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ABSTRACT

Yokoyama (1986) suggests that in Russian, the ordering of elements in an
utterance, reflects the transfer of non-propositional information, namely the speaker’s
subjective assessment of what is of ‘current concemn’ to the hearer. It is further suggested
that a speaker’s personal Empathy (degree of personal concem or identification toward a
discourse referent) will result in an imposition of constituents denoting High Empathy
referents into utterance-initial position, regardless of grammatical case. This position is
normally ‘reserved’ for elements of current concem to both interlocutors. Diminutives and
the interpersonal distance between interlocutors were identified as two features that generate
or inhibit a display of Empathy on the part of speakers. In appropriate contextual
circumstances, Empathy factors are claimed to be stronger than grammatical relations in
determining word order.

An experiment was devised in order to test this claim. Contexts were created in
which high-degree diminutives and close interpersonal relationships between interlocutors
were featured, in order to operationalize speaker Empathy towards discourse referents in
Object/Patient position. Informants selected and uttered aloud responses from variants
supplied. Variants reflecting Empathy would be Object-initial, directly opposing
grammatical orders. Results revealed that adherence to canonical grammatical arrangements
dominate Empathy considerations. Patterned response choices among informants indicated
that groups of subjects respond differently to Empathy stimulus. Refinements need to be
made to the Empathy theory within Yokoyama'’s model. Verbs must be granted a more
distinctive role. The Empathy strategy should be investigated further from a perspective of

expressive intonation.
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CHAPTER ONE
Introduction

Russian is normally considered to be a free word order language. Deep case
relationships are marked by inflectional desinences in surface realizations, thus the relative
ordering of sentence constituents can vary, producing a set of acceptable utterances that all
convey the same propositional information. Olga Yokoyama (1986) suggests that in
Russian the relative ordering of elements in an utterance reflects the transfer of non-
propositional (connotative/unintended) information, namely the speaker’s subjective
assessment of the discourse situation (assessment of what is communicatively relevant
and/or of ‘current concern’ to the hearer).

To account for this discourse phenomenon, Yokoyama developed a Transactional
Discourse Model, by which an informational exchange between two interlocutors is
represented in terms of ‘relocation’ of knowledge, both ‘cognitive’
(informational/propositional) and ‘non-cognitive’ (metinformational/non-propositional).
The two main distinguishing features of the model are the notions of ‘locations of
knowledge’ and ‘assessment’. The model operates on the principle that utterances are
organized with respect to where particular informational items (utterance constituents) are
located in the consciousness of the addresser and the addressee respectively at a particular
point in discourse, relative to one another, within the sum of the knowledge possessed by
interlocutors. Locations of knowledge are determined by the extent to which utterance
constituents are considered to be of ‘current concem’ to both speakers and hearers and are
arrived at through speaker ‘assessment’.

When applied to Russian, Yokoyama observed a regularity in the order of
constituents in discourse-initial utterances uttered with ‘neutral’ intonation. ‘Acceptable’
linear arrangements are those in which knowledge items are ordered from left to right,
starting with those that are of shared ‘current concern’ (are of concern to both
interlocutors), followed by those that are of less concern to the hearer, in turn followed by
those that are unknown to the hearer. The linear arrangements resulting from this prediction
are deemed “acceptable’ although they do not realize any consistent grammatical case
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organization. The word orders that are predicted by the model are based primarily on the

consideration of pragmatic ‘assessment’ and ‘knowledge location’ factors and intonation,
though the interference from grammatical relations is also taken into account.

Having hypothesized that utterances in Russian are organized linearly according to
locations of knowledge that have been determined by speaker assessment, Yokoyama
develops further the notion that other subjective speaker-oriented knowledge, namely
speaker attitude, can be conveyed by word order. Yokoyama draws on Kuno and
Kaburaki’s concept of Empathy, suggesting that the speaker can identify with and show
personal concern for discourse referents. Kuno and Kaburaki (1977) and Kuno (1976,
1987) explain the concept of Empathy in terms of the amount of identification the speaker
has toward a particular discourse referent (or referents), that is, the individual(s) who
participate in the event s/he talks about in an utterance. They liken it to a particular camera
angle, or vantage point from which the speaker relates the event.

Yokoyama notes that in Russian, speaker Empathy further interacts with linear
order predictions derived from the Transactional Discourse Model, essentially by
prompting a change in the location of knowledge of the discourse referent that is the object
of a speaker’s Empathy, a change that is not realized if knowledge locations have been
determined ‘objectively’. It is thus proposed that the manifestation of speaker Empathy in
Russian results in a preposing (more specifically, an imposition arising from speaker
misassessment) of those referent constituents most empathized with, into the utterance-
initial knowledge intersection. This intersection is normally ‘reserved’ for elements of
current concern to both of the discourse participants just prior to the utterance (in discourse-
initial utterances, this intersection consisting normally of deictic elements (I, you, here,
now}). Again, the resulting utterances are deemed ‘acceptable’ although this order does not
reflect any consistent grammatical case organization pattern.

A speaker may empathize with one or another referent of a narrated event for
various reasons. One may have a close relationship with, or may feel actual emotional
concern, tenderness or closeness towards the referent. Participants for whom the speaker
has a rather high degree of concern, are typically animate.

Russian is rich in diminutives - lexical items that encode (by means of suifixes and



multiple suffix combinations) such emotional-expressive nuances of speaker attitude as
endearment, tendemess, familiarity, as well as irony, scom, etc. Diminutives can also
represent various degrees of subjective meaning, usually becoming more emphatic and
more emotive as additional suffixes are added.

A justification for imposition, Yokoyama claims, is therefore already encoded into
diminutives. They inherently possess ‘High Empathy,” and are therefore more likely to be
impositionally preposed into the utterance-initial knowledge intersection (that normally
contains only those items of current concemn to both discourse participants). The imposition
of High Empathy items however, is not obligatory, and Yokoyama suggests that it is
primarily the interpersonal distance (politeness, appropriateness) between interlocutors that
allows or inhibits the subjective display of a speaker’s personal Empathy. In instances
where Empathy impositions do not occur therefore, canonical grammatical ordering
strategies (in particular, the tendency to place Subjects/Agents before Objects/Patients) are
claimed to condition the order of utterance-constituents.

This thesis therefore attempts to determine the extent to which word order in
discourse-initial voluntary statements in Russian is affected by speaker Empathy, within the
theory of discourse transactions as proposed by Yokoyama (1986). Yokoyama claims that
in appropriate contextual circumstances, Empathy factors are stronger than grammatical
relations in determining the order of elements in discourse-initial voluntary referential
statements in Russian.

An experiment was devised in order to test this claim. Various two-part contexts
were created. Contextual and lexical variables that condition the Empathy status of
discourse referents were intentionally changed between the first and second parts of each
context. This alternation was realized by adjusting two features: the diminutive degree used
to refer to the discourse referent and the interpersonal distance between interlocutors.

The first part of each context therefore (featuring a close interpersonal distance
between the speaker and hearer, and implementing a high degree diminutive to refer to the
discourse referent in Object/Patient position) reflects circumstances equivalent to those
Yokoyama proposes, and, we predict, will result in Empathy-conditioned word order
selections. The second portion of each context employs lesser-degree diminutives to refer
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to the same Object/Patient discourse referent, and features a greater interpersonal distance

between interlocutors. We predict that in this case, word order selections will be
conditioned by grammatical ordering strategies.

The diminutive altemation was purposely and invariably carried out on the
Object/Patient discourse referent. If Empathy proves to be operational and the referent is
imposed accordingly (into utterance-initial position), the resulting orders would be in direct
opposition to more basic grammatical arrangements that linearly place Subjects/Agents
before Objects/Patients. We cannot verify Empathy as an ordering strategy if we direct the
speaker’s Empathy toward the Subject/Agent discourse referent, as Subjects/Agents would
claim utterance-initial position regardless of whether it is the Empathy or the Grammatical
SO theory which is operational.

If Yokoyama'’s claims about diminutives operationalizing personal Empathy, as
well as interpersonal distance either allowing or inhibiting a display of personal Empathy,
are valid, we can expect a regularity to be seen between the two parts of each target context.
We predict that Empathy-conditioned word order selections will be made when a high-
degree diminutive is used, and interpersonal distance between interlocutors is small.
Conversely, grammatically-motivated word order selections are expected where lesser-
degree diminutives are used and where interpersonal distance between interlocutors is
greater. The experiment attempts to determine the extent to which word order is conditioned
by speaker-oriented Empathy factors, and if ordering strategies motivated by personal
Empathy do in fact dominate grammatically-motivated ordering strategies.



CHAPTER TWO
Empathy and Word Order

2.0.0 Yokoyama’s Transactional Discourse Model

Yokoyama in 1986 published a Transactional Discourse Model (hereafter TDM)
which, she suggested, serves as a workable framework to represent the transfer of
knowledge between participants in informational discourse. In particular, the model
captures certain fine distinctions that are inherently involved in any transfer of knowledge;
in any informational communicative act, knowledge is transferred both in a denotative
(intended) and a connotative (unintended) manner. Although other discourse concepts may
already be said to explain the transfer of connotative knowledge (such as the given/new,
theme/rheme, topic/comment functional dichotomies), Yokoyama maintains that the TDM
provides a system whereby knowledge can be defined unambiguously in terms of
‘locations of knowledge’ within the larger sets of knowledge possessed by interlocutors.
Only when workable definitions of the locational ‘status’ of knowlege items have been
determined, Yokoyama believes, can one begin to examine the way in which that
knowledge is encoded on a linguistic level, and in particular, the means by which the
‘unintended’ transfer of knowledge is carried out.

Some of the types of knowledge available for transfer are highly dependent on the
‘subjectivity’ of the speaker (the speaker’s assessment of relevance, imposition of speaker
attitude), and are thus not necessarily encoded ‘grammatically’ into every utterance, though
they may be encoded ‘pragmatically’. It is Yokoyama's claim that within the regularized
system of the TDM, the pragmatic transfer of subjectively-determined knowledge becomes
apparent.

Yokoyama proposes that in Russian, the connotative transfer of pragmatically-
oriented knowledge, such as a speaker’s personal Empathy, is conveyed by word order.
She employs the TDM in her development of a linear ordering rule that predicts the
arrangement of elements in Russian utterances according to location of knowledge. In this
chapter, the components of the TDM will be examined in general, then with respect to the
manner by which Yokoyama proposes it accounts for the linear arrangement of discourse-



6
initial utterances in Russian (taking intonational factors into consideration). The concept of

Empathy will be discussed, with particular attention to lexical choice and interpersonal
distance, auxiliary features which are claimed to promote or inhibit the realization of
speaker Empathy. The linear arrangement of utterances will then be re-examined in light of
the proposed interaction of personal Empathy and related features.

2.1.0 Components
Yokoyama’s TDM (1986) represents an informational discourse exchange in terms
of the ‘relocation’ of knowledge between interlocutors. The main components of the model

are sets A and B and their respective subsets C3 and Cp.1 A and B represent the sum of all

the knowledge possessed by speaker (A) and hearer (B) respectively. Because individuals
cannot concern themselves with all the knowledge they possess simultaneously, subsets Ca

and Cp, represent those “matters of current concern” to A and B respectively. In essence

these are particular matters that the speaker and hearer are thinking about, or are concemed
with at any point during a discourse exchange, or prior to the onset of discourse.
Knowledge sets A and B necessarily overlap (even if interlocutors A and B are physically
removed from one another), since there is always some knowledge shared by human
individuals (consider encyclopaedic knowledge of the world). Knowledge areas A-B and
B-A therefore contain the knowledge that is not shared: items possessed only by A, and
only by B respectively. The sets of current concern C3 and Cp must at least partially
intersect in order to initiate a discourse exchange. The goal of a specific iinguistic
interchange then becomes to effectively bring about a greater overlap of C3 and Cp. In
other words, A wants essentially to replace B’s matters of current concemn with his/her
own. Following a successful discourse transaction therefore, the speaker’s matters of
current concern become (for a moment, at least) also what are of concern to B; sets Ca and

Cp merge completely.

1Y okoyama represents the speaker’s and hearer’s knowledge spheres and intersections thereof using a Venn
diagram. (See Figure 2.1.)



Figure 2.1 The intersection of speaker’s (A) and hearer’s (B) knowledge sets2:

2.1.1 Metinformational and Informational Knowledge

There are essentially two main kinds of knowledge that constitute the larger
knowledge intersections and areas of sets A and B. Yokoyama distinguishes
“metinformational knowledge” as that which “primarily constitutes the means one needs to
obtain or impart information,” from “informational knowledge,” which concerns “objects
and events”, and is “unrglated to the communication process.” (1986:13)

Metinformational knowledge consists of two types, both “knowledge of the CODE”
and “knowledge of the discourse situation.” Possessing knowledge of the CODE means an
interlocutor has sufficient linguistic means (has general knowledge of the lexicon and is
able to apply knowledge of linguistic rules of a particular language) enabling her/him to
satisfactorily decode sentences and process and interpret their meaning. Knowledge of the
discourse situation is defined as “the knowledge of the content and state of the
interlocutor’s set of current concern in relation to the speaker’s set of knowledge and the
matter of current concem” (1986:15). This type of knowledge characterizes the speaker’s
assessment of what is relevant to the hearer (what items are likely to be in the hearer’s

2 Diagram from Yokoyama (1986:5).
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knowledge set). We will return to knowledge of the discourse situation in section 2.1.4

below.

Yokoyama outlines five types of informational knowledge: propositional,
specificational, referential, existential and predicational. Propositional knowledge is defined
as “the speaker’s belief in the truth of ‘bare’ propositions that do not yet contain specific
terms but have specific predicates” (1986:11).

(1) Someone bought something.

(2) Someone went somewhere.

Specificational knowledge is “the knowledge that enables the speaker to replace the
unspecified terms in such propositions with specific terms” (1986:11).

(3) Sammy bought a coat.

(4) Mr. Unger went to Leduc.

A speaker can be said to possess referential knowledge if s/he is able to correlate a set of
unique and ‘subjective’ features (features which are determined to belong to the referent
from the point of view of that particular speaker) with a real-world referent (which may or
may not actually match those characteristics). As far as the speaker is able to say “I know
Mr. Unger” (as in 4 above), in that they can use the title and proper noun {Mr. Unger} to
refer to that subjectively-determined set of features that the speaker deems correspond with
real-world entity {Mr. Unger}, that speaker can be said to possess referential knowledge of
{Mr. Unger}. Another speaker for example may assign completely different features to
{Mr. Unger}, although they both share this referential knowledge.

Referential knowledge corresponds to knowledge of the CODE as discussed above.
General knowledge of the lexicon of a particular language would enable a speaker to
provide a general ‘dictionary’-type definition of an object or event (for example “T know
what a coat is” indicates nothing more than ‘I’ know the meaning of that word - I
understand the linguistic code and am able to provide basic definitions for words of my
language). For example, in utterance (3), the knowledge {a coat} is specificational, though
not referential, in that the speaker is not referring to a particular coat with particular features
that s/he believes match ‘real-world’ entity of a particular coat. The addressee’s knowledge
of the CODE would be sufficient in interpreting the meaning of the utterance, whereas if the



speaker said “Sammy bought the coat”, the hearer would have to possess referential
knowledge of the particular coat that the speaker must be referring to.) Referential
knowledge enables the speaker to provide this same type of “definition’, though the
definition need only satisfy the speaker’s own subjective judgment about what set of
features can be matched by the term of reference to the actual referent.

Propositional, specificational and referential all imply the two other types of
informational knowledge: existential and predicational. These two types of knowledge are
part of every individuals’ knowledge set, as far as we can agree with such general notions
as “things and beings exist, events occur to things and living beings, and living beings
cause things to happen” (1986:12). In specified propositions (3) and (4) above, existential
and predicational knowledge are implied, as far as we can assume from (4) that {Mr.
Unger} exists, and {Leduc} exists (existential knowledge). If unspecified, the existential
knowledge remains, (where ‘somebody’ [person exists] who went ‘somewhere’ [location
exists]) as does the predicational knowledge (minimal knowledge that some unspecified
event occurred).

2.1.2 Discourse Conditions

Certain conditions must be met in order for discourse to take place. Firstly,
interlocutors must actually be “willing to engage in discourse”. Discourse is normally a
cooperative process, particularly when the goal of communication (as in informational
exchanges) is to obtain or transfer (presumably) meaningful knowledge. In this sense,
interlocutors must cooperate in order to aid each other in the communication process and to
successfully and mutually reach their respective communicative goals. Any utterance
therefore (between reasonably rational individuals) should comply at least in some minimal
way with the ‘Cooperative Principle’ as outlined by Grice (1975):

“Make your conversational contribution such as is required, at the stage at

which it occurs by the accepted purpose or direction of the talk exchange in
which you are engaged.” (1975:45)

A second prerequisite for beginning a discourse requires that the knowledge areas
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Ca and Cp intersect (that CaCp not be a null-set). In other words, there must be some

knowledge items shared by interlocutors in order to proceed with discourse. This
intersection is automatically created once the subsequent discourse conditions are met,
whereby {DEIXIS}, ‘knowledge of the discourse situation,” and a common linguistic code
are established as shared and become the elements that constitute the intersection itself. We

will discuss the contents of the Ca"Cp intersection below.

2.1.2.1 CanCp

The speaker and hearer must be aware of each other and the discourse environment
(though the interlocutors need not be physically accessible to one another; consider a
telephone exchange). This mutual knowledge is often brought about by non-linguistic

means, for example, through eye contact. This mutual knowledge suggests ‘pre-

linguistically’ that the possibility of discourse exists. This mutual awareness of each other
and of the discourse environment (both temporal and spatial/physical) essentially creates the

CanCp intersection, and is represented as { DEIXIS}.3

The speaker must make his/her best attempt to assess the discourse situation
adequately. The knowledge gained by the speaker through his/her subjective assessment is
metinformational knowledge called ‘knowledge of the discourse situation’. Although one
may argue that we are essentially free to utter anything we want to at any given time and to
anyone, regardless of what is likely of current concem to them, if the Cooperative Principle
is met, and the interlocutors are indeed willing to engage in discourse, the speaker then has
assumed the responsibility of trying to make the information exchange run smoothly.

Part of the speaker’s assessment involves establishing whether s/he and the
addressee share the linguistic CODE. Mutual knowledge of the CODE is in itself a
condition for a discourse exchange. Although technically the mutual knowledge of the
CODE cannot be established until something is uttered, (if the speaker has made a wrong

3 Yokoyama provides examples where prelinguistic awareness does not necessarily occur, but allows that
{DEIXIS} in C3nCp can be created simuitaneously with A’s utterance.
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assessment, the hearer may simply not understand and perhaps will not/cannot respond), in

the majority of situations, the speaker can rely on other extralinguistic knowledge to make
an accurate assessment (s’he may know the addressee, the addressee lives in the same
speech community, etc.). Once the CODE is established as shared, that knowledge which
was described as ‘mutual awareness of each other and the discourse environment’, or
{DEIXIS}, can be considered shared referential knowledge, represented as (I, you, here,

now}.

One other type of knowledge present in the CaCp intersection pre-discourse-

initially once the interlocutors have become aware of each other and of the discourse
situation is the minimal predicational knowledge | | P | . One of the interlocutors can ‘see’
that the other has some proposition to convey, but as yet, they only share unspecified
predicational knowledge of “it” (“the event or state of an unspecified proposition that was,
is or will be taking place or existing’).

Consider a pre-discourse situation between two strangers who we know speak the
same language. They share metinformational knowledge in that they have a common
linguistic code. They are aware of each other’s presence, as well as both the physical nature
of the discourse environment and of the time frame in which the discourse is/will be taking
place: the deictic elements. The hearer realizes that the speaker has some proposition to
impart to him/her, therefore they share the predicational knowledge | | P | |. These are the

items that constitute the CanCp knowledge intersection.

2.1.3 Discourse Motivations

Although the CaCy intersection has been created, and interlocutors seem willing
to engage in discourse, the speaker must presumably have some motive for initiating
discourse. We will be concemed only with an informational exchange, although these are
by no means the only purposeful discourse exchanges that take place.4

4 Yokoyama refers also to Jakobson’s “set for CONTACT, or in Malinowski’s terms PHATIC function,”
namely those exchanges which Jakobson (1960:24) suggested serve “..to establish, to prolong, or to
discontinue communication, to check whether the channel works.. to attract the attention of the interlocutor
or to confirm his continued attention.”
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The purpose of an informational exchange is to transfer those knowledge items into

the addressee’s knowledge set which the speaker assumes are not already there, and are
deemed by the speaker to presumably be informationally relevant and of some interest to
the addressee. Assuming that the interlocutors are observing the Cooperative Principle, the
speaker maust further satisfy two of Grice’s communicational Maxims, those of Quantity
and Relevance. Grice’s Maxim of Quantity requires that conversational “contributions” be
“as informative as is required (for the current purposes of the exchange)”, and that they are
not “more informative than is required” (both 1975:45). That is, to be more informative
than is required would likely mean that the speaker has provided information that the
addressee was already aware of. The Maxim of Relevance requires simply that the utterance
“be relevant” (1975:46). In accordance with the Cooperative Principle, it follows that the
responsibility of observing these Conversational Maxims lies both with the speaker and the
hearer. As far as the speaker is obligated to communicate only that information that is
missing from B, and that is relevant to B, hearer B in turn should be expected to assume
that A is in fact complying with the Maxims, and that A wouldn’t be communicating the
information unless A thought it would be both informative and relevant to B.

2.1.4 Assessment

The speaker’s primary motivation in an informational voluntary statement,
therefore, is to provide the hearer with information that is both not already known to the
hearer, and relevant to the hearer. The speaker is thus obligated to assess the current state
of the interlocutor’s knowledge sets and subsequently, those sets in relation to his/her own.
More precisely, in order to proceed with an informational transaction, the speaker must
attempt to determine what knowledge items are or are not located in B and if they do in fact
constitute a part of B’s knowledge, whether they are or are not in Cp. This type of
knowledge, acquired via assessment, is ‘metinformational’, and constitutes a major part of
what Yokoyama terms ‘knowledge of the discourse situation’.

This necessity, to take into consideration the ‘status’ of the interlocutor’s
knowledge, to determine what is important and relevant to the addressee at a particular
point in time, has also been addressed by Chafe (1976), who spoke of “temporary states of
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the addressee’s mind” (1976:28), stating that “language functions effectively only if the

speaker takes account of such states in the mind of the person he is talking to” (1976:27-
28).

If the speaker judges that an item is missing from B, s/he would be justified in
volunteering it, thereby satisfying the Maxim of Quantity.S The speaker must also consider
the degree of relevance his/her intended utterance will have for the addressee. The
speaker’s assessment of Cp, is helpful in establishing Relevance; if knowledge items A
wishes to impart to, or acquire from B, are those which B is currently thinking about, they
will likely be relevant to B.

The accuracy of speaker assessments is dependent on various factors. Firstly, it is
relatively easy to make an accurate assessment based on an interlocutor’s previous
statement. For example, if B has just said “My hamburger is under-cooked”, speaker A can
be reasonably certain about what items are currently in Cp. In the absence of prior
discourse however, (discourse-initially), the speaker often relies on various extralinguistic
signals. For example, a patron in a restaurant could logically assume that a question posed
to the waiter about the soup du jour would be relevant to B.

In discourse-initial situations such as these, the speaker can never be completely

certain as to the current state of Cp. Even if the most minimal CaNCp intersection exists

however, (the interlocutors are aware of each other, both seem willing to engage in
discourse, they share knowledge of the CODE), the speaker can often safely build an
utterance around those items that have been established as shared (though ‘pre-
linguistically’), namely { DEIXIS} and | | P | |. Hence the relative frequency with which
conversations are initiated and statements volunteered, that begin with “you”, or are built
around the other items in {DEIXIS} (Yokoyama:1986:47-48).

The amount of previously established mutual knowledge shared by A and B also
becomes an important factor affecting the accuracy of speaker’s assessments. The amount
of shared knowledge, in turn, is highly dependent on the proximity (personal/intellectual/
social) of the interlocutors. Factors such as the degree to which interlocutors’ life

5 Likewise, the speaker can justify a question by assuming that items missing from his/her knowledge set,
are in fact, present in B's.
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experiences, attitudes and prejudices coincide, the amount of previous discourse they have

engaged in, as well as the lack or abundance of similar interests and tastes, all influence the
interpersonal distance between interlocutors. As the proximity between interlocutors
increases, the area of overlap of A’s and B’s knowledge sets also increases. There is a
larger pool of previously-established shared knowledge, which the speaker, aware of this
interpersonal distance, can assess with much more precision.

Thus the success of informational discourse exchanges weighs heavily on
interlocutors’ knowledge of the discourse situation, and their respective abilities to assess
the state of each other’s knowledge set(s) in their entirety adequately and accurately. Not

only is the assessment of CaCp important to the utterance, but an adequate assessment of

the addressee’s entire knowledge set B (apart from Cp) extremely important, particularly in

determining what is in fact relevant and worthy of communicating. In particular, we are
concerned with discourse-initial statements that satisfy both the Maxims of Quantity and
Relevance. In such situations, the speaker essentially volunteers information, motivated by
the assumptions that the specified propositional knowledge is missing from the addressee’s
knowledge set, and is somehow relevant to the addressee.

2.1.5 Misassessment and Imposition

Regardless of how sensitive a speaker attempts to be in carefully balancing his/her
own communicational goals with consideration for what may be of current concern and
informationally relevant to the hearer, s/he can never be completely accurate in his/her
assessments, and understandably so, in that the speaker is essentially trying to evaluate the
status of the hearer’s consciousness.

Yokoyama claims that misassessments are of two types: A may assume that
something is part of Cp when it is actually located elsewhere in B’s knowledge set, or A
may assume that something is in B’s knowledge set which is not there at all. We are
concemned with the first type of misassessment, which Yokoyama calls an “imposition”,
occurring when “the speaker assumes that something that currently concerns the speaker
also concemns the addressee” (1986:60).
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We mentioned above that the hearer is also obliged, by the terms of the Cooperative

Principle, to assist the speaker in making discourse run smoothly. Yokoyama suggests that
in the case of misassessment, the hearer will respond with an “adjustment”, in essence,
assisting the speaker by communicating somehow that his/her assessment was misguided.
For example, if the speaker volunteers the discourse-initial statement “Lucy left for St.
Petersburg today”’, and the hearer in fact knows two individuals named Lucy, the addressee
may respond with an adjustment such as: “Which Lucy, Lucy Jones or Lucy Smith?”,
thereby supplying information about his/her knowledge sets, and requesting further
refinement of the terms.

Again, the interpersonal distance between interlocutors comes into play, but apart
from its role in affecting the accuracy of assessment, here it determines the relative freedom
with which the speaker can make impositions.

*...how presumptuous we allow ourselves to be with our interlocutors
depends on various psychological and sociological factors. Generally, the
closer we feel to the interlocutor, the less pertinent to his/her current matter
of concern our own matters of concern need to be in order for us to feel free

to impose them.” (1986:60)

In fact, any discourse-initial statement can be considered an imposition in its entirety, as far
as the speaker’s goal essentially is to shift B’s attention away from those items in Cp, and
onto those presently in Ca. Not all misassessments, however, require and result in
adjustments by the hearer. In the previous example regarding Lucy Jones and Lucy Smith,
the hearer had to straighten out the terms in order for discourse to proceed. If the hearer did
know of the particular Lucy that the speaker was referring to, Yokoyama claims that the
cooperative hearer makes a “‘silent, metinformational adjustment”, simply by accepting the

terms of Cj into the established, minimal content of C3Cp. This impositional statement,

therefore, would likely be accepted by the addressee without adjustment, particularly if the

interlocutors were fairly close.
Though an extreme example, consider the same statement “Lucy left for St.






