the form of a particular
structural relation, that of coompmnvaTion. Coordination is a structure
of the parasactic type {see 4.4.5 above). The "and’ relation is felt 1o be
structural and not cohesive, at least by mature speakers; this is why we
feel a little uncomfortzble at finding a sentence in written English begin-
ning wich /And, and why we tend not to comsider that a child’s compaosition
having snd as its dominant sentence linker can really be said to form a
cohesive whole.

However, it is a fact that the word and is used cohesively, to link one
sentence to another, and not only by children {¢f 5.5 below}. The ‘and’
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relation has to be included among the semantic relations entering into the
general category of conjunetion. Whae distinguishes the rwe is that, in s
elementary logical form, this relation is expressed through the mediuvm
of linguistic structure. The word and is the marker of this structural
relation. It is not an Adjunct; in fact it has no status as a constituent ag alL
It 15 merely a structure signal.

The coordination relation which is represented by the word and may
obtain between pairs {or among sets} of items functioning more or less
anywhere in the strocture of the language. They may be nouns, or nomi-
nal groups; verbs, or verbal groups; adverbs, or adverbial or prepositional
groups; of they may be clavses. A pair or a set of items which are joined
by coordination functions as a single cOMPLEX element of seructure: as
noun complex, nominal group complex, verbal group complex, clause
complex, and so on. They function in the same way as the equivalent
SIMPLE elements: that is to say, a nominal group complex, for example,
functions in the structure of the clause in exactly the same way as does
a nominal group.

Compared with its scope as a structure, the scope of the ‘snd’ relation

as 2 form of conjunction is somewhat modified and extended. We shall
refer to the conjunctive ‘and’ by the more general term ADDITIVS, o
suggest something rather looser and less structural than is meant by
COORDINATE Thus the cooardinate relation is structursl, whereas the
additive relation is cohesive. The additive is 2 generalized semantic rela-
tion in the text-forming component of the semantic systen, that is based
on the fogical notion of ‘and”; and it is one of a small set of four such
relations that we are grouping together under the heading of conjunc-
tion,
When the “and” relation operates conjunctively, between sentences, to
give cohesion to a text — or rather to create text, by cohering one sentence
to another — it is restricted to just a pair of sentences. This provides an
indication of the difference between ‘and’ as a strucrural relation {eo-
ordinate) and “and’ as a cohesive relation (additive). A coordinate iten
such as men and women functions as a single whole; ir constitutes a single
element in the structure of a larger unit, for example Subject in a clause.
There is no reason why this potentiality should be limited to two items;
we may have three, as in men, women and children, or even more. And if
we have more than two, we may, or may not, structure them further by
introducing layering, as in men and women, end boys and girls, which is
‘{(men and women]) and {boys and girls}}’. There is no fixed limit either
to the depth or to the extent of coordinate structures.
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With ‘and” as a conjunctive relation, on the other hand, the situation
is quite different. Here the relation is between sentences, and sentences
follow one anocther one at a time as the texx unfolds; they cannot be
rearranged, as a coordinate structure can, in different sequences and
different bracketings, eg: women and men, or men and boys, and women and
girks. So there is no question of linking a whole set of sentences rogether
by asingle “and’ relation. Each new sentence cither is or is not linked to its
predecessor, as an independent fact; and if it 15, *and’ {the additive rela-
tion) is one way in which it may be so linked. For example,

[s:6] "1 wonder if all the things move along with us?’, thought poor
puzzled Alice. And the Queen seemed to guess her thoughts, for
she c¢ried *Faster ! Don’t try to talk !

The next sentence, in tum, might also be linked by ‘and’ type cohesion:
but if it is, it will simply be linked on to the second one. The three will
not form a single whole. If they had done, it would have been possible to
omit the and between all but the last pair, as in a coordinate series like
men, worien and children, Sets of sentences of this kind do in fact occur, un-
der certain circumstances: particularly if they ate closely paralie! in serne-
ture and meaning. But in such cases they are not really interpretable as
separate sentences. The following example, although punctuated as
sentences, is really more like a set of coordinate clauses:

fs:7] “At the end of three yards I shall repeat them — for fear of your
forgetting them. At the end of Jour, 1 shall say goodbve. And at
the end of five, Ishall go V’

5.2.2 Coordinate and and conjunctive and

The rypical context for a conjunctive and is one in which there is a total,
or almost total, shift in the participants from one sentence to the next,
and yet the two sentences are very definitely part of a text. For example

[5:8] He heaved the rock aside with all his steength. And there in the
recesses of a deep hollow lay a glittering heap of treasure.

In narrative fiction such a shift occurs characteristically at the boundary
of dialogue and narrative:

[5:9] *While you're refreshing vourself)” said the Queen, ‘I'll just take
the measurements.” And she took a obbon out of her pocket,
marked in inches . . .
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A slightly different vse, and one in which the cohesive and comes perhaps
closest to the structural funcedon it has in coordination, is that which
indicates ‘next in a series {of things to be said}’. This is the INTERNAL
sense described in 5.3 below. Here it very often links a series of questions,
meaning “the next thing I want to know is . . ", There is an excellent
example of this in Alice’s interrogation of Humpty Dumpty concerning
the meaning of Jabberwocky; it is too long te quote in full, but the follow-
ing extract will show the pattern:

{s:10] ‘I see it now,” Alice remarked thoughtfully: ‘and what are
Tk ‘sves” ?l
*Well, “toves™ are something like badgers ~ they're something
like lizards - and they're something kike corkscraws.”
*They must be very cirious creatares.”
“They are that,” said Humpty Dumpty: ‘also they make cheir
nests under sun-dials — also they live on cheese.’
*And what's to “gyre” and to “gimble™ ?’
‘To “gyre” is to go round and round like 2 gyroscope. To
“gimble™ is to make holcs like a gimiet.”
‘And “the wabe” is the grass plot round a sun-dial, 1 suppose ¥’
said Alice, surprised at her own ingenuity,

Or it links a series of points all contributing to one general argament.
In this function *and’ perhaps carries over some of the RETROSPECTIVE
effect that it has as a coordinator, as i men, women and children.

This retrospective function is in fact rather significant. {Perhaps
‘retrojective’ right be a better word for it, suggesting the appropriate
sense of ‘projecting backwards’} In 2 series such as men, women and child-
ren, or Tom, Dick and Harry, the meaning of and is projected backwards
sc that we interpret ss ‘men and woemen and children”’, “Tom and Dick
and Harry'. {Since much usc is being made in this section of the distinction
between italics 2and quotation marks, it may be helpful to give a reminder:
a word, or longer piece, that is in italics indicates a “wording’, an item of
the language; one in gquotation marks indicates 2 meaning.} This pheno-
menen of projecting backwards occurs only with the two elementary
fogical relations of ‘and’ and ‘or’, which are the only ones expressed
in the form of coordination; parallel o Tem, Dick and Harry we have
Toms, Dick or Harry where the "or’ is also projected backwards, giving the
meaning ‘Tom or Dick or Hatry’. The phenomenon is not hmited to
strings of words, but is common to all coordinate structures, for example
a series such as the following :
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[s:1:1] The balls were live hedgehogs, the mallets live lamingoes, and
the soldiers had 1o double themselves up and to stand upon their
hands and feet, to make the arches.

Summarizing, the logical *and’ and ‘or” relations differ from the wider
set of vextual refations that enter into cohesion, in the following ways:

(2] They are expressed structurally, in the form of coordination.

{(2) They are retrospective, in the sense just explained.

(3) They have correlative forms both . . . and, and sither . . . or,

{(4) They have 2 negative form nor {= “and not’}, together with its
cotrelative neither . . . nor (= ‘both not . . . and not’).

5.2.3 Other conjanctive elements: bug, yet, so and then

The retrospective power of and provides a useful insighr into the meaning
of certain other words, especially dut. The word it expresses a relation
which is rot additive but AbpvERSATIVE. However, in addition o the
meaning ‘adversative’, but contains within itself also the logical micaning
of “and’; it is a sort of portinantesu, or shorthand form, of and however.
The evidence for this is the fact that bus is also retrospective — but the
meaning which it projects in this way is not "but’ but “and’. Consider
the example

[s:12] The eldest son worked on the farm, the second son worked in
the blacksmith’s shop, but the youngest son left home 10 seek
his fortane.

This has to be interpreted as “the eldest son worked on the farm and the
second . . . The fact that sut contains “and’ is the reason why we cannot
say and but, although we can say and yet, and so, and then, etc. It also explains
why the construction Aithough . . ., but . . |, so frequently vused by non-
native spezkers of English, is wrong: a structare carmot be both hypotactic
and coordinate {paratactic) at the sarme time.

The words yet, se and then do not normally project backwards in
this way, although they can do in rare instances. In general they do not
include any component of ‘and’; instead they frequently comeing with
and, as mentioned above. In fact, when the word and occurs 3t the
beginning of a new sentence it is very often accompanied by another
conjunctive word or phrase, the two together functioning as 2 single
clement, The second comjunction may be one expressing a different
textnal relation from the and {such as the advemative yer), or it may itself



238 CONJUNCTION

also be additive; so we find not only and yet, and so, and then, and anyway,
but also and also, and furthermore, and in addition.

The different types of conjunctve relation that enter inte cohesion are
Hsted in the next section. They are not the same as the elementary logical
relations that are expressed through the structural medinm of coordina-
tion. Conjunction, in other werds, is not simply coordination extended
50 a8 30 operate between sentences. As we saw in 5.1 {examples [s:1] and
{5:2]}, at least some of the conjunctive relations have equivalents in very
different types of structure, such as predication within the clause and
hypotaxis between clauses; these are guite uncelated to coordination.
There are other conjunctive reiations which are closer to coordination;
in particular the ADpDITIVS, to which the closest parallel among the
structural relations is the coordinate *and’. But this is still not the same
thing: the additive relation is a complex one including components of
emphasis which are absent from the elementary *and” relation. The same
holds for the coordinate relation “or’; there is a cohesive category related
to ‘or’, expressed by conjunctions such as instead, but it is also a mixture,
with other clements present in it. The conjunctive relations are not logical
but textual; they represent the generalized types of connection that we
recognize as holding between sentences. What these conmections are
depends in the last resort on the meanings that sentences express, and
cssentially these are of two kinds: experiential, representing the linguistic
interpretation of experience, and interpersonal, representing participation
in the speech situation. In the remaining sections of this chapter we attempt
to outline the various types of conjunction, with some typical examples
of each.

5.3 Types of conjuncton

Various suggestions could be taken up for classifying the phenomena
which we are grouping together under the heading of coNjuncTION.
There s no single, uniquely correct inventory of the types of conjunctive
relation; different classifications are possible, each of which would high-
light different aspects of the facts.

We shail adopt a scheme of just four categories: additive, adversative,
causal, and temporal. Here is an example of each:

[5:13]} For the whole day he climbed up the steep mountainside, almost
without stopping.
a. And imall this time he met no one. {additive)
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b. Yet he was hardly aware of being tired. (adversative)}
c. So by night time the valley was far below

hims. {causal}
d. Then, ss dusk fell, he sat down to rest. (temporal)

‘The words and, yet, so and then can be wken as typifying these four very
general conjunctive relations, which they express in their simplest form.

Naturally if we reduce the many very varied kinds of conjunction two
this small number of basic rypes, there is scope for a considerable amount
of subclassifying within them. A very simple overnall framework like
this does not ELIMINATE the complexity of the facts; it relegates it to a
later, or more “delicate’, stage of the analysis. Our reason for preferring
this framework is just that: it scems to have the right priorities, making it
possible to handle a texr without unnecessary complication. A detailed
systematization of all the possible subclasses would be more complex
than is needed for the understanding and analysis of cohesion; moteover,
they are quite indeterminate, so that it would be difficalt to select one
version in preference to another. We shall introduce some subclassification
under cach of the four headings, but not of any very rigid kind.

There is one very general distinction, common to all four eypes, which
it will be helpful to make at che start. Consider the following pair of
examples! !

[s:14] a. Next he inserted the key into the lock.
b. Next, he was incapable of inserting the key into the lock.

Each of these sentences can be seen, by virtue of the word nexr, to pre-
suppose some preceding sentence, some textual environment. Moreover
in each case there is a relation of temporal sequence between the pre-
suppased sentence and this one; both [s:14a and b] express a relation
that is it some sense ‘next in dme’. We shall in fact classify them both as
TEMPGRAL. But the “nextness” s really rather different in the two in-
stances. In (3}, it 15 a relation between events: the preceding sentwence
might be First he switched on the light - first one thing happens, then anether.
‘The time sequence, in other words, Is in the THESIS, in the content of
what is being said. In (b}, on the other hand, the preceding sentence
might be First he was snable to stand upright; here there are no events; or
rather, there are only UNGUISTIC events, and the time sequence is in the
speaker’s organization of his discourse. We counld say the time sequence is
in the ARGUMENT, provided ‘argument’ is onderstood in its everyday
thetorical sense and nor in 1ts technical sense in logic {contrasting with
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‘operatar’). The two sentences are related as steps in an argument, and
the meaning fs rather " first one move in the speech game is enacted, then
another”.

It would be possible to describe thc nature of the temporal relation in
[s:14b] in teems of speech acts, the time sequence being 2 performative
sequence *first | say one thing, then another’. This s quite a.dcquate for the
particular example, but is roo concrete for this type of conjunction as a
whale. As later examples will show, what we are concerned with here is
not so much a relationship between speech aces {though it may take this
form, especially in the temporal setring) as a relationship beeween different
stages in the unfolding of the speaker’s coMMUNICATION ROLE - the
meaunings he allots to himself as a participant in the total situation. The
distinction between {a) and (b} really relates to the basic functional com-
ponents in the organization of Ianguage. In [s:142] the cohesion has to be
interpreted in terms of the EXPERIENTIAL function of language; itis a
relation between meanings in the sense of representations of “contents’,
(our experience of) catemal reality. In [s:14b] the cohesion has to be
interpreted in terms of the iINTERPERSONAL function of language; it is
a relation between meanings in the sense of representations of the speakes’s
own ‘stamp’ on the situation — his choice of speech role and rhetorical
channel, his attitudes, his judgments and the like.

The essential fact here is that communication is itself a process, albeit
a process of a special kind; and that the salient event m this process is the
text. It is this that makes it possible for there to be two closely analogous
sets of conjunctive relations: those which exist as relations between external
phenomena, and those which are as it were internal to the communication
situation. The clearest instance is to be found in the relation of tempumi
sequence, as just illustrated: it is fairly obvious that temporal sequence is 2
property both of the processes that are encoded in language and of the
process of Linguistic interaction itself. At the same time, the two time
sequences are also clearly on different planes of reality, which exphins
why it is that certain apparently contradictory elements can combine with
each other; we may have an example like

{5:15] Next, previously to this he had already offered to resign.

meaning and after this (in “internal” or situation time} I shall tell you
what happened before this {in “external” or thesis time}’. The analogy in
the other types of conjunctive relation, additive, adversative and cansal,
is somewhat less exact; bur it is sall exact enongh for many of the same
conjunctive expressions to be used in both meanings, for example:
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[s:16] a. She was never really happy kere. So she’s leaving.
b. She’ll be better off in a new place. - So she's leaving ?

In {a) there is a causal relation between two events — or two phenemena,
let us say, since the firse is a state rather than an event. The meaning is
‘because she was not happy, she's leaving’. In (b) there s also a causal
relation, bur it is within the communication process; the meaning is
‘because you refer 1o her being about to be In a new place, 1 conclude
she's leaving’. This is a very typical example of the sort of parallelism
we find between the two planes of conjunctive relations, the external and
the internal,

No pair of terms seems quite right for referring to this distincdon in a
way that is succinet yet still transparent. We might use ‘objective” and
‘subjective’; but these are misleading, because the logical relations within
the speech situation are no more subjective than those within the thesis
or content of what is being said — the commumication process itself is as
objective as any of the processes that are being taltked abour. Most
appropriate would be a pair of terms relating to the functional compo-
nents of meaning {experiential and interpersenal; ¢f Hymes' “referendal’
and ‘socio-expressive’, Lyons’ ‘cognitive” and “social’), sincc the dis-
tinction in fact derives from the functional organization of the linguistic
system; but these become cumbersome and require a censtant effort of
interpretation. For want of better, we shall use eXTERNAL and INTRR~
NAL; they are somewhat vague, but preferable to more specificterms which
might be suitable, say, in the sctting of a temporal relation but not tn a
cawsal or adversative one. This s exactly the emphasis we want to avoid.
The value of the distinction we are drawing is precisely that it is general
to all the different relations that enter into conjunction. When we use
conjunction as a means of creating text, we may exploit either the relattons
that ave inherent in the phenomena that language is used to talk about, or
those that are inherent in the communication process, m the forms of
interaction between speaker and hearer; and these two possibilities are
the same wharever the type of conjunctive relation, whether additive,
adversatrve, temporal or causal. In fact we vsually exploit both kinds. The
line betwecen the two is by no means always clearcut; bur it is there, and
forms an cssential part of the total picture.

Each of the remaining subcategorics that we shall see up for the present
discussion is specific to one or other of the four types of relation, and will
be brought up in the appropriate section. In the following table we set
ont the four headings, ADDITIVE, ADVERSATIVE, CAUSAL and
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Contain- bt wmater of fact contrary case, wihich-
ing Cf wording  af feast, ever way it {s
‘atd’ Contrastive (external): rather, I mean | QOpen-ended in any case,
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Simal-  just then, at time conclusion puint, here
taneous the some time | Repetivive  next tine, on Future from now
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before that occasion Bequential  first . . . next forward
Specific next day, an | Conclusive . . . finally
Conclusive hour later Sutrunary:
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Conclo-  at first . ., in to refure fo
stVe the end the point
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TEMPORAL, andd list examples of the words and phrases thar express these
meanings. The distinction between external and internal, in the sense
above, is also built into the table; it will be noted that many though
not all of the conjunctions occur in both types of reladon, like next and
so in f5:34] and [5:16]. In one or two instances the same word occurs in
more than ene conjunctive type; eg: thes is both temporal and causal. Some
labels are given to the subcategorics, where it is felt that these would be
helpful; and the classification of each type is repeated in the form of a
list at the end of the section in which it is discussed.

s.4 Additve

We have already discussed {in 5.2} the *and’ relation as it is embodied in
the form of coordination, and supggested that the cohesive relation ex~
pressed by And at the beginning of a new sentence — the app1TIVE
relation — is somewhat different from coordimation proper, althovgh it is
no doubt derivable from it.

It is not being claimed, of course, that every time a writer puts a full
stop before and he is thereby at once using the word in a different sense.
The distinction is neither as clearcut nor as consistent as this; and in any
case the claimn would be meaningless for spoken English, for which it
would be necessary to adopt and adhere to 2 particular explicit definition
of the sentence. Bur equally the notion of sentence, vague though it is,
is not mvalid; we can define the sentence for spoken English if we want to.
Probably the simplest definition is that a sentence equals a clause complex:
that is, any set of clauses that are hypotactically andor paratactically rela-
ted, with the simple clavse as the limiting case. Moreaver there is 2 differ-
ence in principle between structuzal relations, which hold within a
sentence, and cohesive relations, which hold (within or) between sen-
tences,

When we are considering cohesive relations, we can group together
under the heading of additive both of the two types that appear structurally
in the form of coordination, the “and’ type and the *or’ type. The distinc-
tion between these two is not of primary significance for purposes of
textual cchesion; and in any case it is not the same distinction as that
which is found between them in coordination. The words and, or and nor
are all used cohesively, as conjuncrions; and all of them are classified here
as additive. The correlative pairs bath . . . mnd, cither . . . or and neither . . .
ror do not in general occur with cohesive function; they are restricted to
structural coordination within the sentence. This is because a coordinate
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pair functions as a single unit, in some higher structure, and so can be
delineated as 3 constituent; whereas 2 cobesive “pair’ is not 2 pair at all,
but a succession of two independent cletnents the second of which
happens to be tied on to the first {¢f the discussion on example {5:6]
above).

All three, ond, or and nor, may express cither the sxTERNAL or the
INTERNAL type of conjunctive relation {as these were descsibed in 5.3
above). In the additive context, in fact, there may be no very dear differ-
ence between the two; but when end is used alone as a cohestve item, as
distinct from and then, etc, it often seems to have the sense of “there is
something more to be said’, which is clearly internal In our terms, 2
kind of seam in the discourse. For example in {s:172 and b} the and has
this sense:

{5:17] a. *...1 was very nearly opening the window, and putting you
out into the snow ! And you'd have &esetved it .
b. ‘I said you looked like an egg, sir,” Alice gemly sxpiaineci.
‘And some eggs arc very pretty, you know,” she added . .

Much of the discussion of and in 5.2 above illustrates the same point;
examples [$:8-10] show different kinds of internal and — linking a series
of questions, itke [5:18]:

{5: 18] Was she in a shop ? And was that really - was it really a sheep that
was sitting on the other side of the counter?

or linking dialogue and narrative, like5: 19]:

[s:19] *. .. Who in the world am I? Ah, that’s the great puzzle I’ And
she began thinking over all the children she knew that were of
the same age as herself, to see if she could have been changed for
any of them.

Example {5: 8] is perhaps on the bordecline; here and does link two different
facts, which makes it externai, but at the same time it may serve to convey
the speaker’s intention that they should be rcgarded as connected in
SOme Way.

The NEGATIVE form of the additive relation is expressed simply as
nor, as in Nor can I Besides sor there are various other composite ex-
pressions with more or less the same meaning (¢f: er else as expansion of
or, as in [s:24] below}: and . . . not, not . . . either, and . . . sor . . _ either;
and the forms neither, and . . | neither. Here is an example with a clearly
external sense, the form being and . . . not . . . either:
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[5:20] I couldn’t send all the horses, you know, becanse two of them

are wanted in the game. And [ haven’t sent the twa Messengers
either., £

It is likely that the expanded forms with either have an sdditional ele-
ment of explicitness in them, 2 sense of “and what is more’. This, in our
terms, would be an element of internal meaning, since it is an expression
of the speaker’s attitude to or evaluation of what he is saying. Example
{s:20] would it this sense perhaps be 2 combination cof both external and
internal conjunction. There are parallel forms of the posiive “and’
relation, namely and alse, and . . . 100

[s:21] “To be able to see Nobody ! And at that distance, too !’

There ate specifically EMPHATIC forms of the ‘and’ relation occurring
only in an internal sense, that of “there is yet another point to be taken
in conjunction with the previous one’. This in fact is esscntially the
meaning that is taken on by the "and’ relation when it is a form of internal
conjunction. There are 2 large number of conjunctive expressions which
have just this meaning, eg: further, furthermore, again, alse, moreover, what
is more, besides, additionally, in addition, in addition to this, not only that but.
These give a definite thetorical lavour, asin

fs:22] My client says he does not know this witness. Farther, he denies
ever having seen her or spoken to her.

The speaker wants the two scntences to be as it were added together and
reacted to in theiz totalivy.

With the ‘or’ relation, the distinction berween the external and
the internal planes is perhaps more clearcut. The basic meaning of the
conjunctive ‘or’ relation is ALTERNATIVE In its external sense, the
offering of 2 range of chjective alternatives, or, together with its expansion
or else, 1s largely confined to questions, requests, permissions and predic-
tions {realized in the grammar as interrogative, imperative and modalized
clauses). Even here, the alternative could often be reparded as comprdsing
a single sentenee, 2sin

f:23] “Shall we try another figure of the Lobster Quadnlle?’, the
Gryphon went on. * Or would you like the Mock Turtle to sing
yonasong?

H it s associated with statements, or takes on the internal serse of ‘an
alternative interpretation’, ‘another possible opinion, explanation, eic in
place of the one just given’:
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{s:24] Perhaps she missed her train. Or else she’s changed her mind

and isn’t coming.

The form {or} alternatively is perhaps an emphatic variant of the ‘or’
refation, whereby the speaker stresses the altemnativeness, in the same way
that by using {and) additionally he emphasizes the additionalness i the
‘and’ relation.

Under the heading ADpDI1TIVE we may include a related pattern, that
of semantic SIMILARITY, in which the source of cohesion is the compari-
sors of what is being said with what has gone before., Forms such as
similarly, likewise, in the same way are used by the speaker to assert that a
point is being reinforced or a ncw one added to the same effect; the rele~
vance of the presupposing sentence is its similarity of import to the
presupposed one. There may be a likeness in the event; the cobesive use
of comparisen does not excdude the presence of an external component,
as in [$:25a). But essentially it is the similanty in the context of the
communication process that is being used with cohesive effect. [5:23b]
brings out this internal aspect.

f5:25] a. Treating people 25 responsible citizens brings out the best in

them; they behave as such. In the same way if you treat them
as criminals they will soon begin to act like criminals.

b. Your directors are planning for steady growth over a con-
siderable period of time. Similarly our intentions in adopting
this new investment policy are focused on the long-term
prospects of the company.

Corresponding to “similarly’ is the negative comparison where the
meaning 15 DISSIMILARITY: ‘in contradistinction’. This is frequently
expressed by the phrase on the other hand; there are other forms such as
by contrast, as epposed to this, and 5o on.

[s:26] Our garden didn’t do very wel this year. By contrast, the
orchard is locking very healthy.

The phrase on the other hand is unusual among conjunctions in having a
correlative form, on the one hand; note however that when the two are
used together the sense of *dissimilarity” tends to be ‘weakened, and the
effect is little more than ; simple additive:

[5:27] Why aren’t you going in for a swim? — On the one hand, the
air’s too cold; I like to he warm when I come ont. On the other
hand, the current’s too strong; I like to be sure I sHALL come out.
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Note the similarity between cemparison as a conjunctive relation
especially in its external sense, expressed by conjunctive Adjunets of one
kiné and another, and comparison as a form of reference, expressed by
Deictics, Epithets and Submodifrers {see 2.2 and 2.5).

With negative comparison, we are approaching the ADVERSATIVE
type of conjunctive relation, where it has the sense of ‘not . . . but . . '}
that is, where the first term in the comparison is dented in order to make
room for the second one. Here we find expressions such as instead, rather,
on the contrary. These will be brought up in the next secdon. Meanwhile
there are two other types of relation which can be thought of as sub-
categories of the additive. Both of these are really relations on the internal
plane — though, as always, they may have external implications.

The first is that of EX?OSITION or EXEMPLIFICATION. This corze-
sponds, structurally, not to coordination but ro sApPosITION. Amoeng
the items which occur frequently in this function are, in the expository
sense, I mear, that is, that is io say, {or) in other words, (or) to put it another
way; in the exemplificatory sense, for instance, for example, thus. Note that
the word or also occurs alone as a marker of structural apposition, the
sense being ‘by another (alternative) name’. Other items, such as namely
and the abbreviations fe, iz, eg, are likewise usually used as structural
markers within the sentence, although they may occasionally be found
linking two sentences. Examples:

[5:28] a. I wonder whether that statement can be backed up by ade-
quate evidence. — In other words, you don't believe me.

b. *What sort of things do you remembher best 2° Alice ventured

to ask. *Oh, things that happened the week after next,” the

Queen replied in a careless tone. “For imstance, now, she

went an . . . ‘there’s the King's Messenger. He's in prison

now, being punished: and the trial doesn't even begin «il

next Wednesday: and of course the crime comes last of all)

¢. In the Index of Railroad Stations the pames of many rail-

roads are followed by small numerals. These are time-table

numbers indicating the table in which a given station is shown

i the railroad’s representation. For example, vnder Danbury,

Ct., is shown “N.Y. New Hav. and H., 12.” This means

Danbury is found on the time-table No. 12 of that ratlccad.*

Of these, {2} is expository, {b) exemplifying, while {¢) contains an example

of cach: thiz means, and for example.

* Official Guide o the Amprican Raitroads, September 1967.
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Finally there is a small set of items such as incidenitally, by the way, which
combine the sense of additive with that of ArTERTROUGHT. They are
perhaps on the borderline of cohesion; they may often hardly presuppose
any preceding discourse, although in principle one sentence can be
meidental only by reference to a previous one,

{s:29] ‘You'll see me there,” said the Cat, and vanished . . . While
she was looking at the place where it had been, it suddenly
appeared again. ‘By-the-bye, what became of the baby ?’ said
the Cat, ‘I'd nearly forgotten toask’

This sort of afterthought is really a kind of pe-EmrrASIS, reducing the
weight accorded to the presupposing sentence and to its connection with
what went before; it thus contrasts with the emphatic type described
eatlier, expressed by furthermore and similar forms,

The structural analogue of the additive relation — that is, its equivalent
in the form of a relation within the sentence — is parataxis, including both
coordination and apposition. To the stMPLE ApDITIVE {including nega-
tive and altemative} forms correspond seructures using the same words
and, or and ner, as well as their correlative pairs both . . . and, ctc. To the
APPOSITIONAL type corresponds structural apposition, which may be
expressed by means of markers such as namely, or, that is, or simply by
Jjuxtaposition; in spoken English there must also be tonal concord — a
pair of items in apposition always have the same intonation pattern. On
the other hand, the COMPARATIVE and the various coMpLEX relations
that we have grouped under the heading of AppiTIVE have 1o equivalent
as structural relations within the sentence.,

Here is 2 summary of the conjunctive relations of the ADDITIVE type,

with examples of each -
Simple additive relations (external and internal)

Additive: and; and aiso, and . . . too
Negative: " nor; and . .. not, vot . . . cither, neither
Alternative: or; or €lse
Complex additive relations (intemal} : emphasc
Additive: further{more), moreover, additionally, besides
that, add to this, in addition, and another thing
Alterpative: olternatively

Complex additive relations (intermal) : de—emphatic
Afterthoughe: incidentally, by the way
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Comparative relations {internal)

Similar: likewrise, similarly, in the same way, in (just)
this way
Drissimnilar: on the other hand, by comtrast, conversely
Appositive relations (internal)
Expository: that is, I mean, in other words, to put it enother
way
Exemplificatory: for instance, for example, thus

5.5 Adversative

The basic meaning of the ADVERSATIVE relation is *contrary to expecta-
tion’. The expectation may be derived from the content of what is being
said, or from the communication process, the speaker-hearer situation,
so that here too, as in the additive, we find cohesion or: both the external
and the intermnal Pl;nss.

An EXTERNAL adversative relation is expressed in its simple form by
the word yet occurring initially in the sentence :

[5:30] Al the figures were correct; they'd been checked. Yet the total
came out wrong.

Very similar to yet in this fonction are but, however, and though. It was
suggested earlier (5.2} that but differs from yet in that but contains the
element 'and’ as one of its meaning components, whereas yet does not;
tor this reason, we regularly find sentences beginning and yet, but never
and but.

The word however is different again. Unlike yet and bwt, however can
occur non-~initially in the sentence (in which case it can co-occur with
initial @nd or but, but net with yet); and it regularly occurs as 2 separate
tone group — separate, that is, from what follows — and so is associated
with intonational prominence, whereas yet and but are normally spoken
as ‘reduced’ syllables and become tonal only for purposes of contrast.
Finally though as a conjunctive is always phonologically reduced; it may
occur initially {in which case it is indistinguishable in speech from the
suberdinating though (= although) and would be treated as cohesive suly
if occurring in writing after a full stop), but its normal position is as 2
tailpiece at the end of the clause, Some examples:

i5:31] a. All chis time Tweedledee was irying his best to fold up the
umbrella, wich himselfin it . . . But he conldn’t guite succeed,
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and it ended in his rolling over, bundled up in the umbcells,
with only his head out.

b. . .. it swept her straight off the scatr, and down among the
heap of rashes. However, she wasn't a bit hurt, and was scon

again.

c. ‘I Bke the Walrus best,” said Alice: "because, you see, he was a
fitrie sorry for the poor oysters’.
"He ate more than the Carpenter though,” said Tweedledee.

The following set of examples shows the intonation patterns {¢f 5.9) that
are assoctated with hkowever; example {a} is untypical for bowever but

corresponds to the typical use of but:

{s:32]  a. /4 However she was not going to let her-
seif be BEATEN

b. /1 sowEvER f4 she was not going to let

Jane felt most ) herself be BEATEN /

disheartened. | c. §4 She was not going to let herself be
BEATEN however #

d. j4 T time however /T she was not going
to let herself be BeATEN #

LY

The pattern in {c} and (d) would alsc be appropriate to though.

The adversative sense is expressed by 2 number of other words and
phrases. The word enly occurs frequently in this sense in spoken English,
always in initial position and phonologically reduced, like however in
[5:32a};e0

|5:33] I'd love to join in. Only I don’t know how to play.

Other adversative words such as nevertheless and stifl, and prepositional
expressions such as in spite of this, are on the other hand usually fully
accented, and often also tonic, bike kowever in [5:32b]; eg

[5:34] It certainly was a very large Gnat: “about the size of a chicken,’
Alice thought. Stll, she couldn’t feel nervous with it, after they
had been talking togecher so long.

In some instances the adversative relation between two sentences appears
as it were with the sequence reversed, where the second sentence and
not the first would correspond to the although clause in a hypotactic
structare. Here the normal cohesive form is yet; we also find and in adversa-
tive use in this sense:
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[5:35] a. The total came out wrong. Yet all the figures were correct;
they d been checked.

(cf: The total came ons wrong, although all the figures were correqt.)

fs:35] b. “Dear, dear ] How queer everything is today ! And yesterday
things went on just as usaal.’

At the same time, but and however occur in a related though somewhat
different sense, which we might call conTrasTIVE. This they share with
an the pther hand (but never in its correlative form on the one fand . . . on
the other hand, which is comparative; 5.4 above). Note that yet does not
occur 11 this sense, as can be seen by substituting it for but and however
in the following examples:

I5:36] a. She failed. However, she's tried her best.

b. He's not exactly good-looking. But he's got brains,

¢. ‘1 see you're admiring my liwle box,” the Knight said in a
friendly tone. °. . . You see I carry it upside-down, so that
the rain can’'t ger in.” “But the things can ger our,” Alice
gently remarked.

Here the meaning is not "despite’ but “as against’, 'to be set against’; in
fact the expression as against thai is used in this sense, as well as on the other
hand, af the same time and various others.

It can be seen that if yer replaces Aowever in [$:36a] the meaniang is
quite different: it means ‘in spite of the fact that she'd tried her best, she
still failed”. The two meanings *in spite of " {the adversative proper, so to
speak} and “as against’ can be paralicled within the sentence, in the
although (' concessive”) type of dependent clause. This is normally a true
adversative, and it can have oNry this sense if the althauch clause precedes
the main clause {where although is accented). But provided the although
clanse follows the main clause, where although is normally unaccented,
it can express cither the meaning “in spite of  or the meaning *as against’,
Thus we have she failed, althaugh she'd tried her best, meaning either “in
spite of the fact that . . .*, parallel to [5:35a}, or *as against the fact that . . [,
parallel to {s:36¢]; or altheugh she'd tried her best, ske failed, meaning only
“in spite of the fact that . . | parallel to [5:30]. The latter cannot mean
*as against’, which is why althosigh he's got brains, he's not exactly good-
looking makes no sense.

The adversative refation also has its inTRRNAL aspect. Here the under-
lying meaning is still “contrary to expectation’; but the source of the
expectation is to be found not in what the presupposed sentence is about
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but in the current speaker-hearer configuration, the point reached in the
communication process, as we expressed it earlier, For example:

[s:37]a. ° . . you'll find yourself in the Fourth Square in no time.
Well, that square belongs to Tweedledum and Tweedledee -
the Fifth is mostly water — the Sixth belongs to Humpty
Dumpty — But vou make no remark ?’

b. “. .. you might catch 2 bat, and that’s very like a mouse, vou
know. But do cats eat bats, I wonder?’

In {a} the Red Queen’s reasoning is ‘T am giving you information, for
which you ought to be grateful; and yet vou don’t show it”: that is,
contrary to the expectation raised i:y the communication situation
between us. Similarly in (b}, Alice recognizes that, although her sugges-
tion 5 made with the intention of being helpful, it may not in fact be
any use.

This is as it were the internal equivalent of the advemative proper; the
meaning it not ‘in spite of the facts” but it is stll “in spite of ™ — *in spite
of the reles we are playing, the state of the argument, ctc’. There is
another form of the adversative relation, also internal, which we may
perhaps regard as being the inTeEanAr equivalent of the conTrASTIVE
sense identified above, that of “as against’. This is expressed by a number
of very frequent items such a5 in fact, as o matter of fact, actually, o tell
{you} the truth. The meaning is something kike ‘as against what the
current state of the communication process would lead us to expect, the
fact of the matter is . . . The conjunction takes the form of an assertion
of veracity, an AVOWAL:

{s:38] "Now the cleverest thing I ever did,” he went on after a pause,
“was inventing a new pudding during the meat-course.’
‘In time to have it cooked for the next course?’ said Alice.
‘well, that was quick work, certainly.’
"Well, not the next course,” the Knight said in a sow thoughtful
tone; no, certainly not the next cowrse.

*Then it would have to be the mext day. I suppose you wouldn’s
have two pudding-coarses in one dinner.’

‘“Well, not the nexi day, the Knight repeated as before: “not
the next day. In fact,” he went on, holding his head down, and
his voice getting lower and lower, ‘I dcn t believe that pudding
ever was cooked ! In fact, I don't believe that pudding ever wilf
be cocked ! And yct it was a very clever pudding to invent.
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Related to this "avowal’ type is another form of the adversative which
was mentioned above {5.4) as bordering on the sense of negative compari-
son eg: by contrast; ¢f [5:26]. This is the sense of ‘not ... but. .., which
we might refer to as 3 corrrcTiON. The meaning of this cohesive rela~
tion itself is again internal - although, as always, the context of its use in
any particular instance may be found in the content of the presupposed
and presupposing sentences. The general meaning is still ‘contrary to
expectation’, bat here the special sense is “as against what has just beensaid’;
the expectation is there, in other words, simply because it has been put
into words. The distinction between this and the "avowal’ type, such as
in fact, is that the latter is an assertion of ‘the facts’ in the face of real or
imaginaty resistance {as against what you might think’), whereas here
cne formulation is rejected in favour of another {"as against what you
have been twold’). Characteristic expressions of this relation are instead
(of that}, rather, on the contrary, at least, I tnean. The contrast mnay be between
two alternative phenomena:

[5:39] 2. Heshowed no pleasure at hearing the news. Instead he looked
even gloomier.
b. I don’t think she minds the cold. It’s the damp she objects

to, rather,

But it may be between two different formulations of the same pheno-
menon:

{5:40] " What a beautiful belt you've got on 1" Alice suddenly remarked
‘At least,” she corrccted herself on second thcrnglzts, a
beatst:ﬁ:nl cravat, [ should have said — no, 2 belt, I mean — .

Finmally we bring in here what may be comsidered a generalized form
of the adversative 1elation, the meaning ‘no matter {whether . . . or not;
which . . ), still . . .’. This presupposes that some circumstances bave been
referred to which are then dismissed as irrelevant — either becanse it does
not matter whether they obtain or not, as in [§:41a), or because it does
pot matter which of the given set of circumstances obtains, as in [$:41b}:

fs:41] 2. We may be back tonight; T'm not sure. Either way, just
make yourselves at home.
b. Your partner may support you or may change to another
suit. In cither rase you should respond.

DISMISSIVE expressions include in any/either casefevent, anyieither way,
whichever happens, whether . . . or not. The samie meaning 5 further
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generalized to cover an entirely open-ended set of possibilities: ‘no
matter what’, ie “no matter under what circumstances, still . . . Taken
by itself this seems to have nothing cohesive about it; but it always pre-
supposes that SOMETHING has gone before, remaote though it may be.
Since whatever it is that has gone before is in any case being dismissed
as ircelevamt, the meaning “however that may be’ on the internal plane
often amounts to nothing more than a change of subject — *let’s leave
that aside, and turn to something ¢lse’ {¢f 5.8 below). The usual modern
sense of the word however, as a specific adversative, is in fact derived from
the generalized sense which it had earlier; in the same way various other
expressions which are essentially of this generalized type, such as anyhow,
at any rate, are now coming to function as adversatives in the more specific
sense, Examples of the generalized adversative rclation:

[s:42] a. “Isay, this tsn’t fair 1" cried the Unicotn, as Alice sat with the
knife in her hand, very much puzzled how to begin. ‘The
Monster has given the Lion twice as much as me ¥V’
*She’s kept none for herself, anvhow,” said the Lion.
b. . . . the March Hare said — * ‘I didn’t !’ the March Hare
interrupted in a great harry . . .
‘Well, at any rate, the Dormonse said - * the Hatter went on.

Summary of conjunctive relations of the ADVERsATIVE type:

Adversative relations “proper’ {'in spite of ) (external and internal)

Simple: yet; though; only
Containing “and’: buiz
Emphatic: however, nevertheless, despite this, all

the same

Contrastive relations (*as against '} {external)

Simple: but, and
Emphatic: however, on the other hand, & the
same time, as against that

Contrastive relations {‘as against’} finternal}
Avowal: in fact, as @ maiter of fact, to tell the
truth, actually, in point of fact

Cosrective relations [ not . . . but’) {internal)
Correction of meaning instead, rather, on the contrary
Corxection of wording: at drast, rather, I mean
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Dismissive {generalized adversative) relations (‘no matter . . ., suli’)
{external and internal}

Dismissal, closed: in anyleither casefevent, anyjeither
way, whichever . . .
Dismissal, open—cnded: anyhows, at any rate, i any coase,
however ﬂmtmayﬁe
5.6 Causal

The simple form of cAusar relation is expressed by so, thus, hence,
therefore, consequently, accordingly, and a number of expressions like as «
result (of that), in consequence {(cf that), because of that. All these regulardy
combine with initial and. It is outside our scope here to go into the various
positions that can be occupied by these items in the sentence, but the same
general types exist as with the adversatives. Thus so occurs only initally,
unless following and; thus, like yef, occurs initially or a¢ least in the frest
part {the Modal element} of the clause; therefore has the same potenttalities
as however. Again adverbs such as consequently resembie the adversative
adverbs like nevertheless; and the prepositional expressions such as as ¢

resuli (of this) have on the whole the same potentialities of occurrence as
these with an adversative scnse,
Examples:

[s:43}] 2. . . . she felt thar there was no time to be lost, as she was
shrmkzng rapidly; so she got to work at once to eat some of

the other bir.
b. . .. she wouldn’t have heard it at all, if it hadn’t come quste
close to her ear. The consequence of this was that it tickled her

ear very much, and quite took off her thoughts from the
unhappiness of the poor little creature.

The causal relation may be reiterated so as to form a cohesive chain, as
in the following example from Afiee:

{5:44] But they have their tails in their mouths; and the reason is . . .
thar they would go with the lobsters to the darce. So they got
thrown out to sea. So they had to fall a long way. So they got
their tails fast in their mouths. So they couldn’t get them out
again,

Under the heading of causal relations are included the spECIFIC Ones of

RESULT, REASON and rURPGSE. These are not distinguished in the
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simplest form of expression; so, for example, means “as a resule of this’,
‘for this reason’ and “for this purpose’. When expressed as prepositional
phrases, on the other hand, they tend vo be distinct.

The distinction between the EXTERNAL and the INTERNAL types of
cohesion tends to be a Bttle less clearcut in the context of causal relations
than it is in the other contexts, probably because the notion of cause
already involves some degree of interpretation by the speaker. Neverthe-
less the distinction is still recognizable. The simple forms thus, hence and
thesefore all occur regularly in an INTERNAL sense, tm;_;iymg some kind
of reasoming or argument from a premise; in the same meaning we find
expressions like arfsing out of this, following from this (we might include also
locutions such as it filows that, from this it appears that, we may conclude
that and the like) :

[s:45] When the breakfast allowed blood sugar to be low during the
morning, the increase after lunch rose to the level of cheerfulness
and efficiency for ouly a few minutes; then it f2ll to a low level
which lasted throughout the afternoon. Your selection of foed
at breakfast, therefore, can prevent or produce fatiguc through-
out the day.*

The word so is not comumon in this sense, but it cocurs frequently in
another meaning, alse internal, that it shares with ther; this is as 2 state-
ment about the speaker’s reasoning processes: ‘I conclude from what you
say {or other evidence)}’ — compare expressions such as I gather:

i5:46] The very first thing she did was to leok whether there was 3
fire in the fireplace, and she was quite pleased to find that there
was a real one, and blazing away as brightly as the one she had
left behind. *So 1 shall be as warm here as T was in the old
room,” thought Alice.

The r8vERsSED form of the causal relation, in which the presupposing
sentence expresses the cause, is less usual as 2 form of cohesion. Within
the sentence, it is natural to find the stroctural expression of cause going
in either direction; a structure functions as a whole, and the sequence
*b, because 4’ is no less acceptable - in fact considerably more frequent —
than ‘because ¢, 5’. With the cohesive relation between sentences, how-
ever, in which the text unfolds one sentence after another, the logical

precedence of cause over effect is reflected in the typical sequence in

* Adclic Davis, Let’s Bar Right t¢ Keep Fis, George Allen & Unwin.
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which sentences related in this way tend to occur. Nevertheless we do find
the reason was that and similar expressions; and there is one simple con-
juncdon with this meaning, namely for. This is hardly ever heard in
spoken English, whete its nearest equivalent &s the word becawse in phono-
logically reduced form. Note the examples:

i5:47] 2. The next moming she was glad and proud that she had not
yielded to a scare. For he was most strangely and obviously
bester.
b. ‘I see somebody now ! she exclaimed at last. “But he's com-
ing very slowly — and what curious attitudes he goes into !’
{For the Messenger kept skipping up and down, and wriggling
like an ¢el, as ke came along, with his great hands spread
out ike fans on each side.)

In {5:47b] the for s used in an intemnal sense, meaning “this is the reason
for what was just said”; compare [5:48] where the conjunction because
means * this is why I'm asking”:

1481 You aren’t leavinp, are vou? Because I've got something to
4 ¥ g
52y tC YOouL.

One other type of conjunctive relation will be considered here under
the general heading of causal: this is the cONDITIONAL type. The two
are closely related, linguistically; where the causal means ‘a, therefore &’
the conditional means “ possibly ; if so, then b°, 2nd although the “then”
and the ‘therefore’ are not logically equivalent — 2 may entail & without
being its cause — they are largely interchangeable as cohesive forms.

The simple form of expression of the conditional relation, meaning
*under these circumstances’, is the word then:

[5:49] 2. ‘And whatdoesitliveon?’

‘“Weak tea with cream in it
A new difficulty came into Alice’s head.
‘Supposing it couldn’t find any ?” she suggested.
“Then it would die, of coutse.”

b. ‘Have some wine,” the March Hare said in an encouraging
tone,
Alice looked all round the table, but there was nothing on
it but tea. ‘I don’t see any wine,” she remarked.
‘There isn’t any,’ szid the March Hare.
* Then it wasn’t very civil of you to offer it,” said Alice angrily.
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Other items include i that case, that being the case, in such an event; com-
pare also the substitate form if so {3.4.1.2, [3:106]}.

[s:40b] illustrates the overlap of causal and conditional; the meaning
is “if, 23 is the case . . ., then . . .. Here the equivalent relation in sentence
stracture could be expressed by cither if or since, as, seeing that: iffsince
there isn't any, (then) it wasin't very civil of you to offer it. In [5:49a] on the
other hand, which is hypothetical, only i is possible. As the example
shows, both types can be expressed in the form of conjunction. There is
some difference in the conjunctive items that are used to express them;
so and the causal adverbs such as accordingly are, at least, possible in the
eype represented by (b}, but not in the hypothetical type, whereas ex-
pressions like in such an event are more appropriate to the latter. The
generalized conditional, under the circumstances, may be used in either
sense, though it is more often non-hypothetical. But on the whole the
two types have the same cohesive forms.

The negative form of the conditional, "under other circumstances’, is
expressed cohesively by otherwise:

fs:50] a. It's the way I like to go to work. One person and one line
of enquiry at a time. Otherwise, there’s 2 maddle.

b. Whenever the horse stopped {which it did very often}, he
tell off in front; and whenever it went on again {which it
generally did rather suddenly), he fel off behind, Otherwise
he kept on pretty well . .|

k is actually misleading to refer to this as “negative’; what it does is o
switch the polarity, either from positive to negative {in whick case the
substitute form if nof can be used} or from negative to positive, as in
f5:52]:

fs:51} I was not informed. Otherwise 1 should have taken some
action.

{ie " | had been ). There are no other very usual equivalents to otheruwsise
as a conjunctive form, although various extended paraphrases might still
fall ander this heading, ey the phrase itself under other circumstances, and
perhaps that{such not being the case,

In the conditional relatinon, the distinction between the external and
internal types of cohesion is not at all obvious. Bue it is probably under
this beading that we should take account of the rather vague RESPECTIVE
kind of conjunctive link represented by expressions sach as in that respect,
with regard to this, in this connection. In a sense this is the INTERNAL
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analogue of the CONDITIONAL relation: the meaning is “if we have now
reached this point in the discourse’. The fact that these are related to
coenditionals is suggested also by the use of otherwice to express the same
meaning with polarity reversed; otherwise is cquivalent not only to under
other circumstances but also to in ofther respeds, asidefapart from this. Here
we come to the border of the {internal} tetnporal relation {see 5.7 below);
there is a close similarity between the meaning 'if we leave aside what
has just been said” and “we now pass on to the next point”. Two examples

will suffice:

[s:52] 3. One factor is the level of taxation of personal incomes,
With regard te this question, the impressions current among
members of the public are often very far removed from the

ruth.

b. The musicians themselves wete somewhat disappointed at
the relative lack of interest displayed in the new works

which they presented. Leaving that aside, the whole tour
seems to have been remarkably successful,

Here is a sunmimary of relations of the cavusAL type:

Causal relations, general {"because . .

Simple:
Emphatic:

Causal relations, specific

Reason:

Result;

Purpose:

Reversed eausal relations, general
Simple:

.. 0} (external and internal)
s0, thus, hence, therefors

consequently, accordingly, because of
this

{mainly external} for this reason, on
account of this

Gnternal) it Hllows {from chis), on
this basis

{mamly external) as a result (of this),
in consequence (of this)

{internal) arising ont of this

(mainly external) for this purpose,
with this in mind{view, with this
itention

(internal) to this emd

Jfor; because

Conditional relations {'if . . ., then’} (external and internal}

Simple;

then
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Emphatic: in that case, that being the case, in
such an epentf, under those crcsim-
stances

Generalized: under the drcumstances

Reversed polarity: otherwise, under the cireumstartees

Respective relations { with respect to”) {internal)

Dizect: in this respectconnection, with regard
to this; here

Reversed polarity: otherwise, in other respects; asidef
apart from this

5.7 Temporal

The relstion between the theses of two successive sentences — that is, their
relation in extemal terms, as content — may be simply one of sequence in
time: the one is subsequent to the other. This TEMPORAL relation is
expressed in its simplest form by then:

{s: 53] (Alice) began by taking the Little golden key, and unlocking the
door that led into the garden. Then she set to work nibbling at
the mushroom . . . till she was about a foot high: then she walked
down the hLittle passage : and then — she found herself at last in the
beautful garden.

In this SEQUANTIAL sense we have not only thew and and then bur abo
next, afterwards, after that, subsequently and a number of other expressions.

fs: 54} a. [continuation of [5:49a}] ‘But that must happen very often,”
Alice remarked thoughtfully.
‘It always happens,” said the Gnae.
After this, Alice was silent for a minute or two, pondering.

b. ... she heard a [ittle shriek and a f2}, and a crash of broken

glass, from which she concluded that it was just possible it
had fallen into a cucumber-frame, or something of the sort,
Next came an angry voice - the Rabbit's — "Pat! Parl
Where are you?’ And then a voice she had never heard
before, . .,

The temporal relation may be made more specific by the presence of an
additional component in the meaning, as well as thae of succession in
rime. So, for example, we may have ‘then + immediately’ {af once,
thersupon, on which); ‘then + after an interval’ {soon, presently, later, after
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a time); ‘then + repetition’ (next time, on another occasion); ‘then + a
specific tme Interval’ {next day, five minutes later) and so on. Examples:

[5:55] a. "Tickets, please I” said the Guard, purting his head in at the
window. In 2 moment everybody was bolding out a deket.
b. "You alarm me!” said the King. ‘I feel faint — Give me 2
ham-sandwich I’
On which the Messenger, to Alice’s great amusement, opened
a bag that bung round his neck, and handed a sandwich to the
King, who devoured it greedily.

In all these instances the external temposal relation is paralleled by the
sequence of the sentences themselves: the second seatence refers to a
later event. But this is not necessarily the case; the second sentence may be
refated to the first, stll by means of temporal cohesion, through an
indication that it is SIMULTANEO US in time, or even PREVIOUS. In the
sense of “simultanecus’ we have{just) then, af the same time, simulianeously;
and here too the simple time relation may be accompanied by some other
component, ¢¢ ‘then + in the interval’ {meanwhile, all this time), “then +
repetition’ {on this cccasion, this time), "then + moment of time’ (@ chis
point{moment}, “then + termination’ {by this time), and so on:

[5:56] a. "... That will be a queer thing, 1o be sure ! However, every-
thing is queer roday.’
Just then she heard somcthing splashing about in the pool
alittle wav off . ..
b. ‘You'll get used to it in time,” said the Caterpillar; and it
put the hockah into its mouth and began smoking again.
This time Alice waited patiently until it chose to speak again.

In the sense of “previous’ we have earlier, before that, previously, with,
again, the possibility of combination with other meanings: “before +
specific time interval’ ( five minstes earlier), *before + immediately” {just
before), *before + termination” {up till that time, until thes), * before + repe-
tition' (on e previous occasion), and so on:

[s:57] a. The organ . . . developed an ornamental style of its own,
which playess of other instruments were recommended to
imitate in the early sixteenth century. Hitherto, the role of
the organ in sacred music had not apparently called for any
such virtnoso treatment.*

* The Pelicars History of Music, Pengain Books.,
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b. The weather cleared just as the party approached the summit.

Until then they had seen nothing of the panorama around
them,

The presupposing sentence may be temporally cohesive not because it
stands in some particalar time relation to the presupposed sentence but
because it marks the end of some process or series of processes. This
CONCLUSIVE sense is expressed by items such as finally, at last, in the
end, eventually:

{5:58] All this dme the Guard was looking at her, first through a
telescope, then throungh 2 microscope, and then through an
opera-glass. At last he said “You're wavelling the wrong way,’
and shut up the window and went away.

in one respect temporal conjunction differs from all other types, namely
in that it does occur in a CORRELATIVE form, with a cataphoric time
expression in one scntence anticipating the anaphoric one that is to follow.
The typical cataphoric temporal is first; also at firss, first of all, to begin with,
etc. Given any one of these, the expectation i3 that an item such as éhen,

next, second ox finally will follow :

f5: 59} [Obrecht] subjects his cantus firmus to the mose abstruse manipu-
lations. First, he extracts all the longs from the tune, and strings
them together in succession; then he does the same with the
breves, and fimally with the semibreves. He then reverses this
proccdurc, starting with the shorter values firse *

In temporal cohesion it is fairly easy to identify and interpret the distinc-
tion between the EXTERNAL and the INTERRAL type of conjunctive
relation. In the INTEXNAL type the successivity is not in the events being
talked about baut in the communication process. The meaning “next in
the course of discussion” 1s rypically expressed by the words next o then,
or by secondly, thirdly, etc, and the culmimation of the discussion is indica-
ted by expressions such as finally, as a final point, in conclusion:

{5:60] a. "What sort of insects do you rejoice in, where you come
from ?” the Gnat inquired . . .
“Well, there's the Horse-fly,” Alice began, counting off the
names on her fingers . . .
‘ And then there’s the Butterfly,” Alice went on.

* Jbid,
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b. Finally we should record thar the influence of the humanists
contributed 3 good deal towards the final decay of the
plainsong tradition

The sense of temporal successivity in the enumeration of points in an
argument Is clearly shown by the strong tendency to anticipate a sequence
of points by the use of the cataphoric conjunctive first, or related ex-
pressions such as in the first place:

[s:61] “There's no sort of use in knocking,” said the Foorman, ‘and
that for two reasons. First, because P on the same side of the
door as you are; secondly, because they're making such a noise
inside, no one could posstbly hear you.’

In this particular instance the two cohering passages are puncinated as a
single sentence, but the relation between them is cohestve rather than
structural.

One important type of internal temporal conjunction which is linked
to the one just discussed is the relating of what is being said to the particu-
lar stage which the commumication process has reached: to the HRas AND
N ow of the discourse, as it were, This may take a past, present or future
form. Typical expressions are: past, up to sow, wp o this point, hitherto,
heretofore; present, af this point, here; future, from mow on, henceforward,
hereunder; etc. Examples:

[s:62] 2. The Middle Ages have become the Renaissance, and a new
world has come mnte being: our world. In what way is it

*our world ' ? Ar this poiat we run into some difficaley *
b. And then we are hack in a strange land, the later Middle
Ages, where our modern preoccupations can only hinder
understanding. Sc far we have tried to imagine the way an
interested but uninsoucted listener aught react, in general
terms, to early R enaissance muosic. It is now time to go into

greater detail *

We have not cited any equivalent external forms of expression; not be-
cause they do not exist but because they are not cohesive, they are
deictic, Expressions like now, #p to now, in_future relate what is bemng said
to the present situation, the *here and now’ of reality; they do not there-
fore presuppose anything in the preceding text. If on the other hand, “here

¥* Ihid.
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and now’ means ‘here and now in the text’, then sach forms will have 2
cohesive effect.

These internal aspects of the temporal relations are “temporal’ in the
semse that they refer to the time dimension that is present in the com-
munication process, The communication process is certainly a process in
real time; but it is at one remove from the time dimension of the processes
of the external wotld that form the content of communication. Hence
this *time two’ is felt to be already in seme way a metaphorical extension
of the concept of time as in the "tme one’ of these external processes; and
this makes it fairly casy for it to be extended still further into meanings
that are not really temporal at ali.

By such an cxtension, we move from the sense of ‘finally, to con-
clude’ to that of ‘to round off the point” and hence “to sum up”. The
expressions finally, in conclusien are themsclves used in this CULMINATIVE
sense; it is reasonable to suggest therefore that the meaning of “to sum
up’ is basically a form of temporal conjunction even when expressed
by other items such as fo sum up, in shori, in a word, fo put it briefly:

[5:63] Your nutrition can determine how you ook, act and feel;
whether you are prouchy or cheerful, homely or beautiful,
physiologically and cven psychologically young or old; whether
you think dearly or are confused, enjoy your work or make ita
drudgery, increase your cathing power oF stay M an €coOnomMic
rut. The foods you eat can make the difference between your
day ending with freshness which lets you enjoy a delighdful
evening of with exhaustion which foroes you to bed with the
chickens. To a considerable degree, your nutritiop can give you
a coddled-egg personality or make you 2 human dynamo. In
short, it can determine your zest for life, the good you put into
it, and the fulfdment you get from ic*

And finally by a still further extension we may include bere the sense of
*to return to the point’, where the speaker indicates that he is resuming the
main porpose of the communication following a digression of some kind.
This ResuMPTiVE relation is also, of course, an internal one, and &
expressed by words and phrases such as anpway, o resume, to tome back
fo the point:

{5:64] The distinction between reliability and validity made above isan
important one. It is perfectly possible for an examination to be
reliable but invalid ; cchiable in the sense thae different examiners

¥ Adelle Davis, Let’s Emt Right to Keep Fis, George Allen & Unwin,
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would award the same marks to the same paper. For example,
in 2 country where I used to work it was not uncommon for
exantnations to inclode a question in which stadents were asked
to explain the meanings of allegedly “wellknown’ English
proverbs, They were in fact wually Victorian in character and
had long ago dropped out of popular wsage, if indeed they had
ever been represented in it. The way in which sensible scudents
used 1o prepare for this question was to buy bazaar cribs whichk
bisted and explained proverbs, and te learn the contenss by
heart. The marking was therefore reasonably reliable, but by no
stretch of the imagination could the procedure be called valid.
It was not 1 test of English. To return to the effects of examina-
tions upon teaching; when a teacher does his own testing then
there need be no effect on his teaching, for he can test according
to his own criteria, whatever they might be ®

The following is a summary of the conjunctive relations of the
TEMPORAL type:

Simple temporal relations {external}

Sequential: (and) then, next, afferwards, after that, subse-
guenﬁy

Simultaneous: (just) then, af the same time, simssltaneously

Preceding: earlier, before thenfthas, previously

Complex temporal relations (external)

Immediate: it once, thereupon, on which; fust before

Enterrupted: soon, presently, later, after a time; some time
egrlier, formeriy

Repetitive: next Hme, on another occasion) this time, on
this occasion; the last time, on a previous
ectasion

Specific: sext day, five minutes later, five minutes
earlier

Dwarative: meanvhile, all thic time

Terminal: by this time; up till that time, until then

Punceliar: next moment; at this point/moment; the previous
rmement

Conclusive relations {external}

Simple: finally, at fast, in the end, eventually

* Brian Harrison, Bxglish 25 a Secowd and Forripn Language. London: Edward Amold {series:
Explorations in Language Stwdy), x973, p Ioa.
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Sequential and conclusive relations {external}: correlative forms

Seguential: frest .. L then, first .. nexi, first . .. second . ..
Conclusive: at first . .. funally, at first . . in the end
Temporal relations (internal)
Seguential: then, next, secondly . . .
Conclusive: fnally, as a final peint, in conclusion
Temporal relations {internal}: correlative forms
Sequental: first .. mexct, first . then, first. . . secondly . . .
in the fiest place . . .; to begin with . ..
Conclusive: <. . fnaily; ... to conclude with
“Here and now  relations {internal}
Past: up fo now, up to this point, hitherto, heretofore
Precent: at this point, here
Future: from new on, henceforward
Summary relations {internal)
ninative ! to sum #p, 4 short, f:rfeﬁ 4
Resumptive: to resume, to get back fo the point, anyway

5.8 Other conjunctive items (continuatives)

In this final section we bring together 2 numbecr of individual items which,
although they do not express any particular one of the conjunctive rela-
tions identified above, are nevertheless used with a cohesive force in the
text. If necessary these can be referred to simply as CONTINUATIVES.

In 2 sense this is a residual category of the usual ‘miscellaneous’ type.
But there is a reason for its existence. We have tried o group together, in
each of the four preceding sections, both those items which express a
particular EXTERN AL relation, adversative, temparal and so on, and those
items which express some INTERN AL relations that are closely inked to it.
Since in the majority of instances the same items occur in both senses this
scems justifiable. For example, mext means both ‘next in time, of the
processes being talked about’ and ‘next in sequence in the current com-
munication process (eg next of the points in an argument}’, and one does
not immediately think of these as two different meanings, But these
internal relations may be regarded as an extension of the underlying
patterns of conjunction into the communication situation itself, treating
i¢, and thereby also the text — the linguistic component of the commaunica-
tion process — as having by amalogy the same structure as ‘reality’: that
is, as the phenomena that constitute the content, or THEstS, of the text.
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But the analogy is imperfect, in the sense that it is not exhaustive. There
are some subtle and complex relations within the communication process
that cannot be closely modelled on those of external processes. We shall
not try to treat these in principle, but shall simply discuss informally one
or two very {requent items that do not readily fall into the four con-
junctive categorics dealt with above. Following this we dhall end with a
note on the place of intonation as a conjunctive device,

We can in fact insert 2 bricf general statement about the intonation
pattern that is associated with the CONTINUATIVE items themselves.
In general, when fanctioning cohesively they are “reduced’ forms {ie un~
accented and with reduced vowel values) of items which also occur, but
not cohesively, in a ‘full” {(non-reduced} form. Their meaning as con-
junctive items is derivable from their meaning as full forms; their
phonological reduction is simply a signal that they have in fact 2 backward-
linking function — we have seen throughout all the chapters of this work
how cohesive items tend to be entirely non~prominent in intonation and
accent, uniess they are very definitely contrastive.

Six items will be discussed: now, of conrse, well, anyway, surely, after sil.

5.8.1 Now

If it is tonic, now is deictic and not cohesive (unless it is made to be cohesive
by the intonation pattern, contrasting with before, etc; see 5.9 below). If
it is reduced, it means the opening of 2 new stage in the communication;
this may be a new incident in the story, a new point in the argament, a
rnew roie of attitude being taken on by the speaker, and so on, For
exainple, in a transaction situation such as a shop encounter, the transition
from phatic communton to transactional relations is often nade by now:
Now what would you ke, dear ? Other examples:

[s:65] a. Are you ready? Now when I tell you to jump, close your
| eyes and jump.

b. ‘A slow sort of country I’, satd the Queen. ‘Now, here, vyou
see, it takes all the running you can do, to keep in the same
place.’

c. " A loat of bread,” the Walrus said,

‘Is what we chiefly need:
Pepper and vinegar besides
Are very good indeed -
Now if you're ready, Oystets dear,
We can begin to feed.”
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5.8.2 Ofcourse

If tonic, this means ‘you should have known that al:eady’, as in [§:66a).
If reduced, it means ‘I accept the fact’; or, rhetorically, “vou must aceept
the fact” — it is typicaily used, t}xcrtﬁ)rc, o disarm someone into accepting
something the speaker knows he is likely to reject. The second meaning
is a kind of subhmmai form of the first; it often has a slighdy adversative
force, of the ‘as against that” type, derived from the fact that it suggests
that something shoald have been obvious ‘but” was overlooked, as in (b}
below:

[§:66] a. ‘Bverything’s just as it was I “Of course it is,” said the Queen.
They were going to come to the meeting. Of course they
may have changed their minds.

€. You find these properties expensive ? Of course prices have
increased lately, you know.

5.8.3 Well

This occurs typically at the beginning of a response in dialogue. (We
ignore here its use in the original sense, as the adverbial equivalent of
good; and also the sense as an atiribute meaning “in good heakh’) If
tondc, it means ‘I acknowledge the question, and will give 2 considered
answer’, often therefore amounting to no more than a hesitation noise:
‘I'm thinking abount it’. Mere or less the same meaning is expressed by
various other itemns such as as #o that. Iif reduced, well serves to indicate that
what follows 15 in fact a response to what has preceded: in other words,
it slips in quietly the respondent’s claim to be answering the question
(sometimes with a show of reluctance) and hence is purely cohesive in
function. If it is used in a continuation by the same speaker, it introduces
an explanatory comment (¢ [5:372] above}. Sce also [§:60a], and the
linguistic discussion between Alice and Humpty Dumpty from which
example [5: 10] is taken — [$:67a] is taken from the same context:

[5:67] a. ‘And what does “outgrabe” mean?’
“Well, “eougribing” is something between bellowing 2nd
whistling, with a kind of sneeze in the middle. ..’
b. ‘Do Ilook very pale 7’ said Tweedledum, coming up o have
his helmet tied on , . .
“Well — yes —a hittle,” Alice replicd gently.
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5.3.4 Anyway

The very frequent use of this word that we are referring to here derives
from its meaning as described under the heading of adversative above {5.5}.
In its tonic form it is what we called pi1sMissivE, meaning "no matter
under which, or what, circumstances’; bur it also occurs very frequently
in a reduced form, in which case it indicates cohesion with the preceding
sentence by simply brushing it aside. The meaning is thus also related
to the RESUMPTIVE type exemplified in [§:64] (in 5.7}, that 15, “t0 come
back to the point’. Bur this sense is often hardly felt to be present, so we
include anpway here as a continuvative. One or two other items occur with
this same meaning of “let’s got on with the job’, eg- aryhow, af any rate:

[5:68] a. They changed over to a most peculiar kind of train which
vou don't see now. L ve forgotten what it was called. Was
it called 2 “steam coach’? [ can’t remember. Anyway it was
just one coach bne it ran by steam and it made a funny noise.

b. The lagt time she saw them, they were trying to put the
Dormouse into the teapot. "Ar any rate I'll never go there
again,” said Alice as she picked her way through the wood.

5.8.5 Surely

If tonic, this invites the hearer to assent to the proposition being emumeta-
ted; it is not cohesive, except in the cataphoric sense that a question is
cohesive: it demands an answer. If reduced, it has what is basically the
cohesive equivalent of the same meaning; that is, "am I right in my
understanding of what's just been s2id?’, and sometimes specifically
‘youcan't have meant . . . ¥ For example:

[5:69] They'll think you're serious. — Nobody could be so stupid as
ro think that, surely.

5.8.6 Afterail

In jts tonic form, this means “after everything relevant has been considered,
what remalns is . . . As asual the tone is either 1 or 4, in their typical
senses of “in addition to . . ." and “in spite of . . " {what may have been
understood). Compate taking everything into consideration, when all’s said
and done. Again, although not itself cohesive this meaning becomes co-
hesive in context, so affer 2l functions as 2 continuative especially when



5.9 THE €COHESIVE FUNCTION OF INTONATION 27T

phonoclogically reduced: the sense ts “what 1 have just said is reasonable,
when everything is taken into account’.

[s:70} Youneedn’tapologize. After all nobody could have known what
would happen.

5.9 The cohesive fimction of intonation

Continuatives of the kind just discussed are as it were subdued cohesives;
they cohere by stealth. A ineaning that is basically not conjuncrive, like
‘at ime present’ (now}, or “¢his is to be expected’ {of ronrse), becomes co-
hesive when it is slipped in as an incidental or as an afterthoughs, since its
interpretation becomes contingent on the context {and therefore on the
preceding text). It is interesting that there is 2 general tendency in spoken
English for conjunctive elements as a whole to be, phonologically, either
tonic {maximally prominent) or reduced {minimally prominent}, rather
than anything in between. This can be explained, very simply, by reference
to the function of intonation in English grammar.

Cohesive elements relate the sentence to something that has gone before
it; they are normally anaphoric — there is no new content to them. Now,
anaphoric items in English are phonologically non-prominent, as remarked
above, and this usually extends to their syllabic structure: in other words
they are ‘reduced’. But if the cohesive relation itself is to be brought into
focus of attention, this s marked in the nsual way by tonic prominence.
This takes the form of the tonic either of tone 1 {falling}, if the general
sefise 18 CUMULATIVE, of {perhaps more frequently) of tone 4 {falling-
sising}, if the general sense is CONTRASTIVE

We conelude this chapter with 2 brief discussion of the cobesive fonc-
tion of intonation, since this is closely related to conjunction and may be
considered as expressing forms of conjunctive relation.

The FALL-RISE intonation pattern: in Emglish, TONE 4, has in many
contexts a sense of reservation, “there’s a but about it”. Thisis not necessarily
2 cohesive factor, since the natare of the reservation may not be made
explicit. But in many instances the fafl-rise intonation pattern provides a
clear indication, and often the only indicatien, that the item or which it
falls is to be interpreted as contrasting with 2 preceding item; and in such
instances, the function of the tone is specifically cohesive. We have already
mentioned the failing (tone 1) and falling-rising {tone 4} intcnation pat-
terns in the discussion on the adversative in 5.5 above, illustrating the fact
that these tones are characteristically associated with contexts where there
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are already cohesive items present. This is a very general phenomenecn;
the fali-rise tone pattern adds the sense of contrast, as in {5:32¢], and

{5:71] 2. ‘Let’s go back to the last remark but one,” “F'm afraid I can't
quite remember it,” Alice said very politely.
‘In that case {//4 in THAT case /) we may start afresh,’” said
Humpty Dumpty.
b. We've been stuck in this traffic for three quarters of an hour.
Another time (/{4 ANoOTHER tme /f) we'll go by train.

Very frequently, however, the tone alonc shows that the item in question
is cohesive; the cohesion consists just in the contrast with some preceding
item. There is no doubt about the presupposing force of che fall-rise rone
in the following examples:

Is:72] a. *Seven jogged my elbow.” . . . “That’s right, Five ! Always
lay the blame on others ! " You'd better not talk 1* said Five.
{/}4 YOU'D better not talk //)

b. People used 1o dress up to go tw the theawe. Now {//4 Now/f}
they wear any old thing.

<. “The only difficulty is with the feet. The head is high enough
already.” {{/4 the maeapj/1 is high enough armsany /f)

d. “That is not said right,” said the Caterpillar. ‘Not guite right,
Ym afraid,” said Alice timidly {//4 not qumrs right, I'm
afraid ff)

e. Evidently Humpty Dumpty was very angry, though he said
nothing for a minute or two. When he did spcak again, it

was in a deep growl. (/{4 when he psp speak again //)

In (a), which can only be read /{4 you'n better not talk §/, the sense is
“you should be concerned with yourself, instead of criticizing me’. In (b}
the tone 4 on sow is cohesive because it contrasts the present with what used
to happen. In (c} the head contrasts with the feet, and in {d} not guite right
contrasts with sot right, modifying it by reference to its original absolute
form. In {e} the marked positive form did speak contrasts with negative
said nothing,

The FALLING tone, TONE 1, if it is used in the context of a cohesive
clement, has the sense of ‘and here’s something more’. The additive
cohesive items normally have this tone, if they carry tonic prominence at
all, just as the adversative normally has tone 4 — although, as always with
the English intonation system, both can be reversed, to give a flavour of
the opposite meaning: for example, moreover can be spoken on tone 4
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meaning ‘there is something else, despite what you may think’, and
however cn tone 1 meaning ‘there is 2 reservation to be ex?rtssed, 50
wait 17

Unlike tone 4, tone 1 does not by itself carry any cohesive force. But
there is a strong case for considering the LOW ®ISING tone {preceded by
mid level}, TOKE 3, as the cohesive variety of tone 1, since it does funcrion
in other respects as a kind of dependent or non-autonomeous equivalent of
the falling tone. So for example in

[5:73] 2. The little stable boy went to bed feeling very excited. In the
morning {3/ in the moswme [/}, he packed his bag and

left home.

the tone shows that in the morming is cohesively related to the preceding
sentence, and means ‘next morning’. This tone would be inappropriate,
for example, in a sentence such as {5:73b] occurring initially in che dis~
course, where in the morning means ‘every morning’ and canmot be
cohesive:

[5:73] b. In the moming Fm usually very tired.

But both tone 7 and tone 4 are also used in contexis where the relation
which they signal is 2 structural one, to a preceding or, more often, a
following clause within the same sentence. In such instances they are
not cohesive in the sense in which the term is defined here *

Naturally, the type of cohesion outlined in the last few paragraphs
appears only in spokern English, since the cohesion is being expressed
through the medium of intonation. Intonation, however, has a very far-
reaching and pervasive function in the grammar of the spoken language,
so that it is not surprising that it should play a significant part in this
Paz:ricu]zr region. As we have emphaﬁiZed throughout, cohesive rela~
tions are on the borders of grammar, and it is likely that some of the
specific grammatical functions of the intonation system derive in the first
place from its role in the expression of cohesion within a text,

* For a discussion of these aspects of intonation see M. A, X. Halliday, A rourse in spokexn
Enplisk: Ifonation {(Part 10 of 4 course in spoken English, by Ronald Mackin, M. A. K. Hallidzy,
J. McH. Sinclair spd K. H. Albrow), London: Oxford Eniversity Press, 1070



Chapter 6

Lexical Cohesion

6.1 The class of “general nouns’

In the previous four chaprers, we have described the various types of
grammatical cohesion: reference, substitution and ellipsis, and conjunc-
tion. In order to complete the picture of cohesive relations it is necessary
to take into account also lexical echesion. This s the cohesive effect
achieved by the selection of vocabulary.

On the borderline between grammatical and lexical cohesion is the
cohesive fimetion of the class of GENERAL NoUN. We can speak about 2
borderline here beeause a general noun is itelf a borderline case between
a lexical item {member of an open set) and a grammatical item (member of
a closed system).

The class of general noun is a small set of nouns having generalized
reference within the major noun classes, those such as *humaa noun’,
‘place nour’, “fact noun’ and the like. Examples are;

people, person, man, woman, child, boy, girl jhuman]
creature  [non-human animate]

thing, object [inanimate concrete count]

stuff  [inanimate concrete mass}

business, affair, master [inarimate abstract}

mope [action]

place  {place]

question, idea  [fact]

These items are often neglected in descriptions of English; but they
play 2 significant part in verbal interaction, and are also an important

soarce of cohesion in the spoken language. The following examples
illustrate their eohesive function:

[6:1] a. Didn’t everyone make it clear they expected the minister o
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tesign 7 — They did. But it seems to have made noimpression
on the man,

b. ‘I should kLke to be a firle larger, sir, if you woukdn’t mind,”
said Alice: *three inches is such a wretched height to be’.
‘It's a very good height indeed !” said the Caterpillar angrily,
rearing itsclf upright as it spoke {it was exactly three inches
high).
) Egut)l’m not used to it !’ pleaded poor Alice in a piteous tone.
And she thought to herself, ‘I wish the crestures wouldn't be
so easily offended 1

c. What shall T do with ail this crockery ? ~ Leave the scuff there;
someone 1l come and put it away.

d. We all kept quiet. That seemed the best move.

e. Can you tell me where to stay in Geneva? I've never been to
the placc.

f. Henry seems convinced there’s money in dairy farming. I don’t
know what gave him that idea.

As these examples show, a general noun m cohesive fanction 1s almost
always accompanied by the reference item the. This the is anaphoric, and
the effect is that the whole complex ‘the + general noun’ functions like
an anaphoric reference item. The most usual alternative to the is a demon-
strative, and if 2 demonstrative occurs it usually carries the tonic: of: that
idea in cxample [6:1f]. This relates to the fact that the general noun itself
docs MOT carry the tomic, if it is functioning cohesively; a fact which
holds true even when it occurs in fina] position, which is the unmarked
location of tonic prominence. Hence in [6:1a, d, e and £} it would be
highly improbable, and strongly contrastive, to assign tonic prominence
1o man, move, place and idea.

The above gives us some indication of the status of general nouns.
From 2 lexical point of view, they are the superordinate members of
major lexical sets, and therefore their cohesive use is an instance of the
general principle whereby 2 superordinate item operates anaphorically
as a kind of synonym {see 6.2 below). From a grammatical point of view,
the combination of general noun plus specific determiner, such as the
man, the thing, is very similar to a reference item. There is little difference
between it seems to have made very little impression on the man and it seems
to have made very little impression on him: in both instances interpretation
is possible only by reference o something that has gone before. Bat it is
not the case that there is no difference at ali: the form with general noun,
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the man, opens up another possibility, that of inwwoducing an interpersonal
element into the meaning, which is absent in the case of the personal
pronoun. (it may be worth stressing once again that the fact that general
noins are very gencrai in meaning, and therefore often int&rpretabla: only
by reference to some ¢lement other than theniselves, does pot make them
unimportant in the language. Since they require recourse 1o another item,
that itern muasst be located earlier within the same text; and this means
that they play a significant role in making a text hang together.}

The expression of interpersonal meaning, of a particular attitude on the
part of the speaker, s an important fimetion of general nouns. Essentially
the attitude conveyed is one of familiarity, as opposed o distance, in
which the speaker assumes the right to represent the thing he is referring
to as it impinges on him personally; hence the specific attitude may be
either contemptuous or sympathetic, the two being closely related as
forms of personal involvement {¢f the meaning of diminutives in many
languages). There are quite 2 few general nouns which have this inter—
personal clement as an inherent part of their meaning, especially those
referring to human beings, for example idiot, fool, devil, dear; and these are
supplemented, at any one moment in time, by a host of more or less slang
terms differing widely from one social group and one generation to
another. But whether or not it is inherendy attitudinal in meaning, 2
general noun in cohesive function can always be accompanied by an
attitudinal Modifter. So we have cxamples such as the dears, the poor
dears; and also the stupid thing, the lucky fellow and so on:

[6:2] a. I've been to see my great-sunt. The poor old girl’s getting very
forgetful these days.

b. Alice caught the baby with some difficulty, as it was a guecer-
shaped little creature, and held out its arms and legs in all
directions, "just like a star-fish’, thought Alice. The poor little
thing was snorting like a stcam-engine when she caught
it...

c¢. Henry's thinking of rowing the Atlantic. Do go and talk to
the wretched fool.

These forms with interpersonal elements in their meaning have certain
special features when they are used cohesively. The general nouns may
be transcategorized up the scale inanimate—animate-human, with ceature
being used for human as well as animate, and thing for all three {cf 3.2.3
above). The adjectives cannot be submodified, by words such as very, nor
can they be compared. Only adjectives with an attitudinal meaning can
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occor ; it would not be possible to say the far san in [6: 13] — or if one did, by
virtue of its occurrence in this context fat would become attitudinal. A
general noun in cohesive function can in fact accept only non-defining
Modifiers; since it refers back to the entire nominal group with which &
is to be identified for its interpretation, it carries over any defining ele-
ments from this nominal proup, and hence it muse itself remain undefined
Astitudinal adjectives are by their natore non-defming, Here is a Shakes
pearcan example (the good man, referring o Lear):

{6:1] Al blest secrets,
All you unpublish’d virtues of the earth,
Spring with my tears ! be azdant and remediate
In the good man’s distress

As a corollary of their carrying over of definiteness, general nouns of the
human class are very frequently used in anapheric reference to personal
names. It is interesting that the other use of these nouns, when there is an
atritudinzl element present either in the noun itself or 13 the form of modi-
fication. 1s as vocatives: terms of abuse or endearment, you crazy ﬁmi { and
the like. There they are exophoric instead of anaphoric; and this under-
lines the fact that the rvpical context in which they function is 2 referential
one, so that like reference items they refer either to the situation or to the
preceding text.

The interpersonal element of attitude, however, aithough it is fre-
quently associated with the cohesive use of general nouns, is by no means
always present; this kind of anaphoric reference does not necessanily
embody any attitudinal meaning. The following are entitely neutral:

[6:4] a. Tve pust read John Smith’s essay. The whole thing is very
well thought out.
b. Robert seems very worried about something. 1 think you
ought to have a talk with the boy.

Here the iterns thing and boy refer maphﬂr%caﬁy to folm Smith's essay and
Robert respectively; and again the identity of reference is signalled by the
presence of the anaphoric reference item the.

6.2 Types of reiteration

Thus the use of general nouns as cohesive agents depends on their occur-
ring in the context of reference — having the same referent as the item
which they presuppose, this being signalled by the accompaniment of a

reference item.
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This use of general words as cohesive elements, however, when seen
from the lexical point of view, is merely a special case of a2 much more
gencral phenomenon which we may term rEITERATION. Relteration is
a form of lexical cohesion which involves the repetition of a lexical item,
at one end of the scale; the use of a general word to refer back to a lexical
itemn, at the other end of the scale; and a number of things in between -
the use of a synonym, near-synonym, or superordinate. Let us illustrate
cach of these in turn.

[6:5] a. There was a large mushroom growing near her, shout the
same height as herself; and, when she had looked under i,
it occurred to her that she might as well look and see what was
on the top of it.

She stretched herself up on tiptoe, and peeped over the edge
of the mushroom, . ..

b. Accordingly . . . I took leave, and turned to the ascent of the
peak. The climb is perfectly easy . . .

¢. Then quickly rose Sir Bedivere, and ran,
And leaping down the ridges lightly, plung’d
Among the buirush beds, and clutch’d the sword
And lightly wheel’d and threw it. The great brand
Made light'nings in the splendour of the moon . . .

d. Henry's bought himself 2 new Jaguar. He practically lives in
the car.

I (a}, there is REPETITION: mushroom refers back to mushroom. In (b)
climb refers back to ascent, of which it is a sYNonym. In {c} brand refers
back to sword, of which it is a near synoNyYM. In {d), car refers back to
Jaguar; and caris a SUPERORDINATE of Jaguar — that is, 2 name for a more
general class {as vehicle is a superordinate of car, speon of teaspoon, a of
pare, and so on}. All these are cehesive in exactly the same way as the
GENERAL WORDS illustrated ih {6:1—4}; the later differ only in level
of gencrality.

All these instances have in common the fact that one lexical item refers
back to another, ta whicl: it is related by having 2 common referent. We
shall refer to this general phenomenon as REITERATION. A reiterated izem
may be a repetition, a synorym or near-SYRONym, a saperordinate, or a
general word; and in most cases it is accompanied by a reference item,
typically the.

At the same time, there is no sharp dividing line between these forms,
consisting of a related lexical item plus anaphoric the, and the personal
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reference forms such as he and 2. We can in fact recognize a continuum,
or ‘cline’, of cohesive clements; for example fadapting [6: sb] above):

¢ The ascent O

| The climb
{6:6] I tarned to the ascent of the peak. 4. The task

| The thing =AY

LIt .

L is perfectty

Here we have (1} the same item repeated, {2} a synonym, (3} a super-
ordinate, {4) a general poun and {¢} a personal reference item. Here
ascent and climb arc lexical items whose interpretation IN THIS HNSTANCE
is shown {by anaphoric the) to be identical with that of an earlier lexical
item to which they are related either by repetition (ascent) or by synonymy
(climd}. The same is true of fask, except that fask is 2 more generalterm,
higher in the lexical taxonomy; so the cohesive environment of the word
task adds specificity to it ~ when we intetpret the task by 1eference to the
ascent of the peak we identify the particular kind of task referred to. The
word thing is an even more general term which is being used in exactly
the same way; but it is still more specific than i, because it usually
excludes people and animals, as well as gualities, states and relations, and
it always exclades facts and reports. Most general of all is the reference
item iz; but even it is not 3 ‘pure’ phoric element since it Jikewise embodies
some specificity, though only minimal: it excludes people. The form i
comes closest to being an alternative realization of geperal nown +
ecference item, as in the fhing.

Hence the boundary berween lexical cohesion of the type we are calling
REITERATION, and grammatical coheston of the REFERENCE type, is by
no means clearcut; the class of general nouns provides a form of cohesion
that lies somewhere in between the twe, and is inter?retable as either.
Here we are interpreting it as lexical cohesion, and bringing it under the
general heading of what we are calling reiteration. When we talk about
REITERATION, therefore, we are including not only the repetition
of the same lexical item but also the occurrence of a related ieem, which
may be anything from a synonym or near synonym of the original wo 2
general word dominating the entire class. Let us categodize these as
above: any instance of reiteration may be (a} the saMe wosb, (b} a
SYNONYM Of NEAR-SYNONYM, (¢} a SUPERORDINATE or {d) a
SEKERAL WORD. For example:

{6:7] There’s a boy climbing that eree.
a. The boy’s going to fall if he doesn’t take care.
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b. The lad’s going to fall if he doesu’t take care.
c. The child’s going to fall if he doesn’t take care.
d. The idiot’s going to fall if he doesn’t take care.

In {a), boy is repeated. In {b), the refteration takes the form of a synonym
fad; in {c}, of the superordinate term child; and in (d}, of a general word
idiof. It is typical of such general words, at least those referring to people,
as we have scen, that they carry a connotation of attitude on the part of
the speaker, usually one of tamiliarity {derogatory or intimate). Here s
another example, this ime with 1 non-human referent:

[6:8] There’s a boy climbing the old elm.
a. That elmisn’t very safe.
c. That tree isn’t very safe.

d. That old thing isn’t very safe.

Here {2} repeats efm, {€} selects the superordinate free, and {d) the general
word thing. It is difficult to find a synonym of the same degree of specifi-
city in this example; we could find one in 3 series like: There's a boy
climbing along the rafters. (a} Those rafters . . . (b} Those beamss . . . {c) These
timbers . _ . {d) Those things . . .. The category of superordinate, illustrated
in {c), refers to any item whose meaning includes that of the earlier onc;
in technical terms, any item that dominates the eaclier one in the lexical
taxonomy. There are often several possibie superordinate terms, words
that are intermediate between the Jowest level, represented by (2) and (b},
and the highest, represented by (d). That is to say, there may be varicus
degrees of generality intermediate between the presupposed item feself,
ep: el in [6:8), on the one hand, and a very general word like thing on
the other. Words with intermediate status are more open to modificadon,
though still with a tendency to some evaluative meaning, c¢: this eminent
author.

The general words, which correspond to major classes of lexical items,
are as we have said very commonly used with cohesive force. They are on
the borderiine between lexical items and substitutes. The substitutes one
and do can be thought of as being as it were the highest points in the
lexical taxonomy of nouns and verbs respeetively; as such, they con-
stitute a closed class, and so acquire 2 purely grammatical function. Next
below them come the general words, sach as thing, person, make, do and
so on; these, although limited in number, are not clearly bounded and it is
hardly possible to compile a definitive list of them. They de function

morze or less as lexical items, so when they occur cohesively we can treat
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them as instances of lexical cohesion. Bur there is no sharp line between
substitutes and general words — because there is no very sharp line between
grammar and vocabulary: the vocabulary, or lexis, is simply the open-
ended and most “delicate” aspect of the grammar of a language.

Mot all general words are used cohesively; in fact, oaly the nouns are,
for the reason noted above, namely that a general word s cohesive only
when i the context of reference — thae is, when it has the same referent
as whatever it is presupposing, and when it is accompanied by a reference
item. All the types of lexical cohesion that we have considered up to this
point have involved identity of reference; no matter whether the reitera-
ted item has been 2 repetition, a synonym, a superordinate or a general
word, it has been assumed to share a common referent with. the original.
Keeping to this assumption for the moment we can shift our point of
view from the prammatical to the lexical and look at reference from the
lexical angle, mterpreting it as 2 means of avoiding the repetition of
lexical items and thos making it clear that if the lexical iterm had been
reiterated it would have had the same referent.

The simplest illustration of this is provided by proper names. Suppose
we have

{6:9] John took Mary to the dance. John was fefr all alone.

— how do we know whether it's the same John ? The answer to this is, if
you want to make it clear that it is the same John, don’t call him John;
call him fie. Tn other words, we use 2 reference item; and this conveys the
meaning “the present sentence is related to the last one by the fact that
both contain a reference to the same individual”. This does not mean that a
repeated proper noun can never have the same referent as it had on its
first occurrence; the second John couLlp rofer to the same person as the
first — we simply do not know whether it does or not. If John is repeated,
we need some further signal to tell us how to interpret it.

With common nouns, the means are readily available; the signal is
given by a reference item, typically the. So for example in

I6: 10} Just then a Fawn came wandering by: it looked at Alice with
its large gentle cyes, but didn’t seem at all frightened. . . _
*What do you call vourself?’, the Fawn said at lasc

the signals ‘the Fawn referred to on this second occaston is the same Fawn
as that referred to in the (or some) preceding sentenee’.

From this it would seem that it is not the repetition of the word Fawn
that has the cchesive eflect, but only its repetition accompanied by an
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anaphoric reference item. This might sugpest that there was no distinet
category of tEX1car conesioN; that what we are calling ‘lexical
cohesion’ was merely the reiteration of a lexical item in 2 context of
grammatical cohesion, the cohesion being simply a matter of reference.
But that iz not, in fact, the whole story. k is wue that lexical reiteration,
where the reference is identical, is usually made explicit by means of an
anaphoric reference item. But there are other types of lexical cohesion
which do not depend on identity of reference; patterns of word occur-
rences which by themselves give a separate, purely lexical dimension of
internal cahesion e a text,

6.3 Lexical relations as cohesive patterns

The most immediately obvious type of lexical cohesion is that illustrated
by the Fawn in [6: 10}, where the same word is repeated and has the same
referent on both occasions. We have already seen that it is not necessary
for the sccond instance to be an exact repetition of the same word; it
may be any kind of what we have called aEITERATION — synonym,
superardinate, or general word. We have assumed up to this peint, how-
ever, that there must be identity of reference between the two, and this
suggested that *lexical cohesion” was to be interpreted simply as an aecom-
panying feature that may be associated with grammatical reference.

It is not necessary for two lexical ooccurrences to have the same referent,
however, in order for them to be cohesive. Consider the following
examples:

{6:11] Why does this little bov have to wriggle all the time?
a. Other boys don’t wriggle.
b. Boys always wriggle.
c. Good boys don’t wriggle.
d. Bays should be kept out of here,

In (2}, beys ties with boy although they are not coreferental. This could
be explained as cohesion by comparative reference, in view of the item
other; but in (b} there is no identity of reference and no reference item
either, yet bays still coheres with boy., It would be possible to use a personal
reference item INSTEAD OF boys here {they ahways wripgle); this retlects the
weak relation of coreference that does exist between the two — boys
refers to “all boys” and therefore by implication includes ‘this litdle boy .

In {c), however, there is neither the implication of inclusion nor any form
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of reference whatever; yet still there is the same cohesive relation between
boys and bey. Nor is this relationship in any way dependent on the
presence of other items suggesting the same general referental environ-
ment; it is not the wriggling that provides the context, as {d} shows. Many
instances of cchesion are purely lexical, a function simply of the co-
accurrence ot lexical feens, and not in any way dependent on the relation
of reference.

A lexical item, therefore, coheres with a preceding occurrence of the
same ftem whether or not the two have the same referent, or indeed
whether or not there is any referential relationship between them. Ler us
summarize the possibilities with another example. The second cccurrence
may be, as far as reference is concemed, {a} 1pENTICAL, {B) 1NCLUSIVE,
{¢) ExcLUsIVE or {d) simply unrELATED, Sc for example:

i6: 12] There's a boy climbing thartree.
a. The boy's going to fall if he doesn’t 1ake care.
b. Those boys are always getting into mischief.
c. And there's another boy standing underneath.
d. Most boys love climbing trees.

In {a} the boy has the same referent as a boy has; the reference item he
could be used instead. In (b} those boys includes the boy referred to pre-
viously, and others as well; here we could have a reference item they on
the basis of the weak coreferendality referred to tn Chapter 2 {2.4.1.3),
where the relation is one of inclusion; ¢f example [6:11b] above. In {c)
another boy exciudes the boy referred to in the first sentence; here there is
explicit NON-identity of reference, and in such instances we cannot have a
reference item to replace boy — we can however have 2 substitute or
elliptical form, another one or ancther. In {d), most boys bears no referential
relation at all to the boy previously mentioned; we cannot gather from
(d} whether the boy in question likes climbing trees or not, and the
speaker does not necessarily know, or care. This is borne out by the fact
that he conld make it explicit cither way, by the use of 2 particular
mionation pattern:

{6112} &". /{1 MmosT boys love climbing trecs /f
d”. fi4 mosT boys /{1 LoVE climbing trees |/

where {d'} means ‘just as that one does” while {d”) means ‘whereas I'm
not sure about that one’. Characteristically in {d), where there is no rela-
tion of reference between the two occurrences of boy, there is more
lexical repetition overall; here not only boy but also climb and tree are
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repeated, and this compensates, as it were, for the lack of any referential
connection.

Praperly speaking, reference is irrelevant to lexical cobesion. It is not
by virtue of any referential relation that there is a cohesive force set up
between two occurrences of a lexical 1tem ; rather, the cohesion exists as a
direct relation berween the forms themselves {and thus is more bike sub-
stitution than reference). So for example there is cohesion between the
two occurtences of wrigele in [6:1123]; the question whether they refer to
the same wriggling is one which, fortunately, does not arise. Compare:

[6:73] a. Henry presented her with his own portrait. As it happened,
she had always wanted a portrait of Henry.
b. The Forthright Building Socety required, apparently, that
a borrower should sign, seal and deliver the mortgage deed
in the prescnce of a solicitor, so that the solicitor would sign
it as the witniess. This is quite 3 common requirement. Where
a borrower is legally represemted, his own solicror will
usually be the witness to the borrower’s execution of the
mortgage deed . *

In (a}, the second occurrence of pertrait 1s indefinite; but it is sull cohesive.
The last sentence in {b) contains the items borrower, witness, solicitor and
morigage deed, all of which arc repctitions and as such cohere with the
earlier occurrences; but the whole discussion is hypothetical and the quest-
1on of coreference is simply not applicable, or decidable.

6.4 Collocation

We now come to the most problematical part of lexical cohesion, co-
hesion that is achieved through the association of lexical iterns that
regularly co-occur.

We have seen that lexical reiteration tzkes place not only through repe-
tition of an identical lexical item but also through occurrence of a different
lexical item that is systematically related to the firse one, as 2 synonym or
superordinate of it. This principle applies quite generally, irrespective of
whether or net there is identity of reference; so, for exampie, in [6:11] we
could have had children instead of boys throughout and the effect would
still have been cohestve.

* The Legal Sidr of Buying « Howse, Consamers” Associacion, 194635,
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Furthermore, we find that the cohesive effect is still present if in place of
childrens we now have girls:

{6:14] Why does this little boy wriggle all the time? Girls don’t
wriggle.

Girls and boys are hardly synonyms, nor is there any possibility of their
having the same referent; they are mutually exclusive categories. Yet
their proximity in a discourse very defmitely contributes to the texture.

There is obviously a svstematic relationship between a pair of words
such as boy and girl; they are related by 2 particular type of oppositeness,
called COMPLEMBNTARITY in Lyons’ classification. We can therefore
extend the basis of the lexical relationship that features as a cohesive force
and say that there is cohesion between any pair of lexical items that stand
to each other in some recognizable lexicosemantic {word meaning)
rclation. This would include not only synonyms and near-synonyms
such as dimb . . . ascent, beam . . . rafter, disease . _ | iliness, and superordinates
such as elm . . tree, boy . . . child, skip . . . play, but also pairs of opposites
of various kinds, complementaries such as boy . . . girl, stand up . . . sit
down, antonyms such as like . _ . hate, wet . . . dry, crowded . . . deserted, and
converses such as order . . . ohey.

it also includes pairs of words drawn from the same ordered series. For
example, if Tuesday occurs in one sentence and Thursday in another, the
effect will be cohesive; similarly dolflar . . . cent, norths . . . south, colorel . .
brigadier. Likewise with any pairs drawn from unordered lexical sets, hike
basement . . . reof, road . . . rail, red . . . green. The members of such sets
often stand in some recogmizable semantic refation to one another; they
may be related as part to whole, like car. . . brake, box . . . lid, or as part o
part, ke mouth . . . chin, verse . . . chorus {or refrain}; they may be co-
hyponyms of the same superordinate term, iz both members of the same
more general class, sach z2s chair . . . table {both hyponyms of fumiture],
twalk . . . drive (both hyponyms of go}; and so on.

The members of any such set stand in some kind of semantic relation to
one another, bat for textual purposes it does not much matter what this
refation 1s. There is always the possibility of cohesion between any pair
of lexical items which are in some way associated with each other in the
language. So we will find a very marked cohesive effcct deriving from
the occutrence in proximity with each other of pairs such as the following,
whose meaning relation is not easy to classify in systematic semantic
terms: fangh . | joke, blade . . . sharp, garden . . . dig, I} .. . doctor, try . ..
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succeed, bee . . . honey, door . _ | window, king . . . crows, boat . . . row, sun-
shine . . . cloud. The cohesive effect of such pairs depends not so much on
arry systematic semantic relationship as on their tendency to share the
same lexical environment, to ococur in COLLOGCATION with one another.
In general, any two lexical items having similar patternz of collocation -
that is, tending to appear in similar contexts - will generate a cohesive
force if they occur in adjacent sentences.

This effect is not limited to a pair of words. It is very common for long
cohesive chains to be built up out of lexical relations of this kind, with
word patterns like candle . . . flame . . . ficker, hair . . . comb . . ewrf . . |
wave, poetry . . . Nterature . . . reader . . writer . . style, sky . . . sunshine _ . .
clowd . . . rain weaving in and out of successive sentences. Such patcerns
occur freely both within the same sentence and across sentence boundaries;
they are largely independent of the grammatical structure. Rather than
citing a number of short passages to Hlustrate this we will quote one long
paragraph which is a typically rich reserve of such collocational cohesion;
note the importance of the title in this regard:

[6:15] A RIDE ON AN AVALANCHE

Few Yoscmite visizors ever see snow avalanches and fewer still
know the exhilatation of riding or them. In all my mountain-
cering I have enjoyed only one avalanche ride, and the start was
so sudden and the end came so soon [ had but listle time to think
of the danger that attends this sort of travel, though at such times
one thinks fase. One fine Yosemite morning after a heavy snow-
fall, being cager to see as many avalanches as possible and wide
views of the forest and summit peaks in their new white robes
before the sunshine had time to change them, I set ot garly to
climb by a side canyen to the top of 3 commanding ridge a little
over three thousand feer above the Valley. On account of the
looseness of the snow that blocked the carryon I knew the climb
wonld require 2 long tfime, some three or four hours as Lestimated;
but it proved far more difficult than 1 had anticipated. Most
of the way I sank waist deep, almost out of sight in some
places. After spending the whele day to within half an hour or so
of sundown, [ was still several hundred feet below the summmit,
Then my hopes were reduced to getting up in time to sce the
sunsct, Bur T was not to get sammit views of any sort that day,
for deep trampling near the canyon head, where the snow was
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stratned, started an avalanche, and I was swished down to the
foot of the canyon as if by enchantment. The wallowing ascent
had raken nearly all day, the descent only about a minute. When
the avalanche started I threw myself on my back and spread
my arms to try to keep from sinking. Fortunately, though the
grade of the canyon is very steep, it is not interrupted by
precipices large encugh to cause outbounding or free plunging.
On no part of the rush was [ baried. [ was only moderately
imbedded on the surface or at times a hretle below it, and
covered with a veil of back-streaming dust particles; and as
the whole mass beneath and about me joined in the Hight there
was no friction, though I was tossed here and there and lurched
from side to side. ‘When the avalanche swedged and came to
rest T found myself on top of the crumpled pile without a brisise
or scar. This was a fine experience. Hawthorne says somewhere
that steam has spiritaalized ¢ravel; though unspiritual smelis,
smoke, etc, still attend steam travel. This flight in what mighs
be called a milky way of snow-stars was the most spiritual and
exhilazating of all the modes of motion I have ever experienced.
Elijah’s flight in a chariot of fire could hardly have been more
gloriously exciting.

(from The Yosemite by John Muir, 19x2}

Examples of chains of collocational cohesion are: mountaincering .
Yosentite . . . sammit peaks . . . climb . | . ridge; hours . . | whole day . . .
(sundowss . . . sunset . . ) ol day . . . minute; wallowing . . . sinking . _ .
baried . . . imbedded; ride . . . riding .. .ride .. . travel ... fravel . . . ifravel . ..
Pight .. . motion . . . flight.

The analysis and interpretation of lexical patterning of this kind is 2
major task i the further study of textual cohesion. Here we shall simply
group together all the various lexical relations that do noT depend on
referential 3dentity and are NoT of the form of reiteration accompanied
by the or a demonstrative — in other words, all lexical cohesion that is not
covered by what we have called ‘reiteration’ — and treat it under the
general heading of COLLOCATION, or collocational cohesion, without
attempting to classify the various meaning relations that are involved.
But it should be borne in mind that this is simply a cover term for the
cohesion that results from the co-occurrence of lexical items that are in
some way or other typically associated with one another, because they
tend to occur in similar environments: the specific kinds of co-oecurrence
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relations are variable and complex, and would have to be interpreted

in the light of a general semantic description of the English language™

6.5 The general concept of lexical cohesion

The suggested franework for the description of lexical cohesion is as
foliows:

Type of lexical cohesion: R eferential relation:
1. Reiteration
{a) same word {repetition} {1} sanie referent
{b) synonym {or near-synonym}  {ii} inclusdve
{¢) superordinate {ii) exclusive
{d) general word (iv] unrelated

2. Colloeation

The effect of lexical, especially collocational, cohesion on a text is
subtle and difficelt to estimate. With grammatical cohesion the effect is
relatively clear: if one comes across the word ke, for example, there is no
doubt that some essential information is called for, and that the identity
of the e must be recovered from somewhere. Reference items, substi-
tutes and conjunctions all explicitly presuppose some element other
thar: themselves,

In lexical cohesion, however, it is not a case of there being ?ardcu.{ar
lexical items which always have a cohesive function. Every lexical itein
MAY enter into a cohesive relation, bur by itself it carries no indication
whether it is functioning cohesively or not. That can he established only
by reference to the text.

This seems to suggest that what we are calling lexical cohesion carries
no meaning; that it is simply an incidental consequence of the faet that
discourse does not wander at random from one topic to another but rans
on reasonably systematic lines with a certain consistency of topic and
predictability of development. In general, of course, this is true, most
discourse is well organized, and the patterned accurrence of lexicai items
is 2 natural consequence of this. But this does not imply that lexical co-

* For 2 more extended discussion of this point, and of lexical cohesion in general, sez Ruqaiyz
Hasan: Language in the Imaginative Context, o socivkingwistic study of stories old by children, Lon-
don, Routledge & Kegan Paul (Primary Socislization. Language and Education, ed Basi
Bemstein}, forthceming.
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hesion has no meaning. Without cur being aware of it, each occurrence
of a lexical item carries with it its own textual history, a particalar collo-
catonal environment that has been built up in the course of the creation
of the text and that will provide the context within which the item will
be incarnated on this particular occasion. This environment determines
the ‘instantial meaning’, or text meaning, of the itemn, a2 meaning which
is unique to each specific instance.

In reading or listening to text, we process continuously, and therefore
by the time any given lexical item is taken in, its context has already been
prepared; and the preceding lexical environment is perhaps the most
sigtificant component of this context. It frequently provides 2 great deal
of hidden information that is relevant to the interpretation of the item
concerned. There are many examples of this in the long paragraph from
John Muir quoted above. To consider just one of these: an inspection of the
collocational envitonmene of the item sunset shows that it ties with
sundotwn in the preceding sentence, and less immediately, with the words
{long) timz . . . hours . . {whele} day in the slightly less immediate context,
These two collocational themes come together in the phrase within half
an hour of sundown. This environment defines sanset in the context of time,
as an event preceded by 2 fixed and limited interval, and sets the stage for
the passage which serves as the immediate environment for sumset,
namely in time 1o see the sunset. The result is twofold. On one hand, when
we meet this phrase in time fo see the sunset we interpret it with what has
gone before in mind, and this defines the unique instantial meaning of the
word sunsef on this occasion. On the other hand, the fact that we do this
has the effect of making the word suwset, when it does ccour, cohesive
with the related items that have preceded it, and hence of giving it a
significant part in the creation of texture.

The lexical environment of any item includes, naturally, not only the
words that ate in some way or other related to it, in the terms discussed
in this chapter, but also all other words in the preceding passage, and all
of these contribute to its specific interpretation in the given instance. But
it is the occurrence of the item IN THR CONTEXT OF RELATED LEXICAL
r7ems that provides cohesion and gives to the passage the quality of text.
The relatedness is 2 maner of more or less; there is no clearly defined
cutofl point such that we can say that susset, for example, is related to
just this set of words and no others, But we can say that it is more closely
related &0 some than to others; and it is the closeness of the reladonship
that determines the cohesive effect.

The relative strength of the collocational tension is really a function of
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two kinds of relatedness, one kind being relatedness in the linguistic
system and the other being relatedness in the text. Whar we are calling rela-
ted lexical items are related in the linguistic system. In the linguistic
systern there is a closer relaticnship between sunset and sundowsn than, savy,
between sunset and day; the latter are, in turn, more closely related than
sunset and summit, or sunset and mountain, although there s some relation-
ship here too, less remote than, say, between sunser and sight ot sunset and
estimate. There are degrees of proximity in the lexical system, a function
of the relative probability with which one word tends to co-occur with
another. Secondly, in the text there is relatedness of another kind, relative
proximity in the simple sense of the distance separating one item from
another, the number of words or clauses or sentences in between. The
cohesive force that is exerted between any pair of lexical items in a passage
of discourse is 2 function of their relative proximity in these two respects,

There is 2 very close proximity between sunset and sundewn as regards
their relatedness in the linguistic system; they are morphologically related,
both containing the element sun, and they are alse near-synonyms, sunser
referring to a particular event considered as a perceptual phenomenen,
and sundown refecring to the same event considered as defining a moment
in time. If the two occur in adjacent sencences, they exert 2 vety strong
cohesive force; this would be progressively weaker the greater the textual
distance between them.

There is a third factor influencing the cohesive force berween 2 pair of
lexical items i a text, and that is their overall frequency in the system of
the langunage. A word which enters with equal readiness into collocation
with words of every possible range of lexical meaning effects telatively
little cohesion with any of them. Words such as go or man or knew or
way can hardly be said to contract significant cohesive relations, because
they go with anything at all. Since, roughly speaking, words of this kind
are also those with high overall frequency in the language, in general the
higher the frequency of a lexical item {its overall frequency in che system)
the smaller the part it plays in lexical cohesion in rexts.

When analysing a text in respect of lexical cohesion, the most imporrant
thing is to wse common sense, combined with the knowiedge thar we
have, as speakess of a language, of the nature and structure of #ts vocabu-
lary. We have a very clear idea of the relative frequency of words in our
own language, and a ready insight (if we do not submerge it beneath the
weight of the demand for formal procedures of analysisy into what con-
stitutes a significant pattern and what does not. In assessing the lexical
cohesion of a text we can safely ignore, 2¢ we certainly would do withour
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even thinking about it, repetitive occurrences of fully grammatical
{closed system) items like pronouns and prepositions and verbal auxiliaries,
and also of lexical items of very high frequency like take and do and good
and the others mentioned above. An exception to this appears just when
such words accur in special senses with restricted patterns of collocation;
for example takings in the sense of earnings, or good in a specificaliy moral
context. Again, common sense needs to be brought into play. There 15
likely to be no significant cohesion between two occurrences of good
of which one is in 2 moral sense and rhe other an exclamation meaning
‘agree’; whereas there might be quite a significant tie between the first
of these and a different but related word such as viriwe or judgment.

In the coding scheme suggested in Chapter 8, we have wsed a single
heading for ali instances of collocational cohesion, making no differenta-
tion cither according to the different kinds of collocational relation or
according to different degrees of cohesive force. A full interpretation of
lexical cobesion would require further differentiation on both these
counts: but such a treatment demands a separate study and is beyond our
scope here,

There remains one point to be added to round off chis imited discussion
of lexical cohesion, A lexical item is not bound to a particular grammatical
category, or to a particular morpholegical form. For example, there is
just one lexical item bey, which has the forms oy, boys, boy’s and boys’
Similarly tafk, talks, talked and talking all represent 2 single lexical item
talk. There are no perfecdy clear criteria for deciding just how far this
principle can be extennded. For exampie, go, goes, going, gone and went are
all one lexical ivem, and so are good, Better and best; so also presumably
are nosn and {where these have the sense of ‘noun’) sominal, seminalize
and nominalization. Rather more doubtiul are pairs like footh and dental
sap and cartographic, town and urban; even more doubtful, perhaps, a set
such as young, youth and juvenile. In the last resort it does not much matter,
since such sets and pairs are cohesive anyway; but it is often possible to
be guided by the context — the doubtful cases are generally doubtful
precisely because they are sometimes the same word and sometimes not,
so that pairs like tooth and dental may be used either as morphoiogical
variants of the same lexical item: or as different lexical items. This, like
many other linguistic points, is well brought out by forms of inguistic
humour. an expression like tie archiepiscopal gaiters is playing on the fact
that archiepiscopal can be interpreted as simply 2 morphological variant of
the item archbishop, although usually it functions as 2 related but separate
item. On the other side of the line would be pairs like srarve and hunger, or
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disease and ilf, which are related by synonymy but probably never treated
as forms of the same word.

The concept of the lexical item, therefore, is not totally clearcur; like
most linguistic categoties, although clearly defined in the ideal, it pre-
sents many indeterminacies in application to actual instances. Despite this
indeterminacy — and it may be remarked that the term LEXICAL ITEM i3
rather less indeterminate than the folk-linguistic term WoRD - it is an
essential concept for the understanding of text. However luxudiant the
grammatical cohesion displayed by any piece of discourse, it will notform
a text unless this is matched by cohesive patterning of a lexical kind.

A final example:

[6: 16] Sing a song of sixpence, a pockes full of Tye,
Four-and-twenty blackbirds baked in 2 pie,
When the pie was opened, the birds began to sing,
Wasn't that 2 dainty dish to set before a king ?

The king was in his counting-house, counting out his money,
The gucen was in the parlour, eating bread and honey,

The maid was in the garden, hanging ow the clothes.
Along came 2 blackbird and pecked off her nose,

There is reiteration of the same word, eg: pie . . . pie, king . ., king; of a
near-synonymn, £g: eating . . . pecked; of a superordinate, ¢g: pic . . . dish,
sixpence . . . money, blackbird . . | bird; dish mighe perhaps also be interpreted
as a2 general word in the modemn sense (“anything nice’; e dishy). There
is also collocational cohesion, eg: king . . . gueen, parlour . . . garden, dish . ..
eat, rye . . . bread. The thyme provides a good illustration of the amount of
lexical cohesion, and the varied nature of lexical cohesion, that is charac-
teristic of even a very short text.*

* In a recent unpublished paper, based on research im spoken discourse, j. McH. Sindclair
suggests that patrerns of Irxical chesion across utterance boundaries may be vsed by speakers
to locate mndividusl conceptual frunes, or DRIENTATIONS. By choodng to repeat the voca-
bulary of 2 previous speaker, one signals willingness o negotiace inm his terms; by using
synonyms or paraphrase, one signals the opposite. Words of reference like pronouns, and
elliptical syntax {er one~-word answers fo guestions} realize ather selections of orientation.



Chapter 7

The meaning of cohesion

7.1 Text

In Chapter 1 we discussed what was meant by TEXT, and introduced the
concept of cohesion to refer to the linguistic means whereby texture is
achieved. In this chapter we resume the discussion in the light of the
account that has been given of the various types of cohesion in English.

A text, we have suggested, is not just a string of sentences. In other
words it is not simply a large grammatical unit, something of the same
kind as a sertence but differing from it in size — a sort of supersentence.
A text is best thought of not as a grammatical unit at all, bue rather as a
anit of a different kind: a semantic anit. The unity that it has is a unity of
meaning in context, a texture that expresses the face that it relates as a
whole to the environment in which it is placed.

Being a semantic unit, a text 1s REALIZED in the form of sentences, and
this is how the relation of text to sentence can best be interpreted. A set
of related sentences, with a single sentence as the limiting case, is the
embodiment or realization of a text. So the expression of the semantic
unity of the text lies in the cchesion among the sentences of which it i
composed.

Typically, in any text, every sentence except the first exhibits some form
of cohesion with a preceding sentence, usually with the one immediately
preceding. In other words, every sentence contains at least one anaphoric
tie connecting it with what has gone before. Some sentences may also con-
eain 2 cataphoric tie, connecting up with what follows; but these are very
much rarer, and are not necessary to the creation of text.

Any piece of language that is operational, functioning as 2 unity in
some context of situation, constitutes a text. It may be spoken or written,
in any style or geunre, and involving arry number of active participants. It
will asually display a form of consistency that is defined by the concept of
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register: 2 consistency in the meaning styles or types of semantic con-
fipuration which emboedy its relation to its environment. In other words, a
text is usually reasonably homogeneous, at least in those linguistic aspects
which most closely reflect and express its functional relationship to its
SeLting.

7.2.1 Length of text

Text may be of any length. Since it is not a unit of the grammatical
rank scale, and does not consist of sentences, it is not tied to the sentence
as its lower limit, Many familiar texts in fact come out as less than one
seritence in the grammatical structure. Warnings, titdes, announcements,
inscriptions and advertising slogans often consist of 2 verbal, nominal,
adverbial or prepasitional group only, for example

f7:1} a. No smoking
b, Site of early chapel
¢, Forsale
d. National Westminster Bank
e. Do not feed

Equally, there is no upper limit on the length of the text. An entire
book may, and in many genres such as fiction typically does, comprise a
single text; this is what is implied in the term ‘a novel’. The same is rrue
of a play, 2 sermon, a lecture, or a2 committee meeting.

The type of presupposition that provides texture in the text, n other
words what we are calling cohesion, can extend over very long sequences.
We find in evetyday conversation elements turning up which presuppose
carlter passages from which they are separated by many minutes and even
hours of speakmg time; and writers exploit this potential by making
cohesive ties across vety long stretches of text. It is clear that the awareness
of text that we develop as part of the leaming of the mother tongue is
rather free from constraints of time, and depends much more on con-
textual relevance and integration of the language with the environment.

7.1.z2 Definitiveness of the concept of text

It would be misleading to suggest that the concept of a text is fully
determinate, or that we can always make clear decisions about what con-
stitutes a single text and what does not. We can often say for certain that
the whole of a given passage constitutes one text; and equally we can often
say for certain that in another instance we have to deal with not one text
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but two, or more, But there are VEI'y mlany intermediate cases, instances
of doubt where we are not at all sure whether we want to consider all
the parts of a passage as falling within the same text or not.

Usually for practical purpaoses this does not matter very much. We are
all intuitively aware of the validity of the general concept of 2 text; we
know that there is such a thing, whether or not every instance can be
unambiguously identified. What we react to, as speakers and listeners,
readers and writers, in forming judgments abour texture, is precisely the
sort of cohesive structure the details of which we have been exploring
in the preceding chaprers.

Since the speaker or writer uses cohesion to signal texture, and the
Listener or reader reacts 1o it in Juis interpretation of textare, it is reasonable
for us to make use of cohesion as a eriterion for the recognicion of the
boundaries of a text. For most purposes, we can consider that a new text
begins where a sentence shows no cohesion with those that have pre-
ceded.

Of course, we shall often find isolated sentences or other structural
units which do not cchere with those around them, even though they
form part of a connected passage. But usually if a sentence shows no
cohesion with what has gone before, this does indicate a transition of some
kind; for example, a transition between different stages in a complex
eransaction, or between narration and description in a passage of prose
fiction. We¢ might choose to regard such mnstances as discontinuities,
signalling the bepinning of a new text. Sometimes then the new text
will tum out to be an interpolation, as in {1:8] and [1:9] in Chapter 1,
after which the original text is once again resumed.

So although the concept of a text is exact encugh, and can be adequately
and explicitly defined, the definition will not by itself provide us with
automatic criteria for recognizing in all instances whar is 2 text and what is
not. In all kinds of linguistic contexts, from the most formal to the most
informal, we constantly have to do with forms of interaction which lie
on the borderline between textuzl continuity and discontinnity. But the
existence of indeterminate instances of this kind does not invalidate or
destroy the usefulness of the general notion of text as the basic semantic
unit of lingwistic interaction,

7.1.3 Tight and loose texture

The frequent shift between narrative and verse in Alice provides an
excellent illustration of the kind of transition that takes place berween
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subtexts within a text. The verses are often quite outside the context of the
narrative, and function as independent texts in their own right; they
display no cohesion with what has preceded them. An example is The
Quieen of Hearts in the final chapter of Alice in Wonderland.

At the same time, the verses are often anticipated by some reference to
poctry or song, or to the pocm or song in question, so that the verse
text as 2 whole is placed in an environment not unlike that of quoted
speech. Here is an example:

f7:3] ‘The piece I am going to repeat,” [Humpty Dumpty] went on
without noticing her remark, "was written entirely for your
amusement.’
Alice felt ¢hat in that case she really ought to listen to it, so she sat
down, and said, *Thank vou’ rather sadly.
‘In winter when the fields are white,
I sing this song for your delight - . | .

Here there is lexical cohesion : song ties with piec in the Srst sentence and
this in turn with poeefry occurring a short while earlier,

This gives a fair indication of something that is a general feature of
texts of all kinds. Textuality s not a matter of sll or nothing, of dense
clusters of cobesive ties or else none at all. Characteristically we find
variation in texture, so that textuality is a2 matter of more or less. In some
instances there will in fact be dense clusters of cohesive ties, giving a very
close sexture which serves to signal that the meanings of the parts arc
strongly interdependent and that the whole forms a single unity.

In other instanices, however, the texture will be much looser. There will
be fewer cohesive ties, perhaps just one or two. In Alice this alternation
between right and loose texture gives a2 very definite flavour to the whole.
At one level, the whole of Alice is very much a single text. But when we
shift our focus of auvention we find that it contains portions that are
iess closely knit with the remainder, particularly the songs and the verses.
And this is signalled by the relative cohesive independence of these from
the surrounding passages — wsually, however, a partial not 2 rotal indepen-
dence.

Such a thing is typical of texts of many kinds. Some writers in particu-
jar seem to achicve a sort of periodic rhythm in which there is 2 regular
alternation berween tight and loose texture. In this connection we see
the importance of the paragraph. The paragraph is a device introduced
into the written language to suggest this kind of periodicity. In principle,
we shall expect to find 2 greater degree of cohesion within a paragraph
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than between paragraphs; and im a great deal of written English this is
exactly what we do find. In other writing, however, and perhaps as 2
characteristic of certain authors, the rhythm is comtrapuntal: the writer
extends a dense claster of cohesive ties across the paragraph boundary and
leaves the texture within the paragraph relatively loose. And this itself
is an instance of a process that is very characreristic of language altogether,
a process in which two associated variables come to be dissaciated from
cach other with a very definite semantic and rhetorical effect. Here the
two vanables in question are the paragraph structare and the cohesive
structure. The paragraph evolves first of all as the written symbol or
representation of a periodic pattern that we might represent in the
foliowing way:

more

The vertical Iines represent the paragraph boundaries and the wavy line
represents the density of cohesive ties, Subsequently however the paragraph
comes to function as a pattern maker {as distinct from being merely a
pattern marker) in its own right, and something like the following
picture emerges:

more

8

fewer

This represents the sort of writing in which the paragraph stucture s
played off against the cohesion, giving 2 complex texture in which the
rhythm of the eye (and associated bodily rhythms of reading) is balanced
against the rhythm that is engendered by the altemation between tight-

ness and fooseness of cohesive patterning,

7.1.4 Imaginary fexture

Finally we may mention the type of cohesion which imposes an imaginary
rexture, by setting up expectations in the reader or listener which, since
they are expectations of the past, by their nature, can not be satisfied.
Alice will again serve as an example.
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The very first sentence of Through the Looking Glass is

{7:3] One thing was certain, that the white kitten had had nothing ro
do with it; ~ it was the black kitten's fault entirely.

This sentence is clearly marked as cohesive, by the occurrence of the
reference item it. In other words, the narrative begins as if one was already
in the middie of it; it appears to presuppose a great deal thae has gone
before, but in fact nothing has gone before so we have to supply it for
ourselves. Cur interest is nnmediarely engaged, since we inevitably start
searching for some interpretation of the iz. In this instance the reference,
as often, is resolved cataphorically; we learn two paragraphs later that
it refers to unwinding and entangling a ball of wool.

This device is commonly exploited in the opening of short stories,
where it sets the tone for a genre whose meaning as a genre depends on
the implications that what is in the text is not the whole story. It is also
used in other contexts; the example was quoted in Chapter 1 {1.1.2} of
the radio comedian who began his patter with the words 0 we pushed
him wnder the other one.

This type of false or unresolved cohesion creates an effect of solidaricy
with the hearer or reader. It puts him on the inside, as one who is assumed
to have shared a commeon expericnce with the speaker or writer. In its use
in written fiction it is perhaps akin to the typical beginning of an oral
folk narrative, which assumes prior knowledge of the matter of the tale
on the part of the audience and makes allusion to the characters, the events
or the circumstantial background in 2 form which often looks anapkhoric,
although there has been ro previcus mention, at least on the occasion
in question, Similar properties are found in the oral narratives of young
children, which presuppose a sharing of experience with the lstener. The
line between real and imaginary anaphora is not, after all, very clearcur;
a great deal of news reporting depends for its interpreration on the assump-
ton that the previous day's newspaper was part of the same text. And
what is one text for one participant in 2 situation may not always be so
for another, as appears when a person who has been day-dreaming
suddenly voices one of his thonghts aloud,

7.2 The general meaning of cohesion

The general meaning of cohesion is embodied in the concept of text.
By its role in providing “texture’, cohesion helps to create text.
Cohesion is a necessary though not a sufhcient condition for the crea-
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tion of text. What creates text is the TEXTUAL, or text-forming, compo-
nent of the linguistic system, of which cohesion is one part. The textual
component as a whole is the set of resources in a langnage whose semantic
function is that of expressing relationship to the environmenc. Ft is the
meaning derived from this component which characterizes a text —
which characterizes language that is operational in some contex:, as
distinct from language that is not operational but citational, such as an
index or other form of verbal inventory.

The textial component, and the place of cohesion within ir, was
discussed briefly in Chapter 1. 'The concept of a textual or texi-forming
function in the semantic system provides the most general answer to the
question of what cohesion means. The textual component creates text,
as opposed to non-text, and therein lies its meaning. Within the textual
component, cohesion plays a special role in the creation of text. Cohesion
expresses the continuity that exists between one part of the text and another.
It is important fo stress that continuity is not the whole of texeure. The
organization of cach segment of a discourse in terms of its nformation
structure, thematic patteras and the like is also part of its texture (see
7.4.1 below}, no less important than the contnuity from one segment to
another. But the continuity adds a further element that must be present
inn order for the discourse to come to life as text.

The continuity that is provided by cohesion consists, in the most generai
terms, in expressing at ¢ach stage in the discourse the points of contact
with what has gone before. The significance of this lies in the simple
fact that there are such points of contact: that some entity or some cir-
cumstanec, some relevant feature or some thread of argument petsists
from one moment to another in the semantic process, as the meanings
unfold. But it has another more fundamental significance, which lies
in the interpretation of the discourse. It is the continmity provided by
cohesion that enables the reader or listener to supply all the missing pieces,
ali the components of the pictare which are not present in the text but are
necessary to its interpretation.

Onec of the major problems in understanding linguistic interaction —
it is actually a problem in the understanding of ALL text processes, whether
those of dialogue or others, though it is usually posed in the context of
dialogue ~ is thar of knowing how the listener fills in the missing informa-
ton. The listener assigns meanings and interprets what is said to him;
but in doing so he is himself supplying a great deal of the interpretation.
The sentences and clauses and words that he hears, however pertectly

formed lexicogrammatically {and, contrary to a popular belief, in most
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speech contexts they are very well formed indeed), are semantically fuil
of holes. Or rather, this is the wrong metaphor. The situation is sometimes
represented as if there were omissions which the listener had to sapple-
ment; as if the semantics of discourse was like a jigsaw puzzle with missing
pieces in it. It would be more appropriate to describe it in terms of focus.
What the lexicogrammar of the text presents is more like a picture that
is complete but out of focus, with the outlines blurred and the details
imperceptible. And if we take one further step and postulate that the
picture to start with was not a photographic likeness butr a symbolic
representation, then we shall get some idea of the nature of the deceding
process — for that is what it is — that the listener goes through.

What makes it possible for him to go through the process is the fact
that what he hears is systemadeally related to its environment — it has
‘textual meaning’, as we have expressed it; and an essential component
in this relattonship is its continuity with what has preceded. The continuity
is act merely an interesting feature that is associated with text; it is a
necessaty element in the imterpretation of text. There has to be cohesion
if meanings are to be exchanged at all.

This is so easy to illuserate rhat it is often forgotten. Cansider the exam-
ples that have been cited throughout this book. The vast majority of
them have been either drawn from Al in Wonderland or made up.
Why? This is the only way to ensure that attention would be focused on
the point at issuc: either 10 use a text that is so familiar that the reader will
nOt pause over Hs interpretation, of t6 construct examples that are so arti-
ficial that they avoid the problem. If we had taken isclated sentences
from real-life texts, they would have looked something like the follow-

mg:

{7:4] a. Two rolled off it and stopped, as though arrested by a witch's
wand, at Mrs Oliver’s fees,
b, This is a one with animals too, animals that go in water.
c. Administration spokesmen were prompt to say it should not
be considered any such thing.
d. You could see themn coming on him, before your very eyes.
e. I expect you will get this but I'll send it if you want.
f. It was the morning caught for ever.
g. Sc he proposed having his discovery copied before parting
with it. ‘
These are typical examples of what people say and write — except that
they do not say or write them in isclation. In interpreting them, we build
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i, along with other environmental factors, the continuity element; we
do not even notice the indeterminacies and all the different meanings we
could ‘read in’, becaunse the lens is already in place before the picture
comes aleng to be interpreted. But the process of interpretation goes on,
and the patterns of cohesion have plaved a central part in it.

The point is perhaps obvicus enough. Baxt we often fail to realize just
how much of our interpretation depends on this continuity with what
has gone before. It is not only the referents that we have to supply — the
meaning of twe and it in (2), this in (b), i in (¢}, thens and him in {d), this
in {e}, #t in {f}, he in {g}). Nor is it simply information of the kind that is
demanded by the foo in (b}, the such in {€} or the se in {g}: “in addition to
what ?°, "any thing such as what ?’, “why did he propose having it done 2’
Taking these senvences by themselves we have no idea, or rather we have
only the haziest idea, how to interprer the things - the objects, events and
so forth — that are encoded in the grammatical structures and the Iexdeal
items. What kind of rolling took place? What does with mean, in with
animais? In what ways are things oming ont kim ? What can be made of
you will get this but I'il send it? What sort of discovery is to be copied,
how, and why? We cannot begin to visualize the morning, and we do
not know whether it is 2 morning that has been mentioned before or
one that is to be identified exophorically, as unique or at least recognizable
under the circumstances. We do not know whether the spokesmen for the
Administration are talking about an object, an institution or a lengthy
passage of text — a fact or report. There is nothing unusual or mysterious
about any of these examples; but they are out of focus, and will chick
o place only when we putthem in their textual environment and satisfy
the queries which they arouse.

It is hardly necessary to do this in order to demonstrate the point at
issue. However, the reader may feel deceived if nothing firther is said,
s0 here is the immediately preceding co-text for each of the above
examples:

{a} Joyce, a sturdy thirteen-year-old, seized the bowl of apples.

{b} This mobile’s got fishes, yours has animals,

{c} During the hearing on Wednesday, Inouyesaid the questions fur-
nished by Buzhardt ‘should serve as a substitute, admittediy not
the very best, but 2 substitute for cross-examination of Mr Dean
by the President of the United States’.

{d} Spots, All over his face and hands -

{e} Nothing else has come for vou except Staff Bulletin no 2.
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(£} There on the rough thick paper, reduced to their simplest possible
tertns, were the stream, glittering and dimpling, the stone arch of
the bnidge Hushed in morming sunlight, the moor and the hills.

(g} The nobleman, it appeared, had by this time become rather fond
of Nanna and Pippa. He liked, it might be said, the way they
comported themselves.

Anvthing approaching a “full’ interpretation is likely to need much
more information than is recoverable from a preceding seatence or two.
For example, in the text containing {g}, two pages carlier, was the
sentence ft was a highly indecent picture.

Preceding (a}, at intervals, there have cccurred it was to be a Hallowe'en
party . . . and Mrs Ofiver was partial to apples. Moreover the whole tex:
has, in curn, been preceded by other texts containing accounts of Mrs
Oliver and her fondness for apples, as well as associated references 1o
witcheraft. In the same way {c) has been preceded not only by six columns
of detailed news but by six months of almost daily reporting centring
around the Watergate affair. In {d} the chaotic absence of cohesion is
used as a comic device to suggest inforination being extracted from some-
one against his will, though in fact {as the audience knows from the
preceding text} the reluctance is feigned and the information is false:

Paich: Mind vou, Sam, it may not be that at all. We can’t tell what
poor old Skivers has got -
Mellock: Who's Slivers?
[As they do not reply, Grindley shaking his head ar Patch, Ursula cuts in. |
Ursala: Is he the man you had locked in that cabin 2 {As they do nor reply]
Heis, isnthe?
[They nod.]
Well, what's the matter with him?
Patch: It was the only thing we could do, you know. Until the doctor
came.
Mellock [mot [iking this|: The doctor?
Ussala: Come on. What's the matter with him ?
[They are obviously reluctant to answer.]
He was taken il, wasnthe ?
Patch: All hot and flushed. Then breaking into spots.
Gridley fswamingly]: Bob! You know, we promised.
Ursala: Don’t be idiotic. You've got to tell us.
Patch [with feigned reluctance): Spots. All over his face and hands -
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Gridley: You couid sec them coming on him, before your very eyes.
About that size. [Indicates.] No bigger. [Shows them.]*

Cohesive ties, especially those with the immediately preceding text,
are only one source for the information that the reader or listencr re-
quires. Both situational and more remote textual informatcion are necessary
components. But 1t is surprising how much can often be recovered simply
from the presuppositions carried by the cohesive elements. The ongoing
continuity of discourse is 2 primary factor in its intelligibikity.

This illustrates the meaning of cohesion as & whole. It provides, for
the text, which is a semantic anit, the sort of condnuity which is achieved
in units at the grammatical level — the sentence, the clause and so0 on -
by grammatical structure. Like everything else in the semantic system,
cohesive relations are realized through the lexicogrammar, by the
selection of structures, and of lexical items in structurai roles, Our inten~
tion in this book has been to survey the lexicogrammeatical resources in
question, and show their place in the linguistic system. But the cohesive
relations themselves are relations in meaning, and the continuity which
they bring about is 2 semantic continnity. This is what makes it possible
for cohesive patterns to play the part they do in the processing of text by
a listener or a reader, not merely signalling the presence and extent of text
but actually enabling him to interpret it and determining how he does so.

7.3 The meaning of different kinds of cohesion

We have discussed cohesion under the five headings of reference, substi-
tution, cllipsis, conjunction and lexical cohesion. The classification is
based on linguistic form; these are the categories of cohesion that can be
recognized in the lexicogrammatical system. In terms of the resources
which aze brought into play, they are all kexicogrammaztical phenomena
of one kind or another.

Reference, substitution and ellipsis are clearly grammatical, in that they
involve closed systems: simple options of presence or absence, and systems
such as those of person, number, proximity and degree of comparison.
Lexical cohesion is, as the mame implies, lexical; it invelves a kind of
choice that is open~ended, the selection of a lexical item that s in some
way related to one occurring previously. Conjunction is on the border-
line of the grammatical and the lexical; the set of conjunctive clements
can probably be interpreted grammatically in terms of systems, but such

* 1. B. Prizstley, Bees on the Boat Deck {The Blays of J. B. Priestiey, Vol 2}, Heinemann,
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an interpretation would be fairly complex, and some conjunctive ex-
pressions invalve lexical selection as well, £¢: moment in ﬁam that momens
on.
This tells us about whar farm cohesion takes, what resonrees of the
linguistic system are drawn on in the expression of cohesive relations. But
it does mot tell us about those relations themselves. If we ask what is the
NATURE of cohesive relations, as distinct from what form of expression
they take, we get a different answer — one still in terms of the linguistic
system, but giving a different kind of explanation. We are now asking
about the nature of cohesion considered as a set of relations in language;
whereabouss in the linguistic system are these relations located 2 In other
words, what do the different kinds of cchesion mean?

If we look at cohesion from this point of view, we shall be able 1o
recognize three kinds. These are the three different kinds of relation in
langnage, other than the relation of structure, that fink one pare of a text
with another. In the most general terms they are {1) relatedness of form,
(2} relatedness of reference, (3) semantic connection.

The way these correspond to the vazious rypes of cohesion is as follows:

Nature of echestve relation : Type of cobhesion:
Reiatedness of formn Substitution and ellipsis; lexical
collocation
Reedatedness of reference Reference; lexieal reiteration
Semantic connection Conjunction

7.3.1 General principles behind the different types

We have referred to aspects of this general picture at various places
in the discussion. It has been pointed out that reference, while it is ex-
pressed by grammatical means, is actually a semantic relation, a relation
between meanings of particular instances rather than between words or
other items of linguistic form. Substitution and ellipsis, on the other hand,
are formal relations between elements at the lexicogrammatical level.

It has akso been shown that various consequences follow from this
distinction. In sabstitution and cllipsis it is always possible so “restore’
the presupposed item (replacing ehe substitation counter, or filling out
the empty structural slot}; in reference, typically, it is not. On the other
hand a substitute has to preserve the grammatical function of the pre-
supposed item; whereas there is no such restriction on reference, which is
independent of this sort of formal constraint. Lexical cohesion has some-
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thing of both types. The relation iwelf is a formal one, between items of
the vocabulary irrespective of any referencial identity; but lexical cohesion
is typically used in contexts where there is identity of reference, and for
this reason the cohering fexzcal item is usually 3cmmpanicd by the, or
other anaphoric reference item.

Why these two different types of cohesive relation, one formal the
other semantic? This can be explained by the fact that there are two
Pc«ssibic channels for the recovery of information: the situation, and the
text.

The concept of SITUATION was discussed in Chapter 2. It is a very
simple notion, designed to account for the fact that language txkes place
in social contexts and makes connections with the realities that make up
those contexss. The relevant realities are by ne means necessarily to be
found in the surrounding stage properties, the furniture of the material
enviconment. A social context is 3 much more abstract conception, a
kind of semiotic structure within which meaning takes place; the *realities”
of which it is made ap may be of an entirely intanpible kind. But equally
they may reside in the persons and the objects that figure in the imme-
diate vicinity; and if so, reference will have to be made to them. This is
what we have called exophoric reference.

The semantic level in the linguistic system is, among other things, an
interface between language and the realities of the cutside world. S¢ the
exophoric connections with the environment are connections made at the
semantic level. This accounts for reference. Reference is 2 semantic
relation linking an instance of language to its environment, and reference
items arc in principle exophoric. The basic meaning of him is “that man
out there’. We can see this clearly in the first and second person forms
me and yow, which refer to the roles of speaker and addressee in the
communication situation; and also in the demonstradves with their sys-
tem of proximity, ‘pear me’ {this) or ‘not near me’ {that), with sometimes
a third term "not near either of us’ (yor}, as in

[7:3] You Cassius hath a Iean and hungry look.

Secondly, in any connected passage of discourse it will be necessary to
refer back to something that has been mentioned already, making explicit
the fact that there is identity of reference hetween the two. There is still,
no doubt, an ultimate referent beyond the language, which defmes the
nature of the identity between the two instances. But the immediate
referent of the second instance is the first instance; and ir is this imme-
diate referent, the previous mention, that now constitutes the relevant
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environment, not the extralinguistic referent. Probably, all languages adapt
their reference items to chis function, extending them from exophoric to
endophoric use. {This formulation is not intended 1o imply that such a
development has taken place in the known history of languages, but rather
that it is 2 development that has probably taken place in the evolution of
human language as a whole} Thus in English nearly all reference items
are also regularly endophoric. In those types of situation in which the
perceptual environment is not part of the relevant sodial context, uses of
language which are far removed from ‘language in action’, endophoric
reference takes precedence over exopheric as a2 means of establishing
identity. In this way the process of idemification of the referent becomes
a cohesive or texe-forming process.

Why do we refer 1o “John™ as him rather than as John ? Because John is
vague, whereas him is definite. Johs could be any old Jobn; but him means
‘chat particular individual whose identiry we have established and agreed
upon’. We refer to John as him rather than as_fohn in order to signal thac
his identity is a feature of the environment. And the same principle applies
to the other reference items. The cnvironment has been extended from
the sitaation to include the text.

In that case, if the relation of reference may be endophoric as well as
exophoric ~ if a reference item can refer to an clement in the text as well
as to an element in the situation — we may well ask why langnages have
evolved a second relation of 2 different kind, that of substitution, to relate
one linguistic item to another. Here the key to the answer lies in the
concept of contrast, in the sense of contrastive information. In connected
discourse there are Very many occasions where we need to repeat some
item precisely where there is no identity of reference. For example

{7:6] Would you like this teapot ¥

— No, I'want a square one.

Here the second speaker does not use the reference item i, because he
does not, in fact, want the object referred to. But he does establish con-
tinuity of a different kind, one based not on referential identity in the
given instance but on the identity of the linguistic elemeats involved. The
continuity lies not in the meaning but in the form. The use of the substi-
tate one means “supply the lexical item that just figured as Head of the
nominal group’. The relation between the two instances s a relation
established at the lexicogrammatical level.

It i not, of course, without its semantic aspect; but the semantic

implication is of a different kind. The general class of objects, in this case
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‘teapots’, constitutes the Enk between the two. But the significance of the
continuity that is established by the usc of the substitute is that it is con-
tinuity in the environment of contrast. Example [7:6] is a typical instance
of cohesion through substitution, where the meaning is ‘a2 non-identical
member of the identical class’.

‘The contrast may take many different forms. The meaning “non-
identical member of the identical class” is merely one that is characteristi-
cally associated with the use of the nominal substitute ome. But the con-
trast may be in any of the systems associated with the element in which
substitution occurs. With the nominal substizute, it may be found in the
Deictic or Numerative clement as well as in the Epithet; while a verbal
substitute is typically accompanied by a contrast in polarity, in moocd or
in modalicy.

In order to express this sort of continuity in the environment of con-
trast, the cohesive relation that is appropriate is one that is established not
at the semantic level, where there is an implication that the cohesive factor
is an extralinguistic one, bur at the lexicogrammatical level. Heic the
implication: is that the continuity is essentially a linguistic continuity,
that les in the words themselves: the meaning of substitution is “this
is the same word that we had before’. It is thus inherently a textual, nota
situational relanon, and is used in exophoric contexts only with a special
effect, that of creating the illusion that the presupposed item has occurred
before.

We have wed the formulation * contrast” or ‘contrastive information’
to draw attention to the special feature which distinguishes substitution
from reference. This might suggest that there is always some negation
involved: ‘not what was referred to previously, bue {a different one,
ete)’. This is the typical form that the conteast takes; but it is not the only
form. Consider an example such as

f7:9] 1 want three teapots. I'll take this one, and this one, and this
one,

Here the contrast simply takes the form of new information; we are

talking about teapots {ome), and the feapot in question, not spcczﬁcd

before, is now being specified {this). In ellipsis, which as we have seen is

closely related to substitution, this is the usual interpretation; for example
[7:8] What are you doing ? — Buying a teapot.

Here the cllipsis of I am displays the continnity and the remainder is

thereby signalled as new information, Likewise:

[7:9] How many teapots are you bnying ? — Three.
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This 1s the general principle underlying the difference between reference,
on the one hand, and substitution on the other. Reference is a semantic
relation, in which a meaning is specified through the identification of a
referent; the source of identification is the situation, so that the relanion
of reference is basically an exophoric one. It hecomes incidentally cohesive,
when the identification is mediated throngh the presence of a verbal
referent in the preceding text; this then becomes the presupposed element,
and the text replaces the situation as the relevant environment within
which the relation of reference is established.

Substitution/ellipsis is a formal {lexicogrammatical} relation, in which
a form {word or words) is specified through the nse of a grammatical
sigmal indicating that it is to be recovered from what bas gone before, The
source of recovery is the text, so that the telation of scbsttution i3
basically an endopheric one. k is inherentty cohesive, since it is the pre-
ceding text that provides the relevant environment in which the pre-
supposed item is located.

Conjunction, the third and final type of cohesive relation, differs from:
both of these in that it is cohesive not by continuity of form or reference
but by semantic connection. Some relation is established between the
meanings of two continuous passages of text, such that the interpretation
of the second is dependent on the relation in which it stands to the first.
‘This relation may be ane of two kinds; either it is present in the ideational
meanings, as a relation between things — for example between two events
In 2 narrative; or it is present in the interpersonal meanings, as a relation
between clements or stages in the communication process - for example
between two steps in an argument. Either of these may be represented
as 2 form of semantic connection between a pair of adjacent clauses; the
former asin [7:10a], the latter as in {7: 10b}:

[7:10] a. Jack fell down and broke his crown.
And Bll came sumbling akter.
b. For he’sa jolly good fellow.
And so say all of us.

A brief further discussion of each of the three types of cohesion is given
in the folowing three subsections.

7.3.2 Reference

Reeference is the relation between an element of the text and something
else by reference to which it is interpreted in the given instance. Reference
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is a potentially cohesive relation because the thing that serves as the source
of the interpretation may itself be an element of text.

A reference item is one whose interpretation is determined in this way.

The interpretation takes one of two forms. Either the reference item
is interpreted through being 1DENTIFED wrra the referent in question;
or it 1s interpreted through being coMpARED wiTH the referent — explicitly
not identified with it, bur brought into some form of comparison with it.

In the former case, where the interpretation involves identifying, the
reference item functions as a Deictic and is always specific. Deixis is the
identifying function in the nominal group; and for cohesive purposes the
identification must be specific. Hence the set of reference items includes
all the specific deictics (pronouns and determiners} except the interroga-
tives. The mtcrrogatives cannot be cohesive since they contain only 2
REQUEST FOR specification, not the specification ieself.

Personal Demonstrative

Exis- Possessive

tential
Refer- | I, you, | mine, yours, ours] my, your, our the
entiaf we, he, | his, hers, {its), Biis, her, its, their | this, these

she, it, | theirs one's that, these

they, one
Inter- wiho whose wwhose swhich, what
rogative | what

| Specific pronouns Specific determiners

In other words, all reference items of this type are specific, because their
interpretation depends on identity of reference. This does not imply that
the referent, where it is itself an element of the text (fe where the reference
is anaphoric}, must necessarily also be specific. A reference item can relate
anzphorically to any element whether specific or not; for example

I7:11] Icansee alight. Let's follow it.

where it refers co a light. But the specificity is conferred by the reference
relation. Since this involves identity, “a light’ thereby becomes ‘the
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light’, ie the hight that was just mentioned ~ and specified in the process,
so here * the light that (I've sid) I can see’. This is why it is possible to have
sentences such as:

{7:12] Nobody ever believes he’s going ro ose,

where he means the person being considered as an instance, here ‘the
person whose belief is in question’. In this case the presupposed item is not
only non-specific; it is also being said to be non-existent.

A considerable amount is now known aboat the rules of pronominaliza-
tion, in the sense of personal reference within the sentence; but this is not
a cohesive phenomenon and lies outside our scope, The question of the
mterpretation of reference items in comtexts of potential ambiguity has
also begimn to be sendied, and chis, though not cur primary concern here,
does need to be briefly mentioned. Here the question is, how does the
Histener or reader identify which of two or more possible items in the text
a reference item refers to. For example if we come across a sentence

such as

I7:13] Spurs played Liverpool. They beat them.
how do we know who beat who 7

Various grammatical criteria have been proposed, in terms of transitivity
or of mood; suggesting that a reference item will preserve the structural
function of its referent on one or another of these dimensions.

For e:xamPic, it tEansiGvity s the determining factor, a reference item
f!mcti{)n.ing as Actor will refer o just that one among the Qossible referents
that has the Actor function.  mood s the determaning factor, a reference
item functioning as Subject will refer to just that one among the possible
referents that has the Subject function, Example {7:14] satisfies both
transitivity and modal criteria:

7114}
The |[chased itherobbers. | They jcaught |them.
cops

{transi- { Actor | Process | Goal Actor |Process ] Goal

tivity)

(mood) | Sub- | Predi- | Complement] Suhject |[Predi- | Complement
Ject cator cator

Here they refers to the cops and them to the sobbers. But consider
{7:135] The cops chased the robbers. They eluded them.
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Here the only possible interpretation is that they refers to the robbers and
them to the cops; this involves a reversal of the roles in both structures -
and yet we find no difficuley in interpreting it. Similarly:

a. But he wounldn’t give it to him.

[7:16] Jokn wanted Bill's horse. { b. But he wouldn’t pay him for it.

It is clear that {a} and (b} require opposite interpretations. In (a), &e is
Bilf and him is John, whereas in {b) it is the other way round. There is no
feeling that either is more acceptable, or miore cohesive, than the other.

Since reference is a2 semantic relation, the criteria are to be found not in
the grammar but in the semantics. It is the meaning that enables us to
disambiguate in such instances. If there is a grammatical tendency to be
had recourse to in those instances where the meaning does not resolve the
problem, it is likely to lie, as Hasan suggests elsewhere, neither in trans-
itivity nor in mocd but in theme, This again is to be expected, since it is
the thematic structure which is the text-forming structure in the clause
{sec 7.4.1 below). The particular combination of circumstances that is
required in order to preduce an ambiguous reference item in precisely the
kind of environment where transitivity, mood and theme are all incon-
gruent with each other is so odd that no example of it can be very con-
vincing; but here is an attempt:

f7:27]
i. | These the were given| their
ponies children by grandparents.
{transitivity) Actor
{mood} Subject
{themc} Theme

it. They're staying here, now.

In the second sentence, they 35 Actor {in transitivity), Subject {in mood)
and Theme {in theme}. In the first sentence, Actor, Subject and Theme
are all different items: the Actor is their grandparents, the Subject is the
children and the Theme is these pomies. It seems that, if anything, the
preferred interpretation of they is these pomies — and that in spite of the
preference of English for human Subjects. I this is so, it suggests that, to
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the extent that there is any grammatical criterion at all, it will be found in
the theme structure rather than in the transitivity or modal structure.

Note that this does not apply to substitotion. I the first sentence had
been followed by the question Which omes? or elliptical Which?, the
more likely interpretation would have been whick grandparents? It seems
therefore that no clearcut grammatical rules can be given for assigning a
reference item to one among 2 number of possible text referents, since
the assignment is typically madc on scmantic grounds. If there is morc
than one referent for the identification of &¢ or if or this, the referent is the
one that makes most sense in the context. This is not to say that ambiguity
cannot arise; it can, and not infrequently does. There may be no clearly
predominant candidate for the status of “making most sense’; and in that
event, as a last resort, we may appeal to the grammar — probably to
the theme-rheme structure. OTHER THINGS BEING BQUAL, it seems that
the most probable target of a cohesive reference item is the Theme of the
preceding sentence. This seems o hold even i the reference item isnot
ieself thematic; comparc:

F7:18] These ponies the children were given by their grandparents.

Have you scen them ?
where them still seems more likely to refer to these ponies. Bur given the
range of POSSIBLE targets in 3 connected passage, it s unlikely that any
purcly grammuatical principles could suffice for resolving the issue, and
the semantic principle of “making most sense’, difficult as it may be to
make explicit, is the only one that could really be expected to apply.

As cegards restrictions on reference, these again are not our musin
comcern; we are concerncd with what does happen, not with what does

not. But these tend also o reBect semantie considerations ~ often ones that
are reflected in the grammar ako. Here is just one :xample:

{7:19] a. An old man came in with his son. ]
b. An old man came in with his overcoat. They were very dirty.

The second sentence is acceptable following (a) but not, or at best
doubtful, following (b). Old man and overcoat are too different to be
brought within the same presupposition; and this is related to the fact that
they cannot be coordinated: an old maen and his son came in, but not an old
taan and his overcoar came in.

‘There aze instances where a reference item is used when strictly speaking
the relation is not one of reference. An example will illustrate this:

[7:20] Arthur’s very proud of his chihushuas. I don’t like them.
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This is ambiguous; it could mean ‘I don’t like Arthur’s chihuahuas®, or
it could mean ‘Idon’t like chihuahuas {in general; f: I don't like the things)”.
The second meaning is anomalous; fhem is not coreferential with the
nominsl group Arthur’s chilswahuas. It is no doubt 0 be explained as being
coreferendal with the noun Head dhibnahuas taken on its own, without
the Modifier. Compare in this regard the comment on [3:52] in 3.2.6
above; and also [7:4¢], T expert you will get this but Ul send it if you was,
where it and this both refer to Staff Bulletin no 2, considered as an object
since it is Goal of the verbs get and send), but they refer to different
copies.

Finally there are instances where the reference item, because of its
specificity, serves to disambiguate preceding sentences that otherwise in
themselves are ambiguous; for example

[7:21] Id rather like to sec a play. It's at the Ambassador’s.

Here the it shows that the meaning of the first sentence is “there’s a play
I'd like to see’. The context of such ambiguities is very often of the kind
illustrated by [7:21], namely a clause that is structared as a simple propo-
sition but which is in fact incongruent. The congruent form of expression
here would be a clause of the IDENTIFYING type, one with an eqnative
structure such as There's ¢ play Ud rather like to see,

Comparison differs from the other forms of reference in that it is based
not on identity of reference but on non-identity: the reference item is
interpreted, not by bemg identified with what it presupposes, but by being
compared with it. The expression *non-identity’ is actually misleading,
because one possible form of comparability is identity. But the identity
is not the criterion; being identical is just one of the ways in which two
things may be like or unlike each other. In the comparative type of
referenice, the presupposed element takes on the role of a reference romer.
It serves as a standard, to which something else is referred in terms of it
likeness, in general or particular; and ‘the same’ is one kind of likeness.
In this way the comparison provides the source of interpretation for the
reference item; and where the prosupposed elament is alse in the text,
there is cohesion between the two. For example, more presupposing

oystersin
[7:22] ‘I Like the Walrus best,” said Alice: "because, you see, he was a
litile sorry for the poor oysters’.
“He ate more than the Carpenter though,” said Tweedledee.

When likeness takes the value of sameness, comparison resembles other
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forms of teference in being spexific: ‘same’ implies ‘the same’. Por this
reason same and other comparatives of identity are typically accompanied
by the, or some other specific determiner, By contrast to this, when like-
ness takes the valne of non-identity {similarity or difference}, the reference
is typically non-specific; and comparatives expressing non-identity are
unilike all other forms of reference in just this respect. So we usually find
the same place but a similar place, an other place {written as one word,
another}, a different place.

We can summarize the meaning of reference by using the term
CO-INTERPRETATION. There is a semantic link berween the reference
item and that which it presupposes; but this does not mean that the two
necessarily have the same referent. It means that the interpretation of the
reference item DEPENDS IN SOME WAY on that of the presupposed. Co-
reference is onc particular form that co-interpretation may take — where
the two items do, in fact, refer to the same thing. But the general concept
that lies behind the cohesive relation of reference, and by virtue of which
personals, demonstratives and comparatives are alike in their text-forming
capacity, is that of co-interpretation. A reference item is one which is
interpreted by reference to something else. It is this principle of co-
interpretation that defines its role in the semantics of the text.

7.3.3 Substitution and ellipsis

With sebstitution there is no implication of specificity. The substitution
refation has no connection with specifying or identifying a particular
referent; it is quite neutral in this regard. So specific forms such as the
empty one and non-specific ones such as an enspty one are both equally likely.
The fact that the nominal sebstitute one has evolved from the same source
as the indefinite article might suggest that substitution is inherently non-
specific; but the meaning of the substitute one is cauntability, rot indefi-
niteness, Tais is reflected in the fact that the plaral of the substitute is
ones, while the plural of the indefinite article is some; and some is also the
‘mass’ form of the article, whercas there is no form of substitute available
in the conrext of a mass noun.

We have referred already to the main distinction between substitution
and nominal reference. In reference there is typically identity of referent.
Substitution is used where there is no such identity. This requires a device
which makes the connection at the lexicogrammatical level, at what we
called the level of *wording’, since the cohesion rakes the form of “zame
element in the language {same wording} bur different referent’. The
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essence of substitution therefore is contrast: a2 new referent is being
defined — and hence there is no substitution for proper names. The contrast
is not necessarily in the reference; it may be in some interpersonal element
in the meaning — the modality, key, attitude ete — but the principle is the
same. Reterence implies that there is identity of meaning between the
presupposing item and that which it presupposes, while substitution
imphes non-identity of meaning. This is illustrated by the use of substitu-
tion and ellipsis in responses; the function of a response is to supply
missing information, or confirmation — that is to supply something that is
New, and it is this that provides the environment in which the substituze
or elliptical item occurs. For example,

[7:23] Did you coock the dinner ? ~ No; John did.

The distinction between reference and substitution or ellipsis is however
less clearcut with verbs and clauses than with nouns. Note the difference
between [7:242 and bl:

a. No, they're doing it tomorrow.
[7:24] Arc they selling the (ceference)
contents today ? b. No, they are {doing} tomorrow. (sub-
sdtution or eilipsis}

The first, being referential, makes it an assumption that they are selling,
and merely supplies the time; it parses the guestion as ‘when are they
selling the contenrs?’, and has a2 thematic structure of the identifving
type; it is equivalent to ‘the time when they're selling=rtomorrow’,
with the verb embedded in the Theme. An alternative form for (a)
would be If’s tomorrow they’re doing it. The second does not assume the
sellmg but states i¢, because the meaning which provides the contrastive
environment for the substinstion — namely the polarity - is New. The
substitute form of the answer parses the question as “are they selling the
contents 7 with ‘taday’ cither as given or as additional relevant informa-
tion; its thematic organization is ‘the fact=that they are selling; but
tomorrow . For this reason in a gueston-answer seguence with no
possible focus other than the polarity, the reference form is not an appre-
priate form of answer; the following example shows this:

[7:25]a. Are they selling the contents? — Yes, they're doing it.
~ No, they're not doing it.

The substitute or elliptical forms of the answer, on the other hand, would
be entirely appropriate:



216 THE MEANING OF COHESION

{7:25] b. Are they selling the contents ? — Yes, they are {doing).
— No, they re not {doing).

Conversely, when the sense requires that the focus is elsewhere (because
the process itself is not in question, but only the circamstance — locative,
temporal, etc — with which it is associated) the substitute or elliptical form
is ruled out. In [7:26], for example, the answer presents ‘I sleep” as if
it was new information, and hence is rather odd:

[7:26] Do you sleep on the couch ? - No; I do {do} on the sofa.

Here the reference is also ruled out, but for a diflerent reason ; we do not
say I de it on the sofa because sleep is not a verb of action. But with other
types of process, reference would be acceptable: Do you cook every day? —
No, I do it every other day, Two final examples:

{7:27] Does she paint { a. No, she does it for pleasure. {reference}

for profit? b. Noj she does {do} for pleasure. (substitution

or cliipsis)

Here (b) is unlikely because it presents “she paints’ 2s new informartion,
whereas the form of the question suggests that the fact that she paints is
not at ssue; the appropriate meaning is rather “the reason she paints is for
pleasure’, as expressed in {a}.

This illustrates the general principle of substitution and ellipsis, with
their meaning of ‘continuity in the environment of contrast’. What is
carried over is 2 FORM, a word or structural feature; and this happens in
an environment where the referential meanings are not identical.

The structural envirorment, on the other hand, tends to remain Girly

constant; examples such as [7: 282 and b] are unlikely because they involve
too great a structural shift:

[7:28] a. Would you like this book to read? — Fve already done so.
b. Give mea book to read. T have (done} this one.

whereas following Read this book! in (a}, and Have you read these books? in
(b}, the substitute forms would be quite unexceptionabie.

Why docs the speaker not simply repeat the same word ? He can de, of
course:

f7:29] T've had an offer for this. — 'l make you a better offer.

But notice what happens. [n order to signal this as a reiteration {and if it
was not a reiteration it would not be cohesive), the speaker has to shift
the tonic away from effer on to better. Bur offer is a lexical item: hence the
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placing of the focus on an earlier item is *marked” and serongly contrastive,
a fanction of the systemic opposition between [7:302 and b}:

J7:30] a. Tllmake you a better omrer {unmarked focuns)
b. Tli make vou a serrER offer {marked focus)

Yet this opposition is irrelevant in the context of {7:26]. There is only
cne possible meaning here, not two; the context requires the focus on
better, but it also requires that it should be an unmarked focuns, and this
can be achieved ouly by the use of a structure in which there is no lexical
item following beteer, so that better cither is the last word in the information
unit {ellipsis: I'l! make you a better) or is followed only by 2 grammatical
word, one which does not carry information focus (substitution: 'Y
make you a better one). Both these have unmarked focus. In other words,
the substitute and elliptical forms are preferred because they create cohesion
without disturbing the information structure of the discourse: without
assigning prominence of a kind which is irrelevant in the given environ-
ment.

Between substitation and ellipsis the difference in meaning is minimal.
We defined ellipsis as substitution by zero; we could equally well have
defined substitution as explicit ellipsis. Ellipsis is charactenistic particularly
of responses: responses 0 Yes/no questions, with eflipsis of the proposition
(No he didn’t; Yes I have, etc}, and to WH- questions, with ellipsis of all
elements but the one required {in the drawer; Next weechend, etc}. But
whereas there is a significane difference in mzaning between elliptical or
substitute forms on the one hand and the corresponding “filled out’ forms
on the other, there is hardly a significant difference between the tweo
cohesive forms themselves. For example,

. She migeT Jook after the shop
[7:31] Let’s see if Granny can look for us.
aftet the shop for us. bi. She micaT do.
bii. She macHET.

As we saw in the last paragraph, (2} differs from (b) in that it makes explicit
the Given clement look affer the shop for us, and in doing so imposes a
marked information structare in which sacuT look affer the shop for us
is specifically contrasted with mipht Jook afier TeE SHOP for us; whereas
in {b} the distribudon of information is neutral — the tonic falls in its
unmarked place. This is clearly a meaningful choice on the part of the
speaker. But between {bi} and (bii) there is hardly any difference in the

meaning. There are many contexts in which ouly ore or the other is
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possible; for numerous speakers of English, for example, only fii} could
oceur here. Where both are possible, the substitute form appears slighely

more explicit in its sense of “same form in a different environment”:

[7:32] Has Smith reacted to that paragraph about him in the paper?
~ No he hasn't,
— He hasn’t done yet; but when he reads it carefully he may
think again.
[7:33] Have an apple. — I'll take this. — The other one’s better.

The use of do in [7: 32] and ome in [7:33] suggests in each case a somewhat
more pointed contrast than wounld be achieved by the elliptical form
he hass’t yei, the other’s better. And a clausal substitute may serve to dis-
ambiguate in certain reported speech contexts:

f7:34] Wili Granny look after the shop for us? — She hasn’t said.

The elliptical form may mean either *she hasn’t said that she will” or “she
basn’t said whether she will or aot’, whereas the substitute form she
hast't said o could only mean the former. But in many instances the
distinction between substitution and ellipsis is scarcely noticeable, and
can be teeated for practical purposes as a matter of free variation,

7.2.4 Lexical cohesion: reiteration and colfocation

Lexical cohesion is ‘phoric’ cohesion that is established through the
structure of the LEX1S, or vocabulary, and hence (like substitution) at
the lexicogrammartical level, To recapitulate this point:

Linguistic level at which ‘ phoric’ relation is
established 'Type of cohesion
Semantic Reference

: A (Grammatical Substitution and ellipsis
Lexicog tical Lexical Lexical cohesion

Lexical coheston embraces two distinct though related aspects which
we referred to as RRITERATION and COLLOCATION.

1. Reiteration. This is the repetition of a lexical item, or the occurrence
of a symonym of some kind, in the context of reference; that is, where the
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two occurrences have the same referent. Typically, therefore, a reiterated
lexical item is accompanied by a reference item, usually the or a demon-
strative. The complex comsisting of the plus reiterated lexical itemn is
therefore cohesive by reference. But since reiteration is itself cohesive in
its own right, as shown by the fact that cohesion takes place even where
there is no referential relation {¢f next paragraph}, such imstances constitute
a double tie and are interpreted here n this way (sce Chapter 8, 8.3 and
note 2 to Text 1).

2. Collocation. As remarked above, the repetition of a lexical item is
cchesive in its own righe, whether or not there is identity of reference,
or any referencial relation at all between the two. The cohesion derives
from the lexical organization of language. A word that is in some way
associated with: another word in the preceding text, because it is a direct
repetition of ir, or is in some sense synonymous with it, or tends 1o oceur
in the same lexical environment, coheres with that word and s¢ contri-
butes to the texture.

The following passage contains illustrations of both these types:

{7:35] Soon her eve fell on a littde glass box that was lying under the

table: she opened it, and found in it a very small cake, on which
the words ‘EAT ME’ were beautifully marked in currants.
‘“Well, T'll eat it,” said Alice, ‘and if it makes me larger, 1 can
reach the key; and if it makes me smaller, I can creep under the
door; so either way I'll get into the garden, and I don't care
which happens !’
She ate a little bit, and said anxiously to hemelf, *Which way?
Which way ?’ holding her hand on the top of her head to fecl
which way it was growing, and she was quite surprised to find
that she remained the same size: to be sure, this generally happens
when one eats cake, but Alice had got so much into the way of
expecting nothing but cut-of-the-way things to happen, duat
it seemned quite dull and stupid for kife to go on in the common
way.

So she set to work, and very soon finished off the cake.

The second occurrence of cake, in when one eats cake {second paragraphy), is
without reference item; there is no referentisl link with the first occur-
rence, but the repetition itself constitutes a tic. The third occurrence, in
very soon finished off the cake, is with a reference ttem; here, therefore, there
are two ties, one of reference, the referential identity being shown by
the, and one of reiteration. Other instances of lexical cohesion in the
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passage are provided by eat. . . eat . . . we .. . eats; open ., key . . door;
larger . . . smaller . . . {the same) size; makes larger . . . makes smaller . . .
growing; happens . . . kappen.

The principle behind both types is the cobesive effect achieved by the
continuity of lexical meaning, This may be combined with a referentiai
relation but does not depend on this for i effect. The cohesion is a func-
tions of the relation between the lexical items themselves, which has both
a scmantic aspect — synonymy, hyponymy, metonymy, et — and a purely
lexical or collocational aspect, the mutual expectancy between words
that arises from the one occurring frequently in the environment of the
other, ot (2 better way of looking at it} of the two occurring in a range of
environments common to both. The whole of the vocsbulary of a
language is internally structured and organized along many dimensions,
which collectively determine “what goes with what’; these tendencies
are as much part of the linguistic system as are the principles of grammati-
cal structure, even though they are statable only as tendencies, not as
“rules”. It is the essentially probabilistic nature of lexical patterning which
makes it effective in the czcation of texture; because they lie outside the
bounds of structure, and are not constrained by structaral relationships,
the lexical patterns serve to transform a sertes of unrelated structures into

a unified, coherent whole,

7.3.5 Conjunction

Conjunction is scmewhat different from the other cohesive relations. It is
based on the assumption that there are in the linguistic system forms of
systematic relationships between sentences. There are a number of pos-
sible ways in which the system allows for the parts of a text to be con-
nected to one another in meaning.

There are certain clementary logical relations inherent in ordinary
language; doubtless these derive ultimately from the categories of human
experience, and they figure importantly in the sociolingaistic construction
of reality, the process whereby 2 model of the universe is gradually buile
up over countless generations in the course of semiotic interaction. {They
can be regarded as departures from the idealized norm represented by
formal logic; but it is worth remembering that in the history of humar
thought the concepts of formal logic derive, however indirectly, ffom
the logic of natuaral language.} These logical relations are embodied in
lingnistic structure, in the form of coordimation, apposition, modifica-
ticn, etc. Analogous to these are certain nonstructural, texi-forming
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relations which are what we are calling conjunctive relatons, Conjunctive
relations are encoded not in the form of grammatical structares but in the
looser, more pliable form of linkages between the components of a text.

The specific conjunctive relations are those of ‘and’, ‘yet’, "0’ and
‘then’; and each of these may occur in either an “external’ or an “internal’
context. The latter distinction, which derives from the functional basis
of the semantic system, determines the locus of the conjunciion; the
conjunction may be located in the phenomena that constitute the content
of what is being said (external), or in the interaction itself, the social pro-
cess that constitutes the speech event (intermal). Here is a further set of
examples of cach.

External Internal

‘and’ They gave him food and They gave me fish 1o
dothing. And they lcoked eat. And [ don’t like
after him dil he was fish.
better.

“yet’ They looked after himt  That must be Henry.
well. Yet he got no Yet it can’t be; Henry's
better. in Manchester.

“so’ He drove into the We're having guests
harbour one nighe. So ronight. So don't be
they took his licence late.
away.

‘ then’ He stayed there for three He found his way
years. Then he went on  eventually. Then he'd
to New Zealand. left his papers behind.

Conjunction does not depend cither on referental meaning or on
identity or association of wording. Conjunctive relations are not ‘phoric™;
they represent semantic links between the elements that are constitutive
of text. There are numercus possible ways of interpreting conjunctive
refations; the fourfold scheme we have adopred here is simply the one
we have found most helpful in the quest for a general characterization of
cohestve relations which would not be ‘dosed” — which would allow
further subclassification as and when needed. A purely structursl approach
would suggest other modes of classification, based for example on the
traditional categorization of subordinate clauses. As already noted, there
are structural amalogues of the conjunctive rclations; here are some
examples of the way each is expressed:
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Structaral (logical}

Texzual {conjunctive}
paratactic hypotactic

‘and’ Alsa, ... co.and. .. besides . . .
‘yet’ However, . .. S S T although . . .
‘so’ Conseguently, . .. .80, because . . .
“then’ Subsequently, . .. ...then. .. after . ..

{In the same way, the ‘phoric’ relations of reference, and substitution and
ellipsis, are also found as structure-forming relations within the sentence.
But from our present standpoint 1t is the nature of text, rather than the
organization of grammar, that has determined the interpretation and
presentation of the systems involved.

7.3.6 Summary

The semantic basis of cohesion in English texts can be summarized as
follows {and ¢f the Tablc at the end of 7.3 abowe),

Cohesion consists {1} in continuity of lexicogrammatical meaning
{‘relatedness of form’; phoric)

collocates
LEXICAL |
COHESION ceiterations {repetitions and synonyins}
3
superordinates
SUBSTITUTION general terms
substitutes
k) ;
ELTIPSES eilipses
nominal
clanses ———— groups words
verbal

Substitution and ellipsis are relevant especially in the environ-
ment of discontinuity of reference.
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(2} in continuity of referential meaning {'relatedness of reference’:
phoric)

‘persanzl (communication role of referent}

RErBRENCE { demonstrative {proximity of referens}

| comparative (similarity to preceding referent)

{3} in semantic connection with the preceding text {non-phoric)

Cadditive )

{

adversative | in [ideational meaning {external)
CORTUNCTION ¢ ] > ErINS
causal of |interpersonal meaning {internal}

4

 temporai

These are the cohesive relations. In categorizing them in this way, it is
perhaps useful to add a reminder of the difference between the cohesive
relations thermnselves and the means by which they are represented in the
lingnistic system. The COHESIVE RELATIONS THEMSELVES can be interpreted
as being either lexicogrammatical in nature {1} or semantic, the latter
being either referential (2} or conjunctive (3). The type of cohesion, in
other words, is cither onc that depends on semantic refations in the
hnguistic system or one that depends on lexicogrammatical relations.
But the mxpression of cohesive relations involves both the semantic and
the lexicogrammatical systems in all cases: that is, both choices in mean-
ing, and their realization in words and structares.

Thus even where cohesion is achieved through the setiing up of a
purely formal relationship in the text, such as the substitution of ere for
the noun expressing the Thing, the cHOICES that are involved, not only in
the selecrion of the particular thing-meaning itself but equally in the
identification of it with a preceding thing-meaning, are semantic choices.
And conversely, even where the cohesive relationship is a semantic one,
it has to be realized in the lexicogrammatical systern; for example, identity
of referential meaning as expressed through the grammatical system of
third person pronouns. Here is 2 final summary rable:
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Representation
in Hinguistic
system | Semantic Lexicogrammatical
{typically)
Type of
cohesive relation
Conjunction Additive, adversative, Discourse adjuncts:
causal and temporal adverbial groups,
relations; cxternal and prepositional groups
internal
Reterence Identification:
by speech role Personals
by proximity Demonstratives
by specificity {only) Definite article
Reference point Comparatives
Lexical cchesion | Collocation {similarity of Same or associated
lexical environment) lexical item
Reiteration {identity of  Same lexical item;
lexical reference) synonym ; superordinate;
general word
Substicution Identity of potential Verbal, nominal or
reference {class meaning}  clausal substituee
in context of non- Verbal, nominal or
tdentity of actual claussal ellipsis
{instantial) reference

7.4 Cohesion and the text

Texture involves much more than erely cohesion. In the construction of
text the establishment of cohesive relations is a necessary component;
but it is not the whole story.

In the most general terms there are two other components of texture.
One is the texvaal structure that is internal to the sentence: the organiza-
tion of the sentence and its parts in a way which relates it to its environ-
ment. The other is the ‘muacrostructure’ of the text, that establishes itas a
text of a particular kind — conversation, narrative, lyric, commercial
correspondence and so on,
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2.4.3 Texture within the sentence

The main components of texture within the sentence in English are the
theme systems and the information systems (of the summary at the end of
Chapter 1).

These have been outlined in an article by Halliday * The theme systems
arc those concerned with the organization of the clause as a message: its
structure in terms of 2 THEME and a remainder (known as the RueEME),
and a wide range of thematic variation that is asscciated with this structure
in one way and another. The following examples give an idea of the
semantic range that is involved:

[7:36} a. John's aunt | left him this &u{:k}ﬁ'cs&
Theme

Rheme

b. Jehn was left this duckpress by his aunt

Theme | Rheme
c. This duckpress | Johin's aunt left him

eme me

d. What John's aunt left him | was this duckpress

Theme: Identified Rheme: Identifier
e. The way John got this duckpress | was by a legacy from his

aunt

Theme: Identified Rheme: Identifier

{f. Bequeathing this duckpress | was what John's aunt did for

him
Theme: Identifier Rheme: Identified

The information systems are those concerned with the organization
of the text into units of information. This is expressed in English by the
intonation patterns, and it is therefore a featarc only of spoken English.
In written Bnglish, punctuation can be used to show information struc-
ture, although it cannot express it fully, and most punctuation practice
is 2 kind of compromise between information structure {punctuating
according to the intonation) and sentence structure {punctuating according
to the grammar). The intonation of spcken English expresses the informa-
tion structure in a very simple way, Connected speech takes the form of an
unbroken saccession of intonation units, or TONE GROUPS as they are
generally called; and each tone groap represents what the speaker chooses
to encode as onc picce of information, one unit of the textual pILocess.

* ‘Motes on transitivity and theme in HEnglish', Part 2, Jounsal of Lingwistics 3, 1067,
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Each information unit is then structured in terms of two elements, 2 NEW
element, expressing what the speaker is presenting as information that is
1ot recoverable to the hearer from other sources; and a ¢I1vEN element,
expressing what the speaker is presenting as information that is recoverable
to the hearer from some source or other in the environment — the situa-
tion, or the preceding text. The Given element is optional; the New is
present in every information unit, since without it there would not be 2
separase information unit,

Inthe following examples, the information unit boundaryis shown by f/
and the New clement is printed in SMALL CAPITALS:

[7:37] 2. }/ JouN's AUNT LEFT Him THIS DUCKPRESS f/
b. }/ Joun's aUNT left him this duckpress f/
c. {jJoan's aunr [{ left him TRIS DUCKPRESS f
d. }/ john was 1err THIS puckeRress // by His Aunt [/
e. /i Jor was lefe this duckpress /f by =5s avuwr J/
£ [/ JoEN /] waAS 1BFT THIS DUCKERESS BY HIS AUNT //
g. /i Tms puckeress [} foun’s Aunt left him [/

The number of possibilities is very large indeed, and the combination of
thematic systems with information systems gives a paradigm which, with
a clause of average length, runs into the tens and hundreds of thousands.
Since each one has a different textual meaning this might seem uamanage-
ably complex — until it is realized that this enormous number of different
textual structures within the sentence is the result of combining a number
of related but independent choices cach one of which is by itself very
simple. If there are only twenty different choices, each of only two possi-
bilities, ¢his already yields over a mullion forms. In fact, of course, things
ate not quite as simple as that; the number of possibilities depends on the
structure of the sentence, the choices are not fully independent, so that not
all the theoretically possible combinations occur, and not all choices are
limited tc two options. But it is this principle on which the sentence is
structured internally in its role as the realization of text; and this internal
texture is the structural counterpart of cohesion. Neither cohesion alone,
nor internal textual structure alone, suffices to make of a set of sentences
z rext. Texture is 2 product of the interaction between the ewo.

7.4.2 The texture of discourse

The third and final component of texture is the stracture of discourse. By
this we mean the larger structure that is a property of the forms of dis-
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course themselves: the structure that is inherent in such concepts as
narrative, praver, folk-ballad, formal correspondence, sonnet, operating
mstructions, television drama and the like.

It is safe to say that every genre has its own discourse structure. It
might seemm as if informal, spontaneous conversation had no structure of
its own over and above the internal organization of each sentence and the
cohesion between the sentences. But the work of Harvey Sacks and
Emanuel Schegloff has shown beyond question that conversation i very
highly strucrured. There are defmite principles regulating the taking of
mms in conversation, and one of the functions of some of the Hems
operating cchesively as conjunctives {Chapter 5) is that of marking and
holding turns. There are several types of whar Sacks and Schegloff call
‘adjacency pairs’, ordered sequences of two elements in a conversation
that are related to each other and mutually presupposing, like greetings,
nvitations, oI QUESTIOR-ANSWET SCQUCHCSS. The discourse structure of 2
conversation is in tarn reinforced by the cohesion, which explicitly ties
together the related parts, bonding them-more closely to each other than
to the others that are not so related; hence Goffman's observation that
‘there tends to be a less meaningful relationship between two sequential
interchanges than betwoen two sequential speeches (#¢ turns) in an inter-
change’ {Interaction Ritsal, p 17).

QOther forms of discourse are more obviously structured than conversa-
tion; and some, notably narrative, have been studied in considerable
detail in 2 variery of different languages. There is no need here to labour
the point that the presence of certain elements, in a certain order, s
essential to our concept of nacrative; a nacrative has, as a text, a typical
organization, or one of a mumber of rypical organizations, and it acquires
texturc by virtue of adhering to these forms. Literary forms, including the
*strict” verse forms — cultarally established and highly-valued norms such
as those of metre and rhiyme scheme, defining complex notions such as the
sonnet, iambic pentameter blank verse, and the like — all fall within the
general category of discourse structures, They are aspects of texture, and
combine with intrasentence structure and intersentence cohesion o pro-
vide the total text-forming resources of the culture.

7.4-3 The role of linguistic anafysis

The Enguistic analysis of a text is not an interpretation of that text; it is
an explanation. This point emerges cleasly, though it is often misunder-
stood, in the context of stylistics, the linguistic analysis of literary texts.
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The linguistic analysis of literature is not an interpretation of what the
text means; it is an explanation of why and how it means what it does.

Similasly, 10 the extent that linguistic analysis is concerned with evalua-
Hon, 2 linguistic analysis of a text is not an evaluation of that text; itis an
explanation of how and why it is valued as it is. A linguistic analysis of a
literary text aims at explaining the interpretation and evaluation that are
put upon that text. The role of linguistics is to say how and why the text
micans what it does to the reader or listener, and how and why he evaluates
it in 3 certain way. ‘

This point can be generalized to the study of texts as 2 whole, The
analysis of cohesion, together with other aspects of texture, will not in
general add anything new to the interpretation of 2 text. What it will do
is te show why the text is interpreted in a certain way; including why it is
ambiguons in interpretation wherever it is so. It will explain the nature
of conversational inferences, the meanings that the hearer gets out of the
text without the speaker having apparenty put them in — presuppositions
from the culture, from the shared experience of the participants, and from
the sitation and the surrounding text. k is the text-forming or “textual’
component of the semantic system that specifically provides the linguistic
means through which sach presuppositions are made. Similarly the
analysis of cohesion will not tell you that this or that is a good text or a
bad text or an effective or ineffective one in the context. But it will tell
you something of WHY YouU THINK it is a good text or a bad text, or
whatever you do think about it.

It is in this perspective that in the final chapter we suggest means for
describing the cohesive patterns of a text. The intention is to provide for
a reasonably comprehensive picture of this aspect of texture; and in this
way to offer an insight into what it is that makes a text a text.



Chapter 8
The analysis of cohesion

In this concluding chapter we suggest a2 method for the analysis of cohe-
sion in a text. First there is a brief discussion of the principles of analysis
(8.1); next, a coding scheme for the various types of cohesion {8.2), and
finzlly an analysis of seven short passages of text.

8.1 General principles

The basic concept that is employed in analysing the cohesion of a text is
that of the Ti5, already discussed in Chapter 1. A tie is a complex notion,
because it includes not only the cohesive clement itself but also that which
is presupposed by it. A rie is best interprcted as a RELATION between
these two elements.

A tie is thus a relational concept. It is also DIXECTIONAL; the reladon
is an asymmetric one. It may go either way: the direction may be ana-
phoric, with the presupposed element preceding, or cataphoric, with the
presupposed element following. The typical direction, as has been illus-
trated throoghout the discussion, is the anaphoric one; it is natural, after
all, to presuppose what has already gone rather than what is to follow.
But this is not to say the presupposition will necessarily be aimed at the
immediately preceding sentence. It often is, and this is perhaps the simp-
lest form that cohesion takes: a single tie between a pair of clemenss in
adjacent sentences, with the second of the pair presupposing the firse while
the first does not presuppose anything else in its turn. Most of the examples
we bave cited have been of this kind, if only for the sake of brevity. But
although this can reasonably be regarded as the paradigm form of a co-
hesive tie, actual instances of cohesion are eypically somewhat more com-
plex.

In the first place, as has frequently been brought ont, any sentence may
have more than one tic in it. This is i fact the usual pattern in connected
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texts, of whatever variety. Even such a short sentence as the second onc in
{8:1], which at first sight seems to contain only one tic, has in fact two,
sitice in addition to the reference item ¥, presupposing the plan, there is
lexical cohesion of suacred and try:

[8::] A hirtle provoked, she drew back and, after looking everywhere
for the Queen (whom she spied out at last, a long way off}, she
thought she would try the plan, this time, of walking in the
opposite direction
It succeeded beautifully.

In the second place, however, the form of cohesive ties may diverge
from the simple, idealized type in cither, or both, of two ways. (i} The
presupposed item may be not in the immediately preceding sentence, but
in some sentence that is more distant in the past. (i) The presupposec item
may itself be cohesive, presupposmg another item that is still further
back; in this way there may be a whole chain of presuppositions before
the original target item is reached. The following passage exemplifies
beth these points:

[8:2] The last word ended in a long bleat, so like a sheep thar Alice quite
started {1). She looked ar the Queen, who scemed to have sud-
denly wrapped herself up in wool (2). Alice rubbed her eyes, and
looked again (3}, She couldn’t make ocut whar had happened at
all (4}. Was she in a shop (5} ¢ And was that really — was it really a
sheep that was sitting on the other side of the counter {6} ? Rub as
she would, she could make nothing more of it (7).

In sentence (2}, the she refers to Alice in senvence (1). This is the simplest
form of presupposition, relating the sentence to thar which immediately
precedes it; we shall refer to this as an IMMEDIATE tic. Similarly the she in
{4) refers to the Alice in (3). But the she in (5) has as the target of its presap-
position another instance of she, that in {4); and in order to resolve it
we have to follow this through to the accurrence of Afice in sentence {3}.
We shall call this type a MEDIATED tic. It is not necessary that the media-
ting items should always be the same, although in this case the item
mediating between she in (5] and Alice in {3} is, in fact, another instance of
she. It might have been another form of the personal {eg: her}, or another
rype of cohesive element altogether {eg: the poor thing).

Now consider the clause Rub as she would, in (7). Here we bave an
instance of lexical cohesion, and it is interesting to note chat it is necessary
to resolve this tie in order for the passage to be understood. Taken by it-
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sclf, rub as she would 3s uninterpretable; if one met it out of context, one
would probably expect something to follow such as she could ot get it to
shine. Here it must cohere with Alice rubbed her eyes. This, however, is in
sentence (3}, and there are no intesmediate references to the rubbing of the
eyes. Here we have what we shall cali 2 R8MOTE tie; and the distance be-
tween the two items can be very much greater than this, especially in
spoken langusge where a tie often spans large numbers of intervening
sentences.

Fipally, 2 tie may be soty mediated AND remote. For example, the she
in sentence {7} presupposes nothing in {6} but refers back to sentence {s};
hence the de s remote. At the same time the presupposed item in {5} s
again shke, which has to be followed through to the she in (4] and finally o
the Alize in {3}, so it is also mediated. This again is quite typical of both
specch and writing, with a tendency for the more informal modes of dis-
course to be the more complex, as they are also in seatence structure.

When analysing a text for coheston, it is nsefnl to note not onty the type
of de - whether immediate or not; and if not immediate, whether
mediated, remate, or both — but alse the distance separating the presap-
posing from the presupposed. Hence if an instance is coded as mediated,
this can be accompanted by a figure indicating the namber of intermediate
sentences which participate in the chain of cohesion, having in them an
item which is both presupposed and presupposing, like the she in {4). an
instance is coded as remote, there can again be an accompanying figare,
this time showing the number of sentences separzting the presupposing
from the presupposed while not themselves participating in the presup-
position. So the she in sentence (7} would be coded as "‘mediated: 27, the
number 2 refetring to sentences {5) and {4) both of which have she in them,
and also as “remote: 1°, where the 1 refers to sentence {6) which has no
part in the resolution of the she, The two figures can simply be added to-
gether to show the overall distance, the total number of sentences occur-
ting in between the presupposing element and that by which it is ultimately
resolved.

It should be stressed that in all cases it is the number of intervening
SENTENCES that is being counted, and not {in the case of 2 mediated tie) the
aumber of occutrences of a mediating cohesive element. This is because
our interest les in the way in which cohesive relations build up a text. As
far as texture is concerned, the important question is, is this sentence re-
lazed by cohesion or not; and i it is, in how many different ways? Which
items in the sentence enter into cohesive relations, and what is the type and
distance of the cohesion in each instance ? Once we have established that
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she{="Alice’} is functioning in the sentence as a cohesive agent by personal
reference, we have established the salient face; it does not muach matter for
cohesive purposes (however interesting it might turn cut to be in other
respects) whether she occurs once or half a dozen times within the
sentence.

For any sentence, therefore, we shall indicate, first of all, how many
cohesive ties it contains: how many instances of a cohesive element thar
are not resolved by presupposition wichin the sentence. This shows the
total extent of the demands it makes on the preceding (or rather the sur-
rounding} text. Secondly, for each of these ties we shall specify what type
of cohesion is involved, in terms of reference, substitution and so on; this
can be specified up to a varying degree of delicacy, as suggested in 8.2
below. Finally, for cach e we shall specify whether it is immediate or
non-immediate, and if non-immediate, whether mediated, remote {non-
m:diatx:é), or both; and we shall assign numerical values to each instance
of 2 non-immediate tie, showing the number of intervening sentences.
This figure is the index of cohesive distance, 2nd it shows both the number
of mediating sentences — thoese containing an element that forms a link in a
chain — and the number of non-mediating sentences, those thatr do not
contribute to the tie in question.

I presenting a framework for the analysis and notation of a text, how~
ever, we should emphasize the fact that we regard the analysis of a tex¢ in
terms of such a framework as a2 means to an end, not as an end in itselfl
There are numerous ressons why one might undertake such an analysis,
and the enguiry will lead in all kinds of different directions; it is likely to
mean one thing in the context of the teaching of composition, another
thing in the context of the automatic analysis of text by compuver, and
something different again in the context of stylistic studies. Whatever the
ultimate goal, one will almast certainly wish not only to codify the text
in terms of cohesive categories but also to inspect the individual instances
of cohesion, to Iook closely atthe actual words and phrases that enter inwo
cohesive ties and see what patterns of texture then emerge. A particular
texe, or a genre, may exhibit a general tendency towards the use of certain
features or modes rather than others: for example, in certain types of
narrative, where the continuity is provided by the deings or the person-
ality of one individeual, it would be interesting to know whether this is
reflected in 3 predominance of reference to that individual as a cohesive
device. Other questions that arise are: Does a particular speaker or writer
favour onc type of cohesion over others ? Does the density of cohesive ties
remain constant or vary, and if it varies, is the variation systematically re-
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lated o some other factor or factors 7 What is the reladon berween cohe-
sion and the division of a written text into paragraphs 7 There are many
fundamental questions which can be approached by taking the systematic
study of cohesion as 2 point of departure.

8.2 Summary of cohesion, and coding scheme
A. Type of eohesion

Coding
REFERENCE R
1. Pronominals T
{1} singular, masculine he, him, his 191
{2} singular, feminine she, ber, hers ;33
{3} singular, neuter it, its I3
{4} plural they, them, their, theirs 4
1{1-4) functioning as:
{2) non-possessive, as Head helhim, shelher, it,
they{them 8§
{b) possesstve, as Head his, hers, {its), theirs 7
{€) possessive, as Deictic his, her, its, their g
2. Demonstratives and definite article 2
{1} demonstrative, near this{these, here 2K
{2} demonstrative, far thatithose, there, then 22
(3) definite article the 23
2{1—3) functioning as:
{2} nominal, Deictic or Head this{these, that[those, the 5
{b) place adverbial here, there 7
{c} time adverbial then 8
3. Comparatives {not complete lists) 3
{1} identity eg: same, idestical ax
{2} similarzry eg: simsilar(ly}, such 3z
{3) difference {ie: non-identity and  eg: different, other, else
disdmilarity) additional 33

* A very interesting study of this guestion was made some vears agoe by Colin C. Bowley, of
the University of Wellingtor, New Zealand, in ab carly application of the concept of cohesion
to the anzlysis of text. Bowley sugeested that the cobesive status of the paragraph mighs differ
markedly from one writer to another {for cxample along the binss discussed in 7.2.3 abave),
bur remazin fairly constant within onc writer, or at least within one work, See Colin C,
Bowley, Cohesion and the Paragraph, University of Edinburgh Diplema in General Lingnistics
Disgrreation, 1062.
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{4) comparison, quantity

{5} cemparison, quality

3{1-5} functioning as:
(a) Deictic
(b} Numerative
{c} Bpithet

(d} Adjunct or Submodifier
Note: Not all combinations of {(1-5) with {a—d) are possible;

¢ more, less, as many;
ordinals

eg: as+ adjective;
comparatives and
superiatives

{1~3}
{4)
{s)
{1—s)

the usual fisnctions are those indicated here in the last table.

SUBSTITUTION
1. Nominal substitutes
(1) for noun Head

{(2) for nominal Complement

{3) for Attribuic

2. Verbal substitutes
{1} for verb

{2} for process

(3) for proposition
(4) verbal reference
3. Clausal substitutes
{1} positive

{2} negative

onejones
the same
so0

do, be, have

do the samellikewize
do so, be 5o

do f{that, be itjthat

30
not

3{1-2) substitute clause functioning as:

{a} reported
{c} modalized
{d) other

PLIIPSIS
1. Nominai ellipsis
(t} Deictic as Head

i. specific Deictic

Coding

34

35

iz
Iz

I3

21
22
23
24

31
32

I1

L IR N

L = - - I .8

Lad
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Coding
{2z} Numerative as Head 12
i. ordinal i
it. cardinal 2
fii. indefinite 3
{3} Epithet as Head 13
i. superiative 1
ii. comparative
iit. others 3
2. Verbal ellipsis 2
{1} lexical ellipsis {"from right’) 2L
i. total {all items omitted except first operator} I
ii. partial (lexical verb only omitted} 2
{z} operator ellipsis (“from left’) 22
i. total (all iterns omitted except lexical verb) 1
ii. partial {first operator only omitted)
Note: Where the presupposed verbal group 1s simple there is
no distinction between total and partial ellipsis; such instances
are treated as ‘total’. Where it is above a certain complexity
there are other possibilities intermediate between the total and
partial 25 defined here; such instances arc treated as “partial’,
3. Clausal ellipsis 3
{1} propositional cllipsis 3E
i. total (all Propositional clement omitted) I
i, partial {some Complement or Adjunct present} 2
{2} modal ellipsis 32
i. total {all Modal element omitted] 1
if. partial {Subject present} [rare] 2

Note: Lexicat ellipsis implies propositional ellipsis, and opera-
vor cllipsis imphes modal ellipsis, unless all clanse elements other
than the Predicator {verbal group) are explicitly repudiated.

{3) genecal ellipsis of the clause (all elements but one omitted) 33
i. WH- {only WH- clement present)

ol

ii. yesino {only item expressing polarity present) i
iti. other (other single clause element present) 3
{4) zero {entire clanse omitted) 14

3{1—4) elliptical clanse functioning as:
{2} yes/no question ot answex 3
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(b} WH- guestion or answer

(c} ‘reported’ element
(d} otherwise

Note: Not all combinations of {1—4) with {a—d} are possibic.

CONJUNCTION (items quoted are examples, not complete lists)

Note: {E}=external, {I}=internal.

1. Additive

(£} simple: (Eff)
1. addicive
ii. pegative

iii, alecrnative
(z} complex, emphatic: {f)
1. additive
it. afternative
{3) complex, de-emphatic: {I)
{4) apposition: {f)
i expository
it. exemplificatory
(s} compacison:{l)
i. simnilar

1. dissimilar

2. Adversative
(1} adversative *proper’: {(E/D)
i. simple
ii. +‘and’
iii, emphatic
(2} contrastive {avowal}: {I)
{3) contrastive: (E}

i, simple

. emphatic

(4) correction: (1)
i. of meaning

il. of wording

and, and also
not, and . . . nof
oF, or else

Sfurthermore, add to that
alternatively
by the way, incidentally

that is, in other words
eg, thus

likewise, in the same way
on the other hand, by
Lortirast

yet, though, only
bur

hosvever, even se, ail
the sune

in { point of} fact, actually

but, and
however, conversely, on
the other hand

instead, on the contrary,
rather
at least, I mean, or rather

Coding

It

12

3
4

Is

21

22
23

-
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{5} dismissal: {I}
i. closed
ii. open-ended
3. Causal
(1) gemesal: (E/D)
1. simple
ii, emphatic
{2) sgeciﬁc: (BfL)
i. reason
i, result
(3) reversed causal: {1}
{4) causal, specific: {I)
. rEascn
#. result
. purpose
(5} conditional: {(E{I}
i. simple
i, emphatic
ii. generalized
iv. reversed polarity

(6} respective: (T}
i. direct
i, reversed polarity

4. Temporal
{1} simple: {E}
1. sequential
. simultapeous
(2} condusive: {B)
{3} correlatives: (E)
i. sequential
ii. conclusive

{4} complex: (E)
i. immediate
it, interrupted

in any/either case
in any case, anyhow

so, then, therefore
cﬂﬂmgmﬁffy

on account of this
i CONSEQUENCE
with this in mind

for, because

it folfows
arising out of this
to this end

then

in that case, in suck an event
under the circumsiances
otherwise, under other
cifeumsiances

in this respect, here
otherwise, apart from this,
in other respects

then, next

Just then

before that, hitherto
in the end

first . | then
at firstforiginally}
Jormerly . . . finallyinow

af once
008

337

Coding

25

3z

32

33
34

35

41

43

I
2

-
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ifi, repetitive
iv. specific

v. durative
vi. terminal
vii. punctiiar
{5) internal temporal: {1}
i. sequential
i, conchasive
{6} correlatives: (1)
i. sequential

il. conclusive

{7) here and now: {I}
1. past
it. present
iii, forure

{8) summary: )
i. summarizing
ii. resumptive

5. Other ("continuative '}
6. Intonation

{x} tone
{2} toniciry

LEXICAZ
I. Same item

COHESION

next Lime

next day
meanwhile
antil then

at this moment

then, next
findlly, in conclusion

firse . . . mext

in the first place . . . to

conchude with

up fo aow
at this point
fron: now on

0 sur up
{0 resume

now, of course, well,

anyway, surely, after all

2. Synonym or near synonym

{incl hyponym)
3. Superordinate
4. ‘General’ item
5. Collocation

1-5 having reference that is:

{a} identical
(b} inclusive
(&) exclusive
(d) unrelated

Coding

43

47

48

61
623

o

e ~d

R B

| NI
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Coding
B. Directions and distance of cohesion
IMMEDIATE o
Not immediate:
MEDIATED [number of intervening senrences} M[n]
REMOTE NON-MEDIATED [number of intervening sentences] N[nj
CATAPHORIC K

Note: Any cohesive instance, or ‘tie’, may be "imimediate’ (presup-
posing ah item i a contiguous sentence) or not immediate. If not imme-
diatc, it may be ‘mediated’ (having one or more intervening sentences
that enter into a chain of presapposition) or ‘remote’ {having one or more
intervening sentences not involved in the presupposition), or both.
Finally it may be anaphoric or cataphoric; cataphoric ties are relatively
infrequent and almost always immediate. A tie is assumed to be ama-
phoric unless marked "K',

The coding scheme provides a2 means of representing the cohesive
patterns it a text in terms of the present analysis. Each sentence is given an
index number, and the total number of ties in that sentence is entered in
the appropriate column. Then for EacH TiE we specify (&) the type of cohe-
ston and {B] its distance and direction.

The coding is designed to allow for variation in the delicacy of the
analysis. For example, suppose we had

What is Mary doing ? — Baking 2 pie.
we could code the second sentence as any of the following:

Elipsis E
Clausal ellipsis E 3
Clausal ellipsis: modal Eiz
Clausal ellipsis: modal: total Ejz:

and with any of these we could specify “functioning as answer to WH-
question” simply by adding a *7": E7, E37, E327 or E3217. (There is also
verbal ellipsis, type E221, but this can be predicted from the clausal
ellipsis } In the coding of all types of cohesion except conjunction, the
numbers 1—5 are used for subcategorization and 69 for cross-categoriza-
tion. In conjunction there is no cross—categorization, but there is more sub-
categorization, so al} the numbers 1-8 are used for this purpose. The
primary types of cohesion are shown by their initial letters: R {reference},
S {substitution}, E (ellipsis), C {conjunction}, L {lexical). Letters are also
used 1o indicate the direction and distance.
In the final section we present an analysis of seven sample texts.
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8.3 Sample texts
Text I: {as example [X:2])

. . . The last word ended in a long bleat, so like a sheep that Alice quite
started (1)

Ske locked at the Queen, who seemed to have suddenly wrapped her-
self up in wooel (2). Alice rubbed her eyes, and looked again (3}). She
couldn’t make out what had happened at alf (¢). Was she in a shop {5} 7
Arnid was that really — was it really a sheep that was sitting on the other side
of the counter {6) 7 Rub as she would, she could make nothing more of
icf7)...

Sentence No. of Presupposed
number ties Cohesive item Type  Distance item
1 1 fast R 347 © Be-e—chht! (in
preceding
sentence}
b 2 She R 26 o Aliee
the Queen Lig Nz the CGueen (n
preceding text)
wool Ls o sheep
3 3 Alice Lis HN.a Alice
locked Lig o focked
again Cat3 o looked at the
Queen
4 I Ske Ri26 o Altee
5 she R 126 M ske — Alice
6 And Citx o {S.5)
really Czz N4 so like 3 sheep
(5.1
a skeep Lig N4 a sheep (8.1}
the {counter) R 23.6 © a shop
counter Ls O 5
7 3 Rub Lis Nz ribbed {S.3}
she {2%) R 12.6 M.z+
N.1 she — Alice
ore R 3150 K {than what
follows)

it R 136 o (8S. 3, 6}
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Notes

t Sentence 1: last 35 ambiguous. H it means “the Iast of those juse uttered’, it is as coded here;
if it tocans * preceding’, it should be coded C 31.3, There seems no way of telling, and it may
mather be 2 blend of both.

2 Scotence 4 the shows counier to be referentialiy refated to shop: {*what counter 2" - "the one
in the shop just mentioned ], This is one tie; the cobesion provided by the collocational link
between the lexical items counter and thop, which is independent of reference, constitutes
another,

3 Possibly 2 " past in past’ tense such as what sad happened in Seatence 4 could be ireated as sn
instance of conjonction, presumably C 41.3. We have not attempted to include tersr in the
present treatment.

4 Semtence 3: Alice is coded as N1, not M1, since strictly speaking the repetition of 2 proper
mame is lexical aor referendial cobesion, wnd therefore the dhig in the intervening sentence is
srrelevant.

5 Sentence 7: The two occurrences of skhe are both catered. It could be argued that two
occurrences of a reference item comtitaite only a single tie] bat this would be dificalt to
apply, and we adopt the simpler solution

Text If {conversation} {¢f example {1:23]}

Can I tell you about the time when I screamed {1} 7

Yes, do {2].

Well, I met a chiefin my house (3). T had one of those nice old houses - I
was very lucky {4}. It was about thircy years old, on stone piilars, with a
long stone staircase up and folding doors back on to a verandah (s). And [
came through the door from the kitchen, and a thief carrying my hand-
bag emerged through my bedroom door into the living room at the same
moment {6}

Splendidly timed {7)!

I couldn’t belicve my eyes for a2 mimte {8). I gave a hLittle sort of gulp,
and it flashed through my mind ‘this won't do’, and d’you kaow what |
did (9} ? I screamed {10} ! And my scream went wafting out on the night
air (1x)! And some neighbours who — they were my nearest aeighbours,
but they were still some distance away — came rushing along (12). They
were awfully good, and they said afterwards they thought I'd been being
murdered (13). Well, I couldn’t’'ve made more noise if  had been (14). But
Fd surprised myself {15). Really, the sound that went floating out on the
air I didn’t know I had it in me, and they said it would make my fortune
if I sent it ko Hollywood (16). And I may say it surprised the thief sufii-
ciently that he dropped my handbag and fled {17). Fortunately T wasn’t
between him and the door {18]. So there was no harm done, and [ didn’t
lose anything {15).
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Fortumately for him, or fortunately for you (20) ?

Oh, for me {21}. They generally carrvy knives {22).

I know (23). Someone was murdered in the main hotel quite recently
(24}

Oh yes, ves {25). Though people did say that there were wheels within
wheels in that {26}. But you get berween a flecing thief and his exit and
he's bound to be carrying a knife {27). But anyhow, the oxnly thing I lost
was my voice {28}. I couldn’t speak for a weck aftcrwards {29}.

{recorded by Afaf Elmenoufy)
Sentence No. of Presupposed
nuimber  ties Cohesiveitem:  Type  Distance item
z 2 Yes E 33.2.60 (8.1
de $2: o {S.1)
3 H Well Cs M. {S.2— 5.1}
4 I houses L7 o house
5 2 It RI136 o one of those nice
ald houses
thirty yearsold L 16 o old
& 4 And Cria o {SS. 4-3)
a thief Lis N2 a thief
door {2 %} Li7 o deers
7 2 Splendidly timed E22.1; o (5.6)
32.1.9
timed Ls o moment
8 I mimite Ls N.x moment
9 1 this R 216 Nz (S.6)
10 I sereamed Eis N3 screamed
iz 2 And Ciy o {5.10)
screas Li6s o screamed
12 And Ciii o (8.11)
13 they (2 x} Ri46 0 neighbours
muerdered Ls o scream
L 3 Weli Cs o {(5.13)
more R 147 N2 seream
noise 138 N.2 scream
I had been E2r2 o I'd heen being
msirdered
13 I Dut Cz3x N {(S.13}
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Sentence No. of Presupposed

number ties Cohesive item  Type  Distance item

i6 5 sosnd L 2.8 N.1 noise
the R 21.6 N.i seredn
Aoating out Lzs N4 wafting out
air L1t N4 air
they R14.6 N2+ — they—

M1 neighboutrs

7 6 And Ciizx o {8.16}

i R 13.6 ¢ sotund
the R 23.6 N.ao  athief
thisf Lié IN.xo  athig
dropped Ls N.1o  carrying
handbag L6 N.ao  hendbag

8 z him R 116 © the thief
door L1 MNax door{S.6)

16 I So Cirr o {5.18)

20 X Fortunately (2x} L1.6 NI fortunately
Atm R11.6 N1+ — him—the

M thief
21 Oh, for me Ez23.3. o {S.20)
/7
22 I They R 145 N2+ — him— him—
M.z the thief

23 1 I kesow E38 o {S.22)

24 1 msirdered Li8 Nio  muedered

25 X Ok yes, yes E33.295 0 {S.24)

26 2 Though Cz21x o {S.23)
that R2z6 Ni {S.24)

27 s But C21.z o {8.26}
Jleeing Lig Nug fled (S.17)
thief Lig Ng thief
exit L3p N3 door {8.18}
{carey) knife Lig N4 carry kuives

(5.22)

28 3 But anyhow Cz2s5.2 o {5.27)

{thing) lost E1g&8 N3 I didn't lose
anything {S.19}
voice Ls N6 soeam{S5.11}
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Sentence No. of Presupposcd
number ties Cohesive item  Type  Distance item
20 2 speate Ls o voice
afterwards C 41.1 N.27  thetime when i
screamed
Notes

1 Semtence 10: The form of texture provided by a2 Question-and-Answer sequence is re—
garded as a disrourse feature (here the structure of conversation | see 7.4.2}. Since there is no
cllipxis here, this is oot 20 instance of cohesion.

2 Septence 161 The the in the round that went flouting out is prumarily catasphoric; but the lexicat
relation between sound and screurs suggests that it may alse be referring anaphoricaily,

1 Scorence 18: I is ikely that the doer here refers to the main door of the house; if so, the is
excphorzic aad not cahesive.

4 Semtence =0 iz an alternative guestion; these are mixed in type, being partly yesfno and
partly WH- (henoe the mived intonation pattern, with first pare rising and second part fall-
ing}. The response is coded as 2 response 2a both.

t Sentence 23: They here mezns “thicves in general’, baving the sort of anomalous reference
mentioned in 7.31.3 (example {7:20]).

Texs HI (sonnet}
The Bad Thing (1)
Sometimes just being alone seems the bad thing {2}.
Solitude can swell until it blocks the sun {3).
It hurts so much, even fear, even worrying
Over past and future, get stified {3}. It has won,
You think; this is the bad thing, it is here {s).
Then sense comes; you go to sieep, or have
Same food, write a letter or work, get something clear {6].
Solitude shrinks; you are not all its slave (7).

‘Then you think: the bad thing inhabits yourself {(8).
Just being alone is nothing; net pain, not balm {g).
Escape, into poem, into pub, wanting a friend
E not avoiding the bad thing {(10). The high shelf
Where you stacked the bad thing, hoping for calm,
Broke (11). It relled down (12). It follows you to the end
{13}.
(John Wain)



8.3 SAMPLE YEXTS 345
Seatence No. of Presupposed
number tes Cohesiveitemm  Type  Distance item
2 I The bad thing Ls o 8.1
2 1 Solitude Lzo o being alone
4 11 I Ri36 o selitude
$ S It {2x} K 13.6 Mi it — solitude
think L 2.7 N.z SEEHIS
the R 23.6 N.z the bad thing
bad thing Ligs N2 bad thing
G 1 Then Cg4r.t o {8.5)
7 2 Selitude Lo N3 solitude
shrinks Ls N.3 steell
& 4 Then C4rr o {S.7)
think L:g8 N2 think
the R z23.6 HN.z the bad thing
bad thing Lzé¢ Na2 bad thing
9 2 (just) beingalone Lo N6 { just) being alone
pain Lzg N4 hurts
10 2 the R 23.6 N.1 the bad thing
bad thing Lig Na bad thing
44 2 the R23.6 o the bad thing
bad thing Li6 o bad thing
Iz 13 It R z3.6 o the bad thing
13 z ki R 1.6 M.x it — the bad
thing
follows Ls N.2 avoiding
Note

The continued use of the in the bad thing may be interpreted 3s anaphoric 2z well as cata-
pheric, suggesting a specific entity which stays avound and contrasting with the genera! quali-
ties of solitude 2ad being 2lone; for the samic resson bod thing is analysed 23 L 1.6, wfitude and
being alane 23 L 1.9. The cohesive patiten refiects and reinforees the interplay of localized and

gencralized imagery; and so contributes to the impression of something thet is complex, both

abseract and iomangible, und at the same time conceate and very mngible,

Text IV (autebiography}
I kad found when a boy in Dublin on a table in the Royal Irish Academy
s pamphict on Japanese art and read there of an animal painter so
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remarkable that horses he had painted upon a temple wall had slipped
down after dark and trampled the neighbowrs’ fields of rice {1}. Somebody
had come into the temple in the early moming, had been startled by a
shower of water drops, had looked up and seen painted horses still wet
from the dew-covered ficlds, but now ‘trembling inteo stillness’ {2).

[ had soon mastered Mathers” symbolic system, and discovered that for
a considerable minority — whom [ could select by certain unanalysable
characteristics — the visible world would completely vanisk, and that
world, summoned by the symbol, take its place (3}. One day when alone
in a third-class carniage, in the very middle of the railway bridge that
crosses the Thames near Victoria, I smelt incense (¢). [ was on my way to
Forest Hill; mighe it not come from some spirit Mathers had called up
(s)? I had wondered when I smelt it at Madame Blavatsky’s ~ if there
might be some contrivance, some secret censer, but that explanation was
no longer possible {6). I believed thar Salamander of his but an image, and
presently I found analogies between smell and image (7). That smell must
be thought~created, but what certainty had I, that what had taken me by
surprise, could be from my own thought, and if 2 thought could affect the
sense of smell, why not the sense of touch {8} ? Then I discovered among
that group of students that surrounded Mathers, a man who had foughr a
cat in his dreams and awakened 1o find his breast covered with scratches
(9). Was there an ;znpass:ible barrier between those scratches and the
trampled fields of rice {10} ? It would seem so, and yet all was uncer-
tainey {11}. What fixed law would our experiments leave to our imagina-
tion {12) ¥

{W. B. Yeats}

Presupposed

hstance item

Sentence No, of

number des Cohesive item  Type

2 & ihe R 236 G« a temple wall
temple Lié o temple
the (early morning) R 236 o after dark
painted Li7 o painted
horses Lty o© Aerses
Felds Lig o Sields

3 3 Mathers Lzé N3 Mathers

{preceding text}

symbol {2x) Li7 HNa symbol

{preceding text}
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Sentence No. of Presupposed
number tes Cohesiveitern  Type  Distance item
4 1 serielf incense Lyyg Nig smell. ..
incense
(preceding text}
5 2 £t RiI36 o incense
Meathers Lis o Moathers
6 3 smelt L1.8 o smelt
it Ri36 o incerse
censer I3 0 incense
7 6 that R 226 N.7 Salamanders
{preceding text}
Salamandes Li1.6 N7 Salamanders
{preceding text}
hés Rty N Mathers
fmmage {2 X ) ..y N&B8 images
{preceding text)
smelf Li8 o smelt (it at
Madame B's)
8 3 That Rz2246 o smeli
smell {2 %) L16{7) o smmell
o 4 Then C41.1 o (S.8}
that R 228 MN.18  alitlegroup. ..
students
{preceding text}
group of stndents  L16 N8  alitlegroup . ..
students
{preceding text)
Mathers L1 Nua Mathers
16 $ those Rxé o scratches
scratches Lis o seratches
the R z3.6 N8 the . . . frelds of
rize
trampled L1 N.8 trampled
[frelds of rice L1gd N.8 felds of rice
i1 1 se $31.8 o {S.10}
12 1 fixed Ls o wnceriainty
Note

The repetition of the lexical item smel! provides an interesting illustration of the different
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referential relations that may be involved in lexical reiteraiion. The incident referred to in S.4
stands in o explicit relatioaship to that in which the word had Last occorred $9 seantences
carties; hence L 9. In §.6 smedt refers to that earlier ineident in 2 context in which it is explcitly
contrasred with the present ene; hence L3, In 5.7 we are back to the present, so 1.8 again. In
$.8 it oceurs ewice: first in reference ta the present {that smeil}, sa L8, seeondly i a general con-
text the sense of smell, which therefore mncludes the preceding instance and hence 1s reprasented
35 L.7. There is consderable indetermyinacy among these eategories, which are probably the
most difficult to apply with any consistency; bat they are not irrelevant o patrerns of wxi
CONStrUCHon,

Text V {dramatic dialogue) {¢f example {3:59])

Mrs Birling: I think we've just about come to an end of this wretched
business — {1}

Gerald: I dor’t think so (2). Excuse me {3).
[He goes out. They watch him go in silence. We hear the front door siam.]

Sheila {to Inspector]: You know, you never showed him that photograph
of hex {4}

Inspector: No {5} It wasn’t necessary (6}. And [thought it better not to (7).

Mrs Bicling: ¥ou have a photograph of this girl (8) 2

Inspector: Yes {g). I think you'd better look at it {10}.

Mrs Birling: I don’t see any particular reason why [ should — {11}

Inspector: Probably not (12}, But you'd better look atit (13},

Mus Birling: Very well {34). [He produces the photograph and she lpoks hard
at it}

Inspector [taking back the photograph]: You recognize her (13) ?

Mrs Birling: No (16). Why should 1{17) ?

Inspector: Of course she might have changed lately, but I can’t behieve she
could have changed so much {18).

Mus Bicling: T don't understand you, Inspector {19}

Inspector: You mean you don't choose to do, Mrs Birling (20}).

Mrs Bitling {angrily]: I meant what Isaid {21).

Inspector: You're not telling me the trath {22).

Murs Birling: 1 beg vour pardon (23} !

Birling {angrily, te laspecter]: Look here, I'm not going tc have this,
Inspector (24). You'll apologize at once (25).

Inspector: Apologize for what — doing my duty (26} ?

Birling: No, for being so offensive about it {27}. Fm 2 public man — {28}

Inspector [massively}: Public men, Mr Birling, have responsibiiities as well
as privileges (29}.

Birling : Possibly {30}. But you weren’t asked to come here to talk to me
about my responsibilities {31).
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Sheila: Let’s hope not {32). Though I'm beginning to wonder {33}.

Mrs Birling: Does that mean anything, Sheila {347

Sheila: It means that we've 1o excuse now for putting on airs and that
we've any sense we won't try {35).

{]. B. Prigstley)
Sentence No. of Presupposed
number ties Cohesiveitern  Type  Distance item

2 I so S31.6 o {S.1)

K

4 2 photograph L1.6 N.Goo photograph

approx. {preceding text)
her R126 N4+ —=>her{—...)—
M.2c  Daisy(preceding
texc)

5 I No E 33.2.6 © {S.4)

6 H It R 13.6 N {to) shosw him
that photegraph
of her

7 2 And Ciri o {5.6}

1ot to Ezr.1; N+  it{S.6) - show
11.I.g M. hims that photo-
graph of her

8 3 photograph L1z N3 photograph

this Rz21.6 MN48+ —~bher{—~ ..}
M21 - Daisy
g I Yes Ez21.2.6 0o {5.8)
1c 3 it R 136 Nux a photograph
TI 13 I should Ez2ry; © you'd better look
271.2.8 at it
iz 1 Probably not S32.8 o {S.11}
13 3 © But Czrz o {S.x2}
i Ri136 N3+ —i#t—a
M photograph
ook at Lis N2 lcok of
7 1 Very weli E 33.3.9 o {8.13}
1§ o her Riz6 N.gad —her{>.. .}

M.22 ~ Daisy
1{:] I No E33.26 o {5.¥5)
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Sentence No. of Presupposed
number Hes Cohesiveitem  Type  Distance item
17 1 Why should 1?1 Ea21.x; NI recognize her
31.2.9 (S.z5)
18 4 Of course Cs o (S.z7)
she {2x} R126 N3sg+ —>her{>..}
M.23  — Daisy
50 rrtich R 340 Nux (8.16)
19 o
2C 1 to do S 21 o understand me
21 H meant L6 o mean
2z I tefl . .| truth s o meant | . . said
23 0
24 1 this R 216 Nz {S.22}
25 o
26 2 Apologize for E221; o (5.25)
what? 32.5.7
apelogize Li6 o apologize
27 4 No E33.z6 0 apelogize . . . for
doing my duty ?
Jor being so E33.3.9 0 apelogize for
offensive about it what ?
so R 35.8 N.4 (S.22)
it R 136 o doing your duty
28 O
26 i Public men Liz o public man
10 1 Possibly E 33.3.¢ © (S.20)
3 2 But Cz12 o {8.30)
responsibilities Liy N1 responsibilities
12 I not S326 o {8.31}
33 P Though Canr o {S.12}
to wonder E 348 N.1 {8.32)
34 1 that Rz226 o {(3.33)
35 2 It R 116 M that — (S.13)
means Lié 0 tHearn
Notes

f Dramatic dialogue may be interpreted in two ways: either as read, or as acved. The former
would take accomnt of stage divections, and treat all reference as endophoric; in the latter
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peespective, which s that adopted here, stage directions are excluded and reference to
situational features is treated as excphoric, and thos sot cohegive.

2 Senmtence 4: Both kim and tha {in thet photograph) are exophoric heze. The her, howeves, is
st least partially endopboric: the only appearance of Daisy on the stage is in the form of the
photograph. The same consideration applies to Sentence 1s.

Text Vi (informal interview, adult; reposted)

I harked back to his school years, and he confessed that he had never liked
school (1}. ‘I remember it very well, and particularly my dislike of it,
which has never died to this very day (2). And I am now 68 (3} V"

Whenever he visited schoels, the smell of the chalk er the plasticine al-
ways gave him a sinking feeling {4}. He hated it so much {s}.

‘Then we moved into the country, to a lovely litde village called War-
ley {6}. It is about three miles from Halifax {7}. There are quite a few about
(8}. There is 2 Warley in Worcester and one in Essex {g}. But the one not
far out of Halifax had had a maypole, and a fountain (10). By this time the
maypolc has gone, but the pub is stilf there called the Maypole {x1}. Per-
haps they were the happiest days of my life, in the country (12). T was there
for about seven or eight years and { loved it {13).

Even the village school proved less odious than its predecessor in his
life {14). ‘I started to take a lLiztle bit of 3 Eking to school then (15)”

{from ‘Meeting Wilfred Pickles’, by Frank Haley)

Sentence No. of Presupposed
number ties Cohesive itern Type  Disrance item
1 4 his Rit8 N2+ —»>‘'F{>..)}

M.6 — Wilfred
(preccéing text}

he (2x) Rris Nzt —»'F{=..)}
M6 > Wilfred
{preceding text)
school Lig N.x3  school
{preceding text}
2 5 ‘r Riis Mo+ lkel{—>..)—>
N.z Wiifred
it{2x)} Ri138 o schoal
“ry’ Rit8 M7+ lhelim...]—

N,z ngﬁ'fd
dizliby Lz86 o never fked
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Presence No. of Presupposed
number  ties Cohesive iteln Type  Distance item
3 3 And Cz2iy o© Hever . . . te this
very day
‘F R 116 M+ ‘Fi>_..)—
N.2 Wftiﬁ'ed’
now R z2:.8 o© fo this very day
4 z hellim Rit6 Mg+ ‘I{>..}1—
M.z Wiifred
schoals Lo N.z school
; 3 he R 1.6 Mo+ hef—...)—
MN.2 ¥ ii_‘fre&
it R 136 N.2+  — it — school
M
so mesech R 355 o {5.4)
6 3 Then Ca1r N.2§ Then
{preceding text)
“we’ R:x6 Mii+ hel{—>..)—
N.z Wilfred
meved to I8 N.z6 moped to
Beighton
7 2 it R 136 o village catled
Warley
Halifax Lis Nz  Halifax
{preceding text}
8 I quite a few E1z1 o village catled
Warley
g 1 Warley L8 Nz Warkey
10 4 But C231 o {S.9}
ote Sir o Waricy
not far out of is N.2 aboyt three miles
from
Halifax Lig N2 Halifax
£1 & By this tisne C 445 N.4 Then we moved
(5.6}
the R23.6 o a maypole
maypole £1i6 o maypole
Maygpole Lig8 o maypoie
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Presence No. of Presupposed
number  Hes Cohesiveitern  Type  Distance item
12 2 the country Lié N the country
‘my’ Rirn.g N7+ —‘we’{>..)—
Mii1  — Wilked
13 1 ‘I {2 %) R M2+ “‘my’'(—..)—
N.7 Wilfred
there R227 o in the country
14 5 vitlage Lié N7 viflage (5.6}
school L8 Nug schools (S .4}
odions L28 N.ax  dislke (5.2)
his Rr11.8 M+ I'(>..}—>
N7  Wilfred
fife L N ife {S.12)
15 4 T Rt Mg+ his(—...}
N.7 Wilfred
take a liking L26 o less odious
school L1z o© school
then R 228 N {5.13]
MNotes

1 The firse person forms  etc {in the speech of the interviewce) are anaphoric and cohesive,
functioning in this context as conditioned variants of the third person reference item ke cte.
2 Semtepce 4: the chatk, the plasticine refer 1o sthoolsy within the sapme sentence, and are there-
forc not treated as cahesive.
3 Semtemce 12: they bore is cataphoric (o {fhose) in the conntry, which is within the same

senténce.

4 Scntemce :3: it refers ta "being there”, fe: was there In the same sentence.

Text V1I (informal interview, children; transcribed}*
We've made so far 2 boat, garden dibber, teapot stand . . . {1)

What clse (2) ?

A seed marker (3).
I think our nail box was the best one that we made {4}.

Yes {5}7

The nail box {6). We just made this little box ot of wood {7). It's very

* Recorded by Ruqgaiya Hasan: Nufficld Foreign Languages Teaching Materials Project,
P.eports and Occasional Papers No 29 ilightly adapted).
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useful as something else than a nail box {8). My father’s friend wentout, he
brought two packs of seeds back and he gave them to my father (5), And
we keep my sister’s pack in one half of the box and my pack in the other
half {x0).

What did it look like {11} ?

Yes what did it (12)?

Well, we had a base, and then an end, and the two sides, with a piece of
wood across the middle (12). And no hid {14). We left the lid off (15).

Did you paint it {16} ?

We didn't {17). Not in school {18}. But we could have done at home
{19}. I painted the boat at home, all different colours {20).

Sentence No. of Presupposed
number tes Cohesiveitern  Type  Distance item

2 2 What else ? E 33.1.7 0 {S.1)

else Ri19 o a boat, garden
dibber, teapot
stand

1 A seed marker E 33.3.7 © (8.2}

4 I one S1x N.z {list in S.x (—
one —> thing in
prec. text]]

s 13 Yes? E33.268 0 (5.4}

) The nail box E33.3.6 0 (S.s}

tie R z3.6 M. our . . . that we
made
nail box Lis N nail box
7 3 made _ . _ box Lié N2 made . . _ box
this Rz1s K
box Li3s o nail box

8 2 b1 R13.6 © this figle box

nail box Lig N.1 uatl hox

9 o

10 4 Apd CIirni o (8.9}
pack Lié o packs of seeds
the (box) R 23.6 NI+  — it — this Litile
M.1 box
box L6 N+ — anaifbox —
M.x this fittle box
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Sentence No. of Presupposed
number ries Cchesive itern Type  Distance item
iI I it R 116 © the box
12 whae did it? E21.71;
1527 O {S.11)
it R13.6 Mx it — the box
i3 s Well Cs M.z (S.12 - S.11}
base Ls N.z box {8.10}
ensd Ls N.z box (S, 10}
sides Ls N.z box {S.10}
woed Lig N weod (5.7}
14 2 And Cz23.x 0 {8.13)
no fid E 13.3.9 O we had . .. (5.13)
15 2 the R 236 o sio {id
lid Lis o lid
16 I it R 3.8 N3+ —>it—>it—
M.z the box (5.10}
17 1 We didn's. E2i.a; © {5.16)
31.1.6
18 Not S3zg M. (8.17 — S.16}
10 3 But Cz2r2 o (S.18)
could have done S 21 M.z paint it{S.16}
at home Ls o in school
20 4 pasnted L8 N3 paint {5.16)
the R 236 N.z8  abeat{S.1)
boat Li6s N.18  boat {S.1)
ar home Lis o at home
Note

It 15 perhaps guestionzble whether the Bd that was *left off’ {ie pot made; Sentence 1€} is
referentially identical with the lid that did not exist (Sentence 14}, But this ic 2 harmless assumyp-
tien that is required for interpretation of the the,
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The Bibliography contains selected items related in various ways to the
main theme.

I. Standard grammars of English, such as those of Curme, Fries, and
Jespersen, figure both as general background and for their discussion of
particular elements that enter into the expression of cohesion. Also fisted
are some other works that contain relevant background material, for
example by Abercrombie, Ullmann, and Gleason.

The major source of up-to-date information on English grammar (up-
to-date both in terms of the English language and in terms of [inguistic
scholarship) is provided by A Grammar of Contemporary English, by Quirk
and others, and its shorter version A University Grammar of English (Ameri-
can title A Concise Grammar of Contemporary English). Both contain treat-
mrents of the aress of the grammuar that are involved in cohesion.

2. Other general works on English have been included where they
throw light on the theoretical background of the present account; for
example Hudson, English Complex Sentences; Sinclair, A Course in Spoken
English: Gramsmar,

Two large-scale studies of English texts are of special relevance: that by
Huddleston and others, on grammar, and that by Sinclair and others, on
texis. {Tt is unfortunate that these were written at a2 time when text studies
were heretical in linguistics, and so they were not published; but they
were distributed in the form of reports.)

3. Many articles have appeared particularly in transformational gram-
mat dealing with cohesive relations within the sentence, especially pro-
nominal reference and conjunction. A selection of these has been included;
see for example Lees and Klima, George Lakoff, Robin Lakoff, and
Postal.

4. Discourse structure in languages other than English, typically non-
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Indo-European langrages, has been described in numerous studies inspired
particalarly by the theoretical work of Pike and Gleason. These studies
have not been cited here; bibliographies are readily available.

5. Cohesion in literary texts is treated it a recent book by Guewinsks
(which had not vet appeared at the time of writing). Aside from this, as
far as literary scudics are concerned, the list includes some general works
on style and the linguistic study of literature, such as Leech’s A Linguistic
Guide to English Poetry; and also some recent collections of essays, such as
Chatman's Literary Style: a symposium. Styhstic studies of particalar prose
or verse texts have not been listed ; for references to these, see Richard W,
Bailey and Dolores M. Burton, English Stylistics: a bibliograpky (Cam-
bridge, Mass: MIT Press, 1968},

& Some recent works have been cited from the feld of rhetoric and
composition, where there is systematic treatment of discourse structure in
a primarily educational conrext.
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7. Finally reference is made to selected books and articles dea.%mg with
patticular aspects of the English language thatin one way or otherrelate to
cohesion: either topics falling directly under the main headings (reference,
substitution and ellipsis, conjunction, lexical cohesion), or parts of the
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phrase, ot nominal group; see for example Peter Fries).
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a, an, 70, 96, 100—2, L{T—0
action clause, 108
additive, 234, 241-4 {rablc}, 24450
adjective, 40-3, 147
~ a5 deictic, I50-61
~ asepither, 1836
colonr ~, 166
COMPArative ~ , 77, £1, 1656
superlative ~, B1, 162, 163-%
adpanct:
~ in clause strucisre, fo4
COmMPAragve as ~, 77, 81, &8
conjanctive -, 228, 2302, 248
discourse ~ 73, 228
repudiation of ~, 1G4—%
WH- ~, 210-%
adwt'r 43: I"?, 323
~ 3% conjunctive adjunct, 2302
COMPATALVE rv |, 7
demonsirative ~, 755
adverbisl group, 204
adversadve, adversity, 229, 237, 24I-4
{rablel, 248, 25086
aiter, zferrsvards, 228, 230, 261
afier =if, 270
afterthough?, 240
al, 1356
alse, 238, 346
altemative, 246, 249
airthough, 251-2
anaphara, amaphoric, 2, ¥4, 33, 208, 329
~ comparatives, 7p-86, 83—
~ demonstratives, 5070, 743
~ eliipsis, 144, 150-35, 1670, 206—25
~ jexieca! cchesion, 281-4

~ subsotution, Rg-9G, 1T13—47, F2B, 130-8,

139
o~ the, 7i—4
~ de, 330

~ 1o gencral noun, 2747
~ 1o perscoal aume, 277
real and imaginary ~, 398
and, 213, 2357 239, 2447
~ additioneily, 247
.t ﬁfj&, 313
~ . e, 246
‘and” relation, 233-8, 244, 131
answer [see alse respense), 206-13
actonyn, 285
any, 155, 1589
anyway, 231, 238, 245, 272
apposition, appositive, 148, 350
argumment, 239-40
article, 1003
definite ~, 3, §7, 794, 96, 1071, 157
indefinite ~, 70, g6, 1002, 1579
as, 80, B4 6
asseinl, 200, 216
artribute, 107, 165
repadiation of ~, 119
substizution for ~, 109, 13, 3118, 134
attribotive clause, 163
avowal, 253—5
&= (lexicaly:
substitution for ~, 117
recagnition of ~, 1yi-2
~ and operatctr, 201
berause, 258
hoth, 1536
bath . . . and, 244
branching, 143, 146, 203
bet, 231, 237, 2502
cataphora, cataphoric, 17, 298, 329
~ Comparatives, 78, 3z
~ demontratives, 65-70, 74
~ persomal reference, §6
~ substitution, o0, Fo§, 128, 143
~ temaporal conjunction, 2634
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rataphora, —onzd
~ the, 73-3
causal, 24314 {table}
titaticn form, 20
classifier {in nominal group). 0. 93, 4.
14754
clapse:
~ complex, z22-5, 244
~ sructure, 130-8, 143, L6201
elliptis in A, 154-22%
relagve ~, 147
sabstitution in ~, 111-0
coding schemme, 333-9
cahesion:
~= 20d intonstion, 713
~ and Eﬂgﬂiﬁtic context, 14
-~ and Imguistic structure, 6, 9
~ and paragraph, 296-7, 333
~ as relation and process, 18-9, 329
~ 2% semantic colation, 4, 2367, 208124
~ OVEr long stretches, 2043
~ within the sentence, 7, 146
absepce of ~, 302
direction of ~, 12, 235
distanee of ~, 330-1. 319
domain of ~, 14-0
explicl ~, 14, 1§
grammantcal aod lexical ~, & 3934,
322-4
phonological ~, 6, 271-3
summary of ~ (tables). 3213
Lypes of ~ |, 226 7, 303-8, 323
cohesive chain, 13, 356, 286, 3131
co-mtarpretation, &, 311, 274, 314
collocation, 28491, 31B-20
colon, 17, 232
comamentary (10 quistion}, 2006, 212
coOmmMnicabon
~ process, 240, 2645, 267-8
~ toits, 240
~ stuation, 240, 253. 264, 267
comparatives, 76-87
comparitive:
~ adgectives, 77, 81, 1654
~ adverbs, 77
COTPASon ;
~ s cojunctive relation, 247-8
~ 35 a form of reference, 78, 309, 313—4
adjectives of ~, 76-7
adwerbs of ~, 767, 801
geoerzl ~, 70-Ba
internal -, 78, B4
particobar ~, 80-4

complement -
~ in clause sStTRCEUrRS, 143, 1G4
~ of preposition, 232
ellipsis of ~, 17212
repudiation of ~, 1319, 194-3
WH- ~, 212
complementarity, 283
complex {element}, 222, 234
conchusive, 263, 2667
conditional:
~ clause, 114, 213
~ connction, 259—G1
TUngruence, 313
conjunction {zs cchesive relation), Chapter §
{passim); 13, 303-4. JOR, 320-2, 336-R
~ and reference, 756, 226—7, 310, 321
~ and ssbstiteton, 2267
~ within the sentcnce, 233
roding of ~, 336-3
sxternal ~, 2464, 321
internal ~, 236, 2404, 321
meaning of ~, 320-2
types of ~, 238—g4
cenjunction, conjunctive (clement), 228,
ZI10-2
comutcave:
~ adjpmer, 228, 2363, 248
=~ expressions, 230-3
~ relations, 217, 238—44 (rabie}
censent, 208, 216
fonstitaency, z, 134
coneext of culture, 23
context of sinuation {see alse sitoation), 21,
33, 301
continuatives, 20771
cantradicrion, 206, 219
contrast {in substitution}, $2—-5, r22-3, 110,
307. 3145
contrastive {conjunctiony, 252—3, 293, 271
COLIVELsation, 127
converse, 28¢
cooriinstion, 223, 233, 312
coreference, coreferential, 3, 11-3, 2778
2814, JO6, 309, 1134
corrective iconpunchion}, 254—%
correlatives:
additive ~, 2445, 247
temparal ~, 283
FEafsire, 174-0
iminagve, 265, 267
cumuaiative, 371

de-emphasis, 249



dejotic:
~ in cllipgs, 155—9
~ ifs pomingl group, §0-3, 93, 147-53
comparative 3 ~ , 77, 30, 155--60
demonsirative a5 ~, 18, 1557, 231
nen-specific ~, 1354
personal as ~, $4-1, 137
specific ~, 1537, 300
delicacy of focus, 24
demonstratives, S7-76, 155-7, 230-2, 310G
dependent clause, 136, 168
determinsr, 45, 70, 100, I47, 1559, 300
{zble}
personsl a3 ~, 435, &4
demondrative as ~, $7—8
non=-specific ~, 1o0-1, 1579
spocific ~, 70-E, £00, t§5-7
dizlogue, 290
different, 78
disclaizner {10 question), 208, 213
discourse, discourse struciare, 10, 279, 288,
299, 3307
dismissai, dismistive, 254-6, 270
dissienilarity, 247, 250
do, does, &id, doing, done, 8, 01
do:
~ a3 general verb, 08, 1243
~ 2% substivute, 108, r12—33, 171-32
~ g3 hexdical verb, 124, 170-2
~ 15 pro~-verd, 12§-7, 211-32
~ g3 verbal operater, 137, 171
forms of ~ {mble), 120
do if, de that, do whai?, 1256, 212
do 3o, I16
sach, 155, E37-8
either, 155, 157-8
either . . . o7, 244
clbipsis, Chaprer 4 {passitn}; L4, I95-0,
a4-3. 3148, 3346
~ and substivution, 38-9, 62, 9§70, FI7-22,
142-6, 154, 199
~ in TESpONSes, I'T7—¢, IOI-2, 2Q2
clausal ~, 1g6-22%
toding of ~, 3346
lexical ~, 170-4, 102
meaning of ~, 3r4-8
nomxinz] ~ |, ry7-564, 211
OPLEAOL ~, 1744, ID2
refation between verbal and clawvsal -
165301
rostrictions on ~ , 302—3
wezbal ~ 18706
cisr, 30
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or ~, 45
embedding (we also rank shift), 34, 196
3X1-3
smphatic addiove, 246, 249
stdophora, endophoric, 13, 3108
~ comparetives, 78-80, Bai—¢
~ demonstratives, So-—72
=~ personals, $8-52
~ substitation, o006
=~ the, TE—4
epithet:
~ ig eilipsis, 16316
~ in pominal group, 40-3, 53, T§7-53
comparative as ~ , 76-7, Bo—1
equative claunse, 184, 165, 313
cxempiification, 248, 350
exophors, exopheric, 18, 33, 36, 305
~ ConEparatives, 79, By
~ demonstratives, 433, 63
~ ehipsis, T44, 161, 163, 166

~ substitntion, go, 128, 147
~ the 71,73
generalized ~, $3—4, 143
expericntial {component, srructure), 24, 29,
40, 113, T47, 238, 2401
exposition, 248, 230
external:
~ wdditive, 245, 249
~+ adwersstive, 250, 2555
~ causal, 257, 2601
~ COMMInCHOn, 240—4, 321
~ femporal, 2634, 266—7
face, 5=, T31-3, 221
comparative reference s ~, 79
demnonstrative reference to ~, 667
personal reftrence to A, $2—3, 221-3
sabstitution for ~, 107
Ecid, 22 16
Fnally, 263, 265
finite, hAnitenrss, 127, 67, I70-6, 180-1,
303,
~ and tense, $33—7, 190—I
~ in meodal cdemene, 197
presepposition of ~, 1802, 1923
first, 2634
Jor, 258
frequency, 2901
funcrional components, 36
Furthermore, 231, 238, 246, 349
geoder, 47
geoeral words, 274—7, 378, 2801
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given {and new), z7, 116 3256
demmonstrative as ~, 67
substinuge 25 ~, 110 I1E4

have {lexical, ‘possess ):
recogniton of ~, 171-3
sabstitntion for ~, 127
~ and operator, 201

he, Bim, bis, ¥, 44, 470, 288, 301

kead {in nomiml group), 30, 00, o2, 147-9.
I53-3%
ciassifier a3 ~ | 150
deictic 33 ~, 1$4-861
domonstrative as ~, 8, 526, 231
cpithet as ~, ¥63-6
BUmMErAtive 35 ~, 1513
PErsORAl as ~ , §5-8
substitute as ~, OO-Z, G435, G0

tread (in verbal group), 96, T12-1

hence, 2567

here, 37, 745

*here and niow™, 159, 284, 267

homopboric, 71, 71

hotesyer, 230-2, 255

hyponym, 285

hypotaxis, hypotactic, 36, 237
~ ia clause complex, 2224
presupposition and ~, 196
reported clause as ~, 278, 321

I, me, my, ming, 44, 489

ideational component, 26, 29

idenitity, 3134
~ and similarity, 39. 76
~ of teference, see coraference

if, 259

indirect {speech), 217
~ statemienc, 215-30
~ W H-question, 2178, 220-1
~ Y300 guestion, ZI18-, 230-%

information ;
~ focus, 12z, 153, 3116~7
~ StiCure, 27, I23. 266, 325-6
~ systems, 335-6
contrasive ~, I3, 307

instead, 230, 231, 238, 248

izternal:
~ additive, 243, 24950
A adversative, 2423, 2458
~ cansal, 257, 24067
~ mnjtxm’:tmn, 236, 2404
~ coBOnuative, 26871
™~ imi’oralc z83-5, 207

interpersonal {component, stTuCidg), 26, 29,
04, 238, 2401

~ meaning with generil nouns, 276
inonation §sec also wonic), 102, 116, 153,
i6i, 2€0—1, 271-3, 2E3, 325-9
i, its, 24, 47-8, 279, 301
its
~ referring o fact, 52
~ referring ro thing, 52
fcwcls {of language), 5, 3033, 318
feaical:
~ items, 274, 379-84, 28002
~ relations, 234, 31820
~ set, 274, 285
~ taxonomy, 27580
lexical cohesion, Chapeer & {passim}; 12, 296,
37820, 338
=~ and conjunction, 303-4
~ znd reference, 304~%
~ znd substtution, 280
coding of ~, 338
mezning of ~, 3318-20
jexicogrammmar, lexicogrammaticat, §, 200
300, 301, J06—R, 318
lingnisic system, §, 290, 303, 320
jogical (component, structure}, 26, 29, 39,
133, 147, 2334, 238, 220
man, 1746
mcaning {see also semantic), 5, 10, 26, 8g—go,
3
~ of cohesion, Chapter 7 {passim)
=~ of ellipsis, 2748
~ of lexical cohesion, 28380
~ of refarence, 308-14
~ of substitution, 307, 314~%
fart a5 ~s, 132
medivm (in clause structuce}, 120
modal block {(modal <¢lement in claase
structure), 193—4. 197
ellipsis of ~, 197201
modality, 135-6, 170, 1802, 208, 21g
presapposition of ~, 131, 781—2
modatized clause:
elliptical ~, 219
substitntion of ~, 1343
mode, 23, 26
modifier, 39, 9335, 14753
atticydinal ~, 276
defining and non~defining ~ , 65, 938,277
demonstrative 25 ~, 38, 626
pecsoral a3 ~, 456
mood: (3¢c aise modal block)
~ and refercnce, i
~ of reported clatise, I3, 217
presuppasition of ~, 162, 198



more, 30, BS
morphological venanbs, 291
narrztive, 50-1, 208, 327
near, e proximiy
acgative:
=~ form af additive, 2435, 248
~ form of conditiomal, 259
~ in verbal group, 17680
~ substitute 131
meiliaT, E55, 1578
nrither | . . nor, 244
new, 37, 67, 69, 116, 307, 3156, 3256
damonstrative as ~, 59
cilipoical itemn 25 ~, 152
substicute as ~, 116G
sext, 231, 23y, 261, 263, 267
no!
~ as "net s0', 137, 178, 2089
~ a3 detzEminer, 155, 157-8
nomipal group. 30-43, 113, 143—4 L4798,
4
rae, 1578
HoT, 117, 244-5
st s
~ 38 Ibstitote, r3i—do
~ in verbal growp, 1767
ad ...~ 245
~~ .. . 2ither, 24%
notation, 332, 33135
noun, 43, 43, 1473, 154
classes of ~, 274
COmMmMmOn -~ 43, 147, 2871
compoad ~ e
Cout ~, Q2 g7, 108
genersl ~ 103, 27482
mass, 9% T
meanEre ~ PGz
proper ~, 42, 147, 283
RIS
demonstrative ~, 57, 745
temaporal ~, 264
copdplative ~, 367
numbir, 44, 105
~ i demonstratives, Oz
~ in son-specific deistics, 1585
~ in partitives, 148
~ in substitutes, 9I-2, 56, 99
nomerii;
~ in nominal group, 40, 147
cardinasl ~ , oB—100, I53¥-2
ordinal ~ ., 1512
nUImETAtive
~ in ellipsis, 1613
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~ 1 nominal groty, 40-Z, GG, 14753,
163
COMPITATIVE a8 ~, 767
of tourse, 260
on the ether hand, 257, 352
one:
-~ 3% deferoiner, 96, 00—z
=~ a¢ cardinal numeral, 98100
= 2% Pro-nozn, roz-4
forms of =~ {takle), 106
wiee, ones {sabstituze}, eI1-105
one, ont’s {personal), 44, 46, 53, o8
suly, 241
DPERALor
ellipsis of ~, 1746
modal ~, 172, 1802
temporal ~, 171
verbal ~, 127, 170, 180-2, 152
Of, 2447, 248
‘of” redation, 233, 236, 218, 244, 235-7
ordinative {in nominal group), 163
ather, 780, 160
othrrwise, 250
paragraph, 1o, 206-7, 333
patataxis, paratactic, 232, 233, 237, 240
~ in claose complex, 2224
participant {roles in clansel, 210, 312, 235
partitve, 15380
passive, €1, 1823
no substitution in ~, 221, 199
person, 3B, 445
personls, 4357, 104, 300
polarity:
~ and sebstimarion, 133
~ in werbal greup, 167, 171, 17680
~ in yesino gestions, 219
clfiptical expression of ~, 208
marked ~, 179-Ro, 301
prosapposition of ~, 121, 196-80, 162-1
swritch of ~, 240
positive {polaricy), 176-80
marked ~, 171, 170-80, IDE, 201
possessives, 456, 34-3, 157
post-deictic, I59-01
postmodiher, 40, 147
predicgor:
~ in clause struconre, 154
premaodifier, 4G, 147
preposition, 228, 230-2, 291
prepositional group, 147, 233, 204
presuppesition, 3-g, 13, I7
~ gnd dependence, 223

~ aund neamess, 2235
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presupposition —contd

~ by eliipsis, 1426, 148-¢3, T5s5-62,
1646, T731—32, 1769, 1BI-2, E88&—g2,
2046

~: by reference, 6, 63-3, 82, 113
~ by substration, gz-5, 10312, F13-23,
1100
previous, 282, 266
pro-form, 103-4
Pronoun. 41, 45, 29
indefimte ~, 42, 103, 221
personal ~, 38, 42-4. 147
pro-noun, 103
oNnE 28 ~, 102—4
thing 2¢ ~, 103, 112
propositonal clernent {in cause), 19314, 197
etiapsis of ~, 197-201
pro-verb, [25-7
proximity {in dermonstratives), 18, X7, 8-
5%, 0%
proximity {of linpestic items), 285, 290
punctuation, 7, ST, 232, 324
purpose, 248, 26c
quatifier, 40, 03, 1479
pattitive ~, 1489, 1823
quantifier:
~> 0 nomina group, 49, 157
cemparative ~, 745, 8o
indefinite ~ | [f3-2
qucstion:
~ and answer, 20023, 1§
~ g, 176
echa ~, 214, 218
iodirecr ~, z17-9
nop—polar ~, see WH- ~
poler ~ , ¢ yesfao ~
WH- ~ 78, 10z, 108-9, 210~12
vesing ~, 1770, 101, 108, zo8-10
rank shift, 136, z231, 223, 225
~ of fact clause, 221
presupposition and ~ |, 166
realization, 2, 5, 203
Teason, 2456, 200
recoverable (and see given). 69, 72, 35, 135,
1445, 288, 3023, 3254
reduced forea:
article as ~, 101
contipuative as ~ 268
verbal operator as ~, 3115-6, 17080
eeference, Chaprer 2 {passim); 4. 80, 275-7,
308314, 3334
~ and comjunction, 756, 2267, 230—2
~ znd lexica cohesion, 278-84, 3044

~ and sabstirution, 88-90, 95, 123, 136,
145, 304-8
coding of ~, 333-4
comparative ~ , 1g, 7087, 243
demonstrative ~, 38, 5776
extended A, $2—3_ 667
meaning of ~ , 30814
personal ~, 18, 43-57
sitaationad and texrual o, 32, 304
refersnce item, 37, 44, 198, 230-1, 27¢. 277
2
vefasal 206, 216
register, 22-8, 14, 204
reitcration, 2789, 3130
rejoinder, z06-8
~ g command, 216
o {3 SAtsnent, 2146
GRCSHoNn ~, 214
repetition, 4, 278, 231-4
repoit, ¥3¥-3, 2212
reported clause:
cllipsis in ~, 232 27 22
subsritution of ~, 131—4¢
repudiation, 93
~ 18 cOnjunction, 2312
~ ip pominal zilipsis, 151-3, 138, 160,
1G4
~ i1 TESPONSES, 213, 218
~ in verbal ellinss, 1745, F76-g4
~ with do, 174, £1g-21. T30
~ with ens, 94-%
~ wwith same, 10%, FO7-§
reservation, 2711
raspactive, 250, 36T
response, 206
~ by statemeont, 198
~ taWH- question, £78, 191, 1639,
2302
~ to yesjpoo question, ITF9, 191, 168,
20810
direct ~, 206, 20812
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