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CROSS-LANGUAGE STUDIES IN PRAGMATICS: IN'ERODQCPION

Most present-duy liu’g‘uists would agree with l.e(r(:h"f;[ (1983) ciaim .
that'we canoply really understand the nature of language’ if we umder-
stun(l pragmatics, which Leech equates with the study of lnngungc mul

in comumuicmiou For a definition of pragmatics: this is, however, too

C vague. Defining the.field of pragmatics 18 by no means an easy task, as

is very well illustrated by Levinson (1983). Particularly difficult seems
to be the druwing of digtinctions between semanties érpd pmgmmict. and
between pmgnmtich and gociolinguisties, if indeed sudx (listlnctiouh are sy,

necessary. lecch “sees the difference betwoen pragmatics gnd semanties

“in their different definitions of meaning: meaning in ,"pri\gmntlcs is

defined. rclntivc to the usc;' of l'nnguago. whereas in semantics it is
(loﬁncd purcly ag a property of expressions in a given languagle, in
ubqtructiou front particular situntions, speakers, or, hearers'. On the
same llum with l:coch's view, although more detailed, is Gazdar's (1979)
dcfiuitiou of pragmaticw, which is also the one that Ieviuson (1983:12)
favours: 'Pragmatics has s its toy&d thoqe aspects of the mcuning of
utterances’ which eannot be accougted f_or by ‘strmghtf()rwnrd refercnce
to the trufh conditions of the sentence uttcred. Put crudely: pragmatics
= meaning ® truth-conditions.' i

Although the above definition indicates where to draw the border-
lipe betweeri semantics and prngm‘utlcs'. it leaved open the question of .
the l)gr(lcrlinc at the other end, fe. l)ctween pragniatics and soclolin-
guisties. In what waytor to what cxtcnt qhould prugmutic studies take
into wnsideratiou purtlculnr situntlonsr spenkors. and hearhrs" One of
the possible definitions for pragmatics that Levinson (1883:24) considers
and which*he regur(}s’na the most popular one¢ is that prngmaiics is the
study of the ability of language uscrs to pair sentences with tfle .con~
texts in which they would be appropriate’. Such .a- definition cmf‘:s .
prngmutks to overlap with socioﬂnguisticq because appropriatdfless is
one of the agpects of communicatiyo wmpetcnu; as defined by Uymes

(1971). and communicative compz%uu be considered the object of

Y - ’
's?)ciolinguistic studics. ‘Moreove ould be sald that pragmatics, if

~ defined in tﬁie\wny. comes close th paycholinguis‘t{'c.n. Yet, there are

linguistic phenomquu which are explained ouly hailfway if we do not
conslder uleo their appropriateness for Lonwx‘ts ' ¢
Leech (1983) segms to be able to ovorcomc this definitional probiom

by distinguishing geheral pragmatics from pragmulinguistlcs nnq socio-

_pragmatics. General pragmatics is, according to him, concerndd with
* 'the. generak conditions of the communieative use of ‘language' and thus «
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fairly apstract type of study. Both pragmalmguistics and sociopragma-
tics deal with " concrote, language-specific phenomena: p'rugmalir\guisﬁcs .

considers what resources for conveying purtioular ilocutions- are found

i operate in ;litfct‘e‘nt cultures, in different sn‘ciul situutions. among
d fertnt social clagses, ete. This means, then, that we.have as it yyurc:
(il pu'xgmutic scale, one "ohd of which touches grammar (in the scnse:of
'stcdy of the dtruéture of lnnguugc) and the other nreproacheb sociol -
ogy. This also means  that thblc are phcnomcnn that can be called
pmgmuti( even though thcy remain close to the grammatical end_ of the
scale and others that are plugnmtic in Sp.}tc of their socnolinguishc bias.
ft-is also justified to carry out studies which t.ry to cover both the

grammatical and the sociolinguistic end of the scale, which adds to the

understanding of pragmatic phenomena,

'l'ho ftudies included in this volumc start from the grnmmutical_énd
of the pragmatic seale, and movo towards the ‘%Q('mlinguistic onc; most of
thcm. howtvar, stay closer tv the grummmi('nl end. They can_ all be
catled pragmatic on the strepggth of tllc definitions discussed above.
l)m(ho expressions, to which the dcmoustmtivo pronouns discussed in
the first paper belong, are a pragmatic pheuomonon par excellence for
they nro (()ll(.('lll(‘d with 'the (-n(odmg of many different uspccts of the

<1l(um$tnnccs smmundiug me utterance, within the» utterance - itself'

"(I.(-v,jnsou 1983:55). !’liui and E”,_'E{__'EY_YQ' which ar¢ compared 'in the

second paper, are typically items whose analysis d4s totally

using “traditional’ lingulst'iﬂc means but which have to be an

reforence to their function in «<ontexts, The p‘nrcnthctlculs discussed in

- the fourth paper, are gjmilar to please and ole hyvii ir‘i thnt they are

really unulyuublc only through their functions, but thch nnnlysis can

. remain fairly gclose to the grummatical end, However, in the treatment of .

the expressions of the directive speech uct; one has to go further
towards the ﬂmuolithc endy fe. their function cannot be explained

without nt least some consideration of the offu,t of certain sociul var«

"iables, as will be seen In the third paper. All the phcnon.nu discussed

in the following papers are, however, anchored in context and resist
pure truth-conditional analysis, '

The prugnhntic nuturc of the . phenomonn nmutiuncd above bccomca
cven clearer whcn wo try to u;mpnle them u('rmm languages, bccausn
the same, pmgmuti(- functlons can be grammntlcalllhd 77'\v:‘1y different
ways in different languages, - which® mcans that a séman co—synlpctlc

..
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. analysis does not offer sufficlent material for .a 'comparison. vl)lfferent

. féutures of the’ sltuatlon might be lmporlanl in decldlng whal cun bc
. expressed, should be expressod . or how somclhlng ought to be-ex-
pressed in different Iunguages. lt is on the basis of languagn~qpeclflc
-studies’ and the material yieMgd by them thatwwe cifi. 'bulld up sonie

ldea of just which aspects Zﬁ?ﬁﬂenlext of utterances are’ “likely in W

general to exert functional pressures on language’ (Levlnson 1983; 43) a
. General pragmatlcs in othcr words needs language speclflc materlal and
* Valso crgss-language comparlsons to formulate lts theories.. L.evinson. .
(1983:43) suggests that such studies would offer us a ‘discovery proce-
dure' for the relev-unt func%ons nf*enguage we could first consider _
those features of- conlext which are grammaticalized in some lapguages - -, .
! :and then proceed. lo see how other languages, without auch grammatlcali— . .

zations, cxpress the same functions, if at all. . .

Cross language eomparisons of pragmatlc phenomem} are lmportant

also ln other ways "1t is now ‘a generally ecknowledged fact that for the
: language learner - whéther a chijld acqulring his/her first languagé or a‘

second language le.arner - it l-s not? enough to acquire/learn grammatical -

coampetonce, fle. the ablllty to. produce and rowgnlz gramnfatlcnlly
‘. cox:redt 'sentences." but that their use in appropriate situyltions: has to be -
ieamtlncqulred ag well. As a matter of fact, 'pragmati mlstakes may be “
'more :Lrlou;; than errors made in grammar or pronunciation. for, -as '

Xy

'I‘homas «{1983) poln(‘s out, \mllve speakers make allowances for grammgti~

s

cal and’ pronunciation errors. whereas pragmatic errors make the speal(—.
era sound ‘boorish or lmpo}lte. partlcularly if . they are grammatically
_ fluent Pt‘agmﬂic errors’ can lead to derious mls)u‘dgements of the s,peak-
ers' personalities- und/or their lntentlons
. ' l’ollowlng the above meitiened division into pragmalingulatica and
soclo- pragmatlcstallures in" this area can be elther pragmaHlnguistic, or
. soclo- pragmatlc The difference is that pragmallngulstlc fallure is
caused. by differences in the llngulstlc encoding of pragmatlc {orcos.
soclp- magmatlc fallure stoms from the cross- cuRturally dlfferent per-
.wptl.ona of what nsmutes apprqwlate lingulstlc ‘behaviour’ (Thomas
‘. 1983:96). Both typs of.failure can, however, be due td mother tongue
interference or, pebhups we should say, interference from the 'native'
) culture in the ecase of soclo~pragmatlc falluro ‘When committing pragma-,."., .
) linguistic faQures tho foreign language loarners can be under the’
; erroneous asaumptlon “that the expression used for a particular function
4 in their mother tohguo is directly tlranalatable into the -foreign lf:n.-~
ERIC - 8
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guage. which is not necessarily the case. Socio-pragmatic failure in its
turn, might occur in cases in"which the expressions are grummu’ticu‘lly
and semantically cquivulont in the two languages but differ +in thﬁ‘ir
uppropriqtcnves,s for social situntions From this it follows that prugnmticg
.princnplcq should somehow be mcludcd in foreign languuge teachi .' ar,, .
as Thomas (1983:109) puts it ".;. we do a. grsx\vo diSSOI:\:] e Eseﬂ to-
those who are studying in the counttry of the target language} if we
cxpcct students mmply “to 'absorb' prugmntic norms  without- explicit
lonmalizahon Nor can '‘we nffo‘d to regard the! teadWing™of Q‘rngmu(.ic
npproprmtcncss as the deing on the gingerbreud - somcthing best left
_until complotc hrammutiun competence has bee }1 nttnmcd ' 1mg means,
then, that praunnhc mutters should: be mc]udcd in foreign language *
teaching fyom curly stages: onwar(ls, which m turn lca(l&)to thy need of
effectiver teachitng  materials AN this" area. Since, as was suggcstcd
above, a lot of prugrﬁutlo t‘nilurc can lyé attribufed tp mother, tongue
mtdrfmcncc it follows t{mt the planning of teachi hy - thcae\mqtter

necessitates cross- langudge comparisons hctw‘n the eother tongue and °
. )
»

» .. The followmg papers are all attempts t(v(.lnmfy some pwgmntic !

Pred

phenomena. by compﬂring;thvm between lnghqh and Finnish. 'jhcy are
problems which ,the wntor has been mtcre‘stgd in over the past few
years, without necesoanly fealizing at the outqct that they all huvc a
(,ommon pragmatic ,denominator md could thus' be Ybrought together .

un(lcr the ‘heading, of eross- language pragmatics. 'I‘,wy are not intended

“to be thorough investigations of the pragmati areys thcy deal with.

Rather, they cach pick .up some phenomena of "interest from a much.
wider area, the areas of speech acts, deixis, ctc, The fact that th'oy' all
remain fairly close "to the grammatical cnd of tho pragmatic scalg mak

the problems of methodology casfer to: BOlVO lf one were to go a

way to the soclolinguistic end of the %cale, 'thc need would arise for
lots of natural conversational data in both languages§, ‘whiéh woruld set 1
seripus limits to the possibilihcs that an individual researcher hns lt is 7 v
true; asa Fruscr, Rintell and Walters (1980:81) pdint out when discus—
sing the study of speech, nct realizations, {hat ‘the likehood is very,
very smill that ‘any prncticablm numbm' of observations will provide
cnough examples of  the same speech act withe the contextual vnrinblos
sufficfently controllul to permjt \satisfactory spéculation on t’heﬁ* sig~
nificance'. The focus of attentioh being on the lluguistic mgn{ls em-
ployed in exprussing pmgmnt(«: functions.'thtf data can be kept at the
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.J + level of a limited” number of texts (even texts constructed by ‘the ana-

'fyst).' fe. the. methodology can ‘be that follo'WL(l ‘in recent linguistics.
v . “This approach naturally gives only a. partial” view of ‘the phenoména.
LN pmtu.glnrl)(‘ﬂim.e para- and extralinguistic means of expression are left
out u}'iogcther It can, however, be argued that the phcnomena discugs- -
. ed m these papers are so many-sided and complex that it is cnough, as
a tm‘«st step to their wmparxson, to analyse the se/r:unticosyntnqtic medhs
uvmluble for théir rcaliultion v o .
The actual contrasting between the two languages is carned out in -
\three different ways. In the case of the directive speech act the start:
ing point is the tirective function iteelf, and both languages are ana-

\1yscd as to the diffefent means of realizing this function,’ The starting

. pmnt of the comparisonv of pleasc and ole hyvé are thesc items thcm—'

selves. which then are analysed t‘unctiomlly to sce whéther thcy reauy
can be considcrcd to be pragmatically equivalent ’ljhc same procedure.

’ vé followed in the case of the demonstratives. This can be done becausc

these are linguistic,items which give the imprcssion of beix\g eq\)ivalcnt ’

in the two lunguaﬁcs and are ofteri presented as such in dieJonarles

and _grammars. 'I‘hc discussion of parenthetddals. starts- from. English,
attempts at -an analysis of their fungctions and then proceeds to see what
possibmticq Pinnish has for expressing{the same fumtions . »

It can be hbpcd that even a partiai analysis of these pragmatic
phenomcna will givo some ideas and material for both general pragmatics

und the more. practical task.of teaching pragmatic principles, and that

perhaps these analyses will, mspife others to carry,out further investi-

gations in this contrastively most interesting area.

+
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" point out that 'instances of com_munication breakdown and misundcrgstand-.

Syocch acts  are undoubtodly the area of prugmutiw that has
aroused the greatest: interest, not ' opiy among linguists, but also among
philesophers, anthropologists, pqyphoiogmth and even literary critic
(el chinson 1983:228): The importence of speech. acts for formgn
lan ugt teuching is cmphasize(l for exampie by Jakoboviiu and Gordon

(1974) and Widdowson (1978), who in discus8ing ianguage use and its

significance for language ‘learning says that it 'has to do with r'dposi-
Y
tions and the acts they are used to perform'. It is thus not enough to

adquire the ability to. produco correct scntcnccs in a forcign ianguage. .

it is ulo.o ncccssary to attain the gbility to use them in effective commu-

nication, which nccessariiy includes /I{ne knowicdge of thcir spcech act
function. )

There are people who cinim that once you can produ('c corrcct

sentences in a foreign language their correct use &ii follow by itself,
there i8 no need for the- explicit- teaching of the spccch act functions of
sentences. This view is apparentl? based on the assumphon thatlthc
se'mantico~synmctic structure of uttcranccs alsqg ‘reveals their speech act
function, which ts not the case in what are calléd indirect spccch acts.
Thus it is easy to beiicvo Schmidt and Richards (1980:145) when they

~ ing among non-fluent users suggest that they frequently operate at the

surface structure level identifying propositional contcr’ where it is
marked directiy, by ic)(is and grammar but often missing indirectly
mnrkcd speech uct functions'

However. claims have been made about the universai nature of the
linguistic expressions -employed in exprcssing .various speech acts.

Fraser (1978:19), for ekampio. maintains that ‘the strategies for per-

forming iliocutionary acts, for conveying cffects such as the intention

~of politeness, conveying relative deference,’ and for mitigating the foree
_ _of the utterence arc cs ntially -thc same across. languages'. The term
: stratm is used by Fraser to mﬂan ‘a _particular choice of sentential

form "and meaning which the spcakcr employs in order- to perform the
intenrded act'. According to Fraser, cultures differ only in which strat-

. egles are considered appropriate ih a giten context, 'I‘his would mean
that in foreign iaup;uage learning 6ne would have tao learn onli'new

nttitudos to the appropriateness of strategies, but would - not have to
loarn "new stratogies. This would also gpean. that in contrasting speech
gets geross. inﬁgunges we would ondy ngcd to compare the- appropriate-
ness of stratogies, not the strategies themselves.

.
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It 'strategy’ is.tukc'n to mean, as Fraser '"(f)cs'. 'u_pi:rticulm- ph'(?lcc
X o of sententinl form tmd meaning', -the uuivcrsqlity -of speech act strate-
s bi(.b would suggost thut thg uttornnccs usod in réalizing a particulay
speeth act would be dilécétly translatable from one language to "'Ukhg,y
Schmidt and Richurd‘; 1980~ 140), howewar, point .out_ thut although all T
languages huvo per fmmmivo verbs and some of them muy be usoed fm‘ '
examplu to issuc directives, this ddds not mean that all directive formh
Vused for example in English Yhave literal tranblutidns which function in
the same way in all languagva’ Searte (1979. 50) also argues fthat 'the
. . standard formis of one lunguagc ml(rht not huvc the same spoech aCt.
potential when trauz,lutcd into enother language'. Thus, If we talk about
the universality of specch act stratefies, they have to.be phrased in ™
very ‘general terms (ef. Schmidt and Richards 1980:140). ‘Thercfore,
although we ¢an aspume that cmmin ‘basgic’ spcc(-h 9(1 types must be
universal - it° would be difficult to imagine a Ilanguage without the
possibility of issuing rcquests making asscrtinm/ or usmng Yuestions -
their actuul cxpmsslone are not noccasurily ‘iemum‘cully and syntacd
~ tleally cquivalent . This is. particularly the case ‘with® speech acts, such
gs dlrccﬁv:s:. whode expressions tcnd to bycoge conventionallized. Thoro
secris thus to be need for crous- lungunge. resomvh in the actual ways
'ot cxprossin[r speech acts, not only fin the appropristeness ol' thc
cxprem-xlmw in. QVou Lontexts . . ) . ‘
The" study reported in this paper is an nttcmpt to compurc the
conventionalized forms of - oxprcusing the directive dpecch act in Lnglish
. and Finnish, mainly from the poim df view, of their sententinl form:-and
content. An attempt is. g made to compare their appropriateness in .
contexts. The fucus‘isﬁzed' on the sentential form and content with
an awareness that such a view only partially clarifies the possibilitie§ of
oxpression since it neglocts features such as intonatlnn and parhl,ln-
guistlc means of expmssion. < . . >

< 5

Directives as Speoch Acts .o . ' ‘

An ccspential condition for any cuhirastive analysis. ls « deﬂnftion .
of the tortlum comparmlonia on which the comparison of lnngungos ls tg e
. be- corricd out. 'th¢ present' case this means a doﬂnlfltm of ‘ the
directive speech ac\ In this reqmct directlvus are ognior ‘than othor
speech net types in that thay seem.to ocdur’ inAall the taxonomios ‘BUg-
gested for speech ncts. The difficulty Arises when we oonulder on what
basia they should be defined. Austin .(1962) though,t Athat a clhsnlﬂcutlou S ]
of speech ucts (lllmuthimry nets) was p()s:ible_'_on the basls of‘.;_,mw ‘
B . “ e T ’ R
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formntlve varbs, such as usk, order, suggest, and that ulthough there -
are over a thousand such verbs in, for cxample, Bngllsh a few basic
types could be- distinguighed. Searle (1979:2) rvjccté Austin's classifi-
cation and warns againstfequating illocutiona ggn actd with illocutionm'y
verbs. bounuz-m the verts are language-specific whoreas illo(.utionury acts
are part of language in goneral, not of uny particular language. There- L
fore, '(llffm-qnces in illocutionary verbs are a good guide but by no
menhs , sure guido to differences i‘u illocutianary acts' and not a
suitable basis for o gcncnal classification, Searle's own suggestion for a’
taxonomy_is based on felicity conditions, ie. the conditlons that have to
be* fulfilled for the felicitous performance of a speech nct. His taxonomy
conglsts of five basle kinds of u(,g (1) ;opresenmtlves. which commit
the speaker to .the truth of the expressed proposition, (2) directiyes,
which are nttompts to make the hcarer do something, (3) commissives,
which (.ommit the speukor to some future action, €4) expressives, whiol
express N pquh()logi('nl ‘state, and (5) declarntions,p which cause imme-
diate changes in the state of affalrs., = ‘
The felicity conditions for directlves, according to Searle (1979),
are &ho‘ following: the propositibnal content condition is that the speaker

the speaker believes that the hearer is able to perform the l‘nct. thg
uincor'ity condition 1s that the speaKer wuhgs the hearer to \perform the
act, and the essential con(lmpn is that the uttﬂmnce counts :w an
attempt ?y the speaker to get the henror to porform the act. It is these
Loudlfior’thut James (1980) suggests should be taken as “the tertium
comparationis for a .cont astive analysis of this area, The problom with
this is, huvlcvor.~ that “Searle's definltions and taxonomy can be and
have been criticized. .Levinson (1983:240), for example, s of the
opinlon that Senrle's typology'.ia not even built en felicity’ conditions in
any systentatlc way and thus lacks 'a principled basis'. Edmondson's
(1981) criticism 18 very much like that Secarle himself directs to Austin's.
clnssiﬂcutiou. namely that it relies on existing lexical ltams that Searle
vssomlalm clussit‘ica tlloguttonary verbs, not sogments rof bolviour

Part of Bdmondson's critielsm concerns the fact - that tho wholu philo-
nuphioul uppr'nch to specch acts overlooks their intornctlvo role, le,
that tho hearer's interpretation of the speaker's bohm‘our dotermines
what the, spuuk(ara behaviour 'counts as at that point in the ongolng

‘('ouvuruution' (Edmondson 1981 50) Others  have® mxpmnaml slmllur

opinions: for .example, Bach - und llarumh (1979) pnlnt out_ thet 'in

N -
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illocutionary g nct: is . communicativelyy successful if the spoznkcr'u flfocu- -
tonary inteption +is recognized Aﬂ! hoarer'. Franck (1981) also
gmphasizos the fact that definitions of speech acts that wre based on'}
the speanker's intentlons are not applieable to U'l(! analysis of real life
communi'(-:,ltiofl'. Thus, 'if one tries to apply speech act fa\bdls to natural
conversation it soon bocgmes obvious that the gecomplishment of those
speech acts typieally: ‘mentioned {n 8pcc;h act theory like requests,
pormissionsz offers, invitations and acceptations of focla cte,, is aA

"{lnt and finely: tuned nchluvon\ont of several speakers' (Frgnek 1981:

. heatgr!) are indirect means of achieving a goal and cven theit lhtc?{rm

227). )

The unalyqis of the qpcééh act value of utterances in real “life
u)mmuniuntion is made more cowimto(l by the poasibility ol" their being
indirect, ie. the proposttional content of the uttorun(‘v does not as such
suggost what s )(‘od; act is Intended to be |mrfornw(l 4he speanker suys

on¢ thing but means another. The hearer ICLogIllZCH the speoch act

value of the utterance by drawing conclusions, ndt only from what\t!

gpeaker has mﬂ(l'but‘ja]so from the speech situation, Thus the dif i
rence between direct “and indirect spuech acts ct( be defined as the
former boim, interpretable outside the. context, the latter being context-

tied! for their cBrrect understanding  (8ge eg. van der Auwera 1980) .

Therg are, however, people avho, Hke Leech (1983), do not ﬁgr;m).with )

the division of speech acts into direet™and indircet but pr®or to talk
fbout degrees of .diro.ctnoau pr indtreetness, According to lLeech
(1983:38)., even the moat '(li_m'(’.i‘- dpeech acts (like Switch on_ the
tation requires some inferencing fronf the part of. the hearer, Moredver,
in the case of dircetive specch acts rany of the indirect expressions
have beoome conventionalized, standard ways of expressing this speoch

. - . v
wet, such g interrogative sentcénces that ~seemingly inquire about the

hearar's ability to perform the act (Mouﬁﬂ_& the ﬂﬂlj/ M.
un(nu suolan?). In the case of such atandardized mgpr'csnluns. it myst
be true, as nnch and Harnish (1/9 :473) point dgut, that }h(‘ hanfn can
rocognizo the spenker's Aliocutionary lntum "just as immullmoly o8 if na
literal nluultlonnry et were belng parformed’,” that 'the idetitity of the
spaenkor's illocutionar “Intont is the first dangdidate to be urrivod at in
the process of inference’. Thus, If the aim {a, as it {8 in the prosont'
paper, to find out the conventioni! ways of oxprossing a ﬂpoodl sot,
there 'is no need for. mhking o distinotion botweeh direot and indireot
speoch acts.Y Yot, alhough indivectness us such in . univeranly the

f
v
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conventionalized Indirect expressions need not be and, consequently,

. therae is meed for a gross-language comparison.

Since the aim of this paper is not to carry ”{3‘ an analysis

conversatlon but to find out and compare the conventional ¢xpregslons

of the directive .{vuch act in Engllsh and Finnish, the intmuuiou,role

-of -the expressions is not essontial for the definition of the tertium

cpmp'nrutiou’&c. Instend, the comparison can be based on an intentional
definifion of the directive apeech act. Thus, the starting polnt coutd be
the, definition of (lirc‘ctivos given by Bnchluud Harnish (1079-'47)-
'directives expross thc speaker’s .attitude towprd same prospcctwc

action by the hearer' and ithey {sd\oxproﬂﬂ the speaker's lntcntion

(desire, wish) fhat his utterance or the attitude it éxpresses be taken

n‘sv(u) reason for the hearer to act'.

‘Directives, however, nr.(s a ‘very large (groﬁp of speech acts,»
purti'(.zulur'l'y if questions arec includq@d in them, as is doue by Searle.
'l'hoig {iplusion has mbt with criticism; Wunderlich (1979),, for example,
pointd ‘out that almost all eriterin that can be used speuk against their
inclusion. But wven with their exclusion many people have felt a need
for a subcategorization of (lire(:ti.vos’. Fraser (1978),' for example,
distingufshos six  subtypes on "the .basis of what 'sense’ in the hearer
the act appeals te. Thus, for "instance, requ‘nstin'{; appeals to the
hearer's sense of mutual un-op‘erutlon, whereas an appeal is directed
towagds the hearer's agnse of moral oblii;uti(m. Fraser himself oxpresnc.a
doubts about his subtypes and qulte rightly points out that senténces
oftén leave it open which type n‘f directive 18 meant; it is often virtu-
ally impossible to know to what ‘gense' In the heareir the utterance is
supposed to appenl. ' " ¥

Green (1975) offers another suggestion for the -division of d.l{ec~

tivgs, *based purtly on -soeinl, partly on linguistic criteria. The division

-_.isv"'*into orders, damnndsl"." requests, pieas.' and _suggemiuna; The giver

of4 un, order belleves that he/she "has authority and expects to be
obayed; an order bas. falling intonation and does hot admit the addition
af plpase. ' The glver of & donhd does not have any lnu(ltuﬂonnlizud
mltvhority or circumstantia]l power over the addrespee nnd nol as much
expoctation to be o\myod. A domnnd has fulling jntonn(ion and cannot
occur with “please. Ru(‘;uoq\s. as opposed to orders ‘and . demands, are
used lryysomeonu who has or who is acting as if he/she has no uuthor*
ity or powor to compel compliance and will not be (mragody a rofusal

1 4
nlthough oxpoots the roquunt to be gramed l(cquomu-also mply polite-

e
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ness, which ‘orders and demands do not, l.iuguiqticnlly they are - in

nglish - characterised by a ulightly riulng intonutlon whereas ordery
have dourly falling intonation. Réquests parmit tlm ‘addition of Please
and an if you will tag. Pleas in their turn contuin no real expectation
of being granted, have 4 slipfhtly rising intonution ‘and allow the addi-
tion of please. They are made from the positiop of subservience. Sug-

gestions do not show any special authority or subservience and the

speaker does not care much whether the. suggestion is carried out or '_

‘

not.
Green's suﬁqutégorlzntiou criterfa are more concrete that Fraser's.
Stilly {t is doubtful whether tliey are sufficient in recognising a par-
ticular nuhtypc in nctuul analysis of data. They seem to leave too many
}m)bluuw unanawered, For example, there are no linguist_ic differences
betwoen an ordor and a demand, the only difference being that in the

case of an order the speaker has authority and expects to be obeyed

wlmrouu in the case of a demand hel/she has no real authority and the

oxp('vtutlous for being obeyed are smp.llc Furthermore, Green does not
mention whether one criterjon is enough- or whether all criterin lmve to

be fulfilled If an utterance is to account for example us .n request. Or,

does the fact Nt an imperative sentence allows the addition of please .

in some context, although it has not been used, make the sentence

functi 8 u'requmt" It is tlikely that muvh more than some c¢lear

llnguiatlc signs enter into play in actual speech -gituntions, for ekample

" such ‘parn- and oxtralinguistic factors as the general tone of votce .and

nclnl expressiona.

The relative statuses of the participants are cven less clear indi-

cufotu of subtypes than gre tho linguistic criteria. In situations jn

which the partlcipunts have unequal ‘institutionalized' social statuses the

use A& request instead of an- or(lor or a demand, without this making

his/hor position orie of subservience. \If the stntus‘s of the participants
are equal, on what basis can we sny that one assumes an authoritative
status and issues a command or assumes a aubuurvhnt posftion and
makos a request? The difficulty, in other words, s In knowfng what
ussumptlona thu spmnkur has madg”ubout thelr atatuses.

It uuoms. then,. that no 1@!}0 crltcria oxint for a division of

" directive speech acts,. at least not ,one that would be usable for con-

"trastive ahalysis, because the cmorla auggestod are either too vaguo ar
rely on language spdeific Mngulnuc foatures (eg. Creun's critorla con-
" corning intonation and ®the nd(lluon of please). In the typn of oroms-

17

. person with highor status can act as If he/she, had no authority and .
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language comparison envisaged here it is therefore better simply to look
“for the oxprcsﬁous of the dlroctiw» speech act in gonoral .without
-nttomptlng any subeategorization. '

The subsoquent attempt at a (.omparison of the expréssigns of the
dircotive speech act in Engnsh and Finntsh-then starts from_ls

. ing assumptions: . . .

follow~

(1) It is enough for a cross-language conllpurlson- of this type to
define the-speech acts on the b-nsls.of ,‘spenkor int.entiona. In the case
of directives, the speaker’s intention is to get the hearer to'do some-
thing, and we are looking for the expressions of this desire, wish.

(2) Instepd of s division of speech acts into direct and indirect -
'onos. it is more relevant to talk about difforo_nt' degrees of .'diroctn'oq's
or indirectness, particularly since- many of the 'indirect' expressions of
directives are so conyontionnlizod that thelr directive interpretation is
'the. first candidate t£> be m_'rived at in _the process of inference’ (Bach
and Hnmish 1979:173). .

(3) No division of the directive speech agts into subcategorios is
folt necessary, purticularly ine view .of the. fact that finding 'ml_iablo
criteria for such a division in two languages is very difficult. .

The first part of the following discussion concerns the séntontial
form and content of the expressions of the directive speech act in
Engﬂsh and Finnish. The division of the discussion follows the tradi-
tional division into three basic sgntence types: imperative, interrogative

- and declarative, which nlWﬁq;oxpresslng directives in both
languages. The procedure followed is like the one suggested by James
(1980): lists of possible realizations have been worked out on the basly -
'of the tertium comparationih. Additiona) materlal has been collected from

" the scripts of & British TV soerial ‘and those of somé Finnish radio plays
a8 wolt as a couple of plnys in both languages. This data has beeh
supplomoutod by materinl found in studies on speech acts and mntoriul :
heard in real life cohversations. Resorting to ‘duta of this kind s

7' naturally not the ideal npémuch for ‘convarsationa pmduodd by a

playwright are uot lwcessnrily a strntog’lo research site for the under-
stunding of natura) convorsation' (l.abov and Fanahel 1977:350). The
ideal would of course be to ¢ollect recorded -data of real life conversa-
tions in both lnngungos. ‘But to guatanteo that nl.l the possible expres-

, wlons oowur in the m“.orlnl the data should be very extensive. The
- mntorlal collected s analysed llnguistlcally. paylng particular attentlon
o to the sentontial form, (he‘ polnrity of the sontonce (positive v-. nega-

L (18
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tive), expwuﬂions of modality, thv devices used for mitigution or en-
. forcement of the. ilh)cntionnry force,

AN R '
Expressions of the Dircetive Speech Act

Imperative sentences. - Imperative: sentences dre direct ways .of -

exprossing directives; the central function of an impo‘rmive sentence is,
that the speaker tries to get the hearer to undertake’ some action. Not
all imperative sentences can, however, be understood as requests for
action; this' is true for ex':xmblc of jokes, insults and proverbs. If the
speaker says to the listener, Drop dead, this cannof be taken us o
divective because 1t does nat fulfill the proconditions set for directives.
_N.or could wisheu'likc Have a nice t'rip! or conditionals likg"l‘hkc .one
glggg_s}tq;_)__u_xhl__l'll_gnoﬂ be understood as directives (Labov and Fanshel
1977). lLiowever, 'in the majority of cases an imper:ntive"s:nt(:nac is
intended and also interpreted, even without a cdntdxt{ a8 a (Urecti\{c

both in English and Finnish, N
Lngl'nh -has only one imperative form of the verb; Finnish has two
second poruon imperative forms, a singular and a plural one. The plural
form 48 naturally used when addressing more than one person but ulso
when addressing one person formally. The chouc of the plural form in
uddrcqsing one p(-rson indicates respect or n '-.ocml disfance between the
, speuke and the listener. Naturally there is,‘uthing polite in the plural
form itself but the socind rules require its use in situations tlat demand
manifestations of respect to the addressce, although at the present
these soclal rules seem to be very: uncertain and vary almost from
person. to person, purti(}:lurly among ym‘ngor generations.
' English hus the possibility of adding tlie auxiliary do to-an lmpor
" ative sentence’ (Do sit dowp!, RLLQOM!). of v'zhich Quirk ?t al .(1972.
406) say that®it ereates a persuadive or insistept imperative. As Finnish
has no formal equivalent of the I:nglish 'do. this type of an imperative
sentence is not possible in Finnish., Thé Finnish impvrativo sentence can,

be made more persuasive or insistent through the, addition of’ such

wordsg a8 toki, nyt, vaan, vain:.Tule nyt sishhn' is more pemunuive .

than Tule sisiidp! .
The force of an imperative sentence can be mitigated irr English by
adding the word plesse: Pleuse, sit down/Sit down pleasé. The addition

of please is said to rolr_xdar the imperative ventence more polite, m'ld."as
~wap mentipned sbove, it has been claimed that its addition is a sign of
the utterance being a request rather than n command. Ueukens (1978)
urg\ma that p_l_(_xg_s_ has a conditional meamng. that it is. a loxicalization

19 -




P : -/

of a conditional (eg. if you don't mind), ‘and that by iisihg it speuakers-
make the fulfilment of their requests depend on the (good)will' of the
- addressoo It would scem, however, that' pleuse couldWnlso be said to

25

have the function of muking the imperative sentence mdge porsistqnt
io be oquivnl(mt to the use ofsdo, as in the following example:

Oh please, just spare me’ this suddem impulse of paternal
instinet, )

n The Finnish oquiirai_ént of please is ole/olkaa hyvii, which in itseff
ig’ ‘an imperative form with the literal meaning of 'be good'. It can be.
added to an imperative sentence and renders the sentence more polite:

" Istu, ole hyvii/Ole hyvk ja istul The literal meaning of this expressiqn-
suggests that it, too, could be interpreted n;; an appeal to the address-

ee's (good)will. but in many cases it seems to be # mereé politeness
formula. '

The English imperative sentence ailnwr; the addition of a question—
'tag. either positive or nogative

Make sure that the Southampton police know about this, will
you? . _
.l"ox; ng on a minute, will _you?
Hoy put some more Ne in ‘my drink,- will you?
. . ) b4 ‘ .
The question-tag iq also a way of mitigating the force of an imperative,
it seems to bo the same kind of an appeal to the addressde's (good)will
as please. Finnish has no question-tag that dould be added to an impera
tive. Some kind:of question-tags in Finnish are expressions like eikd
totta and eiks niin but since they literally mean 'iim't'it true', they . -
cannot be added to an imperutivo sentence. In colloquial I«‘innish Jooko
can ‘be used as a kind of question-tag with imperatives og. Tule
ténne, jooko. . ) " ‘
Finnish, howgver, -has a device for ,mitigatjng the force of an
imperative in the form of the clitics -han/hén’ and <pas/pis (-pa/ph or
just -s in" colloquial speech): eg. Luehan eteenpsin,’ Arinahan mennh
nyt, Lues tuosts, Pidés nyt kerran suus Kiinni. It hes been suggosted
that -han/h#&n makes a directive more polite ‘and friendly (NyRysuomer _m.uomon

. sanskirja). Hakulinerf (1976), however, points out that the use of
-han/hén ‘is limited to - directives whose fulffiment is not absoluitely °

i | e
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necessary. Moreover, there is a soclal constraint.to its- use: it is poa—'

sible only if the .speaker and the nddressee are. closely acquainted or
the speaker's social status s hfgher than the addressée's (Karttunen
1876, according to Hakulinen '_1976). Similar considerations seem to apply
to -pas/pls as well. . . ; N
The English - imperatlvg sentence also allows the occugrence of the

subject you:

You look after ‘yourself. . .

These bottles, you get rtd of them. _ ¢

Well, you just crnwl over to the bar nnd make yourqolf a
drink. ' *

Sure ... e'mon ... you sit by me.

) v . . PR

Accordiug to Quirk et al (1972), theso are commands whith have an

admonitory or flnger wagging tone and frequently express irritation.

This does not scem to be true ln all cases howevgr. There is no finger-
wagging nor anythmg irritated in someone saying to the listenew: Sure.
. c'mon ... you sit by me. Sometimes this subject has the function of .

singling out the addressee or is a means of expressing contrast -('you, -

' not me'), as in the following dialogue: .

'd
A: Go answer the-door. A o
B: You answer it. . ’
A: Get to that door, you.

A

v

The first you could be sald to express the you-not-me-contrast whereas
in the second case you is a vocative. The' ‘vocative can be distlngulahed_
from the imperative subjeqt by the fact that it can _change its posltion

" in the sentence, which the subject cannot do. Another difference is in
" the intonation pattern when placed initially, the vocative has ‘a sepa-

rate tgnp-unit, which the .subject has not, it only has. an ordlnary
WOrdapas (Qulrk et al 1972:403). The lmperatho sentenco with a
subject ¢an also be easily confused with a declarative sentence with:you .
as ‘thé subjoct since thero 18 no difforence ‘in-the form- of the verb. ..
except in ‘the case of the ‘verb be (You be quiet!). Quirk ot al (1972:
404), howevior. point out that ‘it is the uhstmsaéd subject of the
statoment that distinguishes it formnlly from tho commmd. since the
subject .of a cogmmd is nlways stresnpd. evon if & pronoun'. 'I‘hc',
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‘function of the declarative sentoncea that can be confused with the
imperative ,sentences is that of an lnl_struction; for example street di-
rectionsg: You ;go up t.here until you reach the bridge, then you turn
right ... (Quirk et al 1972:404). Without knowing how the playwright

" has. meant the subject to be stressed it is lmbossib_ld*to know ‘whethen K

the following should be taken as an .imperative gent'encc or as a declara- -

.

“tive sentence functioning as an instruction:

. < A. 1 want my husband! I want a drink!
B. Well, you just crawl to the bar and make yourself one.
.y . - . . ’

. In Finnish this _di“lemma of whether a sentence .is imperative or
declarative do_q's fiot rise since the verb shows the. difference by gettlng'
a person suffix in a deelarative sentence. Besides, Finnish imperatiV_e'
sentences cannot have a subject, at lcast nat in the initial position:

* .
. ~Siné istu viereeni. §in# is possible, however, if it follows the verb:

.lstu sink viegeenlf_But this sind.-certainly singles out the addressee or

v

expresses a contrast (‘you and nobody else' or 'you but not me'): - -
. M .

Lue siné silli aikaa lehted kun miné kirjoitan témén loppuun.
(You r?ad the paper while I finish writing this.) - .

¥

Thus, the subject’in the Finmish imperative.senténce does not function ° .
in the same way it does in English. ' N '
Ay
Interrogative sentences. -'- Interrogative seritences are also a

common device used in expressing directiyes in both English and Finn-

ish. In English these 'whimperatives' contain a& modal auxiliary; a
¢ - . : . . ]
_ye_slno *question without a modal i8 not possible as s directive: Do you

' . check the drinks; pleagg'? The usual modals in whimpcrétive's ‘are will

and ‘can and their proterite forms would and could. Both positive and
negutive sentences are possible as is also the addition of please:

]

Y

Will you check the drinks, please? .
‘Would yon now go and register, please? ,
Could you put me through to Mrs Helen Milimoss, please? / . .
. Couldn't you try to seedt thdt way?

*

coe Rl
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Of the other modals mny'/mﬁht ¢annot occur in wmmb.erativna. neither .-
in positive nor .In negative form. Sentences like the following could not
be interpreted as diregtivos *

\" ) o . i‘
. ' May/might you close the window? . i
PR \ Mayn't/mightn't you clese the window? '

An exception to this rule are the. permission directives like May I have
my drink, pleasc?, _wﬁic_h look like requests fox_; permission to do ‘t;ome—
thing but can also }unétiqlx as requests for the listener to a’ct.. depend-~ .
. ing on the context. Interrogative sentences containing must, like Must
you close the window? function as h-device of gétting the addressee not i
to cm‘ry out something tha;o,he/she intendg to do. Thq negat.lve Mustn't
you close the window? couldt “Yossibly be taken as a directive. ie. the
speaker is making a request of information about the listener's obliga-
tion to pm'form thp act. Similar considorations apply to shou& and
shouldn't! Shauld - you .open the window? sug;ests that the addressee
should not perform the act, whereas Shouldn't &%u oLn the window?
suggests that he/she should perform the act specified in the sentence.
Shall and shan't on the other hand are not possible in whimperatives. ©
Ine Finnish the mo

verb voida ('can’) occurs,.frequently in
in the indicative or, more !‘requen;ly. in the

conditional form; both positive and negative forms are possible:
' . . . LN T

whimperatives, eith

Voitko ojentaa minulle tuon lehden? o !
(Can you glve me that paper?)

& ‘
. Volsitko yrittsk olla iham kunnolla? . - \
B . - (Could you try 1o behave yourself?)’ . ? .

~ Eksd vois kuiterikin puhua sillé?
- ;" (Couldn't you talk to him%) S
PMinnish has no mo;lnl- verb whose functioris could .be compared with
those of the English will. Although an English interrogative like  Will/ ’
“would you check the drinks? can be interproted-as an Inquiry sbout the
addressoc's willinignegs to carry out the act, yei-bs'like tahtos and
+ haluta (‘want, desire') in Finnish nre too strong as equivalents of !_l_llm
Since will is also an auxilary expressing futyrity, interrogatives #ith

N 4




will could algo be intorpreted us questions about a future uctlvlty of the
addressee used as dtl'éctlves. ‘In that case their equlvalents in Finnish
would be interrogdtives without any modal verb, with the verb either in
the indicative or conditional form: .
Tuletko nyt minun kanssani vihin katsomaan tiitd luokkaa?
(Vill you come with me now to look at this classrooni?)
Ja ajattelisitko vihén slté, mitd mind sanoin? - ;/\_ -
(And would you think a little bit of what 1 said?)

e ’ ' >
. L.

"The negative form also functions. as a directive, particularly if it is in
the conditional: ' - : ’ S

Etko tulisi minun kanssani kgtgomaah tﬁté luokkaan?

(Wouldn't you come with me to lo&k at this classroom?)

It is intefesting to note-that although the lnterrogatlvea are generally

milder, more. pollte as directives' than the lmperatlve, questlons like
Pﬂﬂsétkgs_ »qlaa sieltd? (Can you come down from there?), Menetkb_g_ slitét?
(Vill you go away?) can function in Finnish as very strong cqmman'd?.‘

almost like threats, which the. corresponding English sentences 'nevei'
could.. |n these cases, hou’ever, intonation .and the tone of voice play
an important part. .

Of the other Finnish modal verbs p_l_t___ and t_ﬂ_y_ty_ﬂ functlon very
much like thdr English counterparts must, shall/should: the posltlve
sentences. with these -verbs in the lndjcatfave' (eg. Pitiiko/tAytyyko
sinun sulkea ikkuna") function as attempts to make the addressee not to
carry out the’ act, whereas the” negative sentences, particularly if the
verb, is ip the conditional, can be interpreted as directive: :

N,

Eikb sinun pidé/pitaisi sulkea tuo.kkuna?
(Mustn't/shouldn't you close ‘that window?)

.

. N . . ..‘
It seems that also the positive form in the conditional could be a di-
rective,” particularly if the suffix -han/hén is added: ' '
. T T : ’ ) o, ..
Pithisikthén sinun sulken tuo ikkuna? ’ F*

"
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The Er{'gliéh.yhimpeyativos' with _\_V_i_!lLViQ_ll!d“&nd can/could allow the
addition of please. Ole hyvit, the Finnish equivalent of please, being an
Imperative - form, cannot naturally be added to whimperatives: 'Voisitko '
sulkea ikkunan, ole jyvi? does not souRd' natural. However, if the

whimpérative does not éor)t’nln'u-modal verb, it is- possible to add the
phrase olla hyvé in the interrogative form:

Olotko hyvé ja suljet ikkunan? ' - A
(literally: Will you be good and shut the &{d()w?)
. . "\

‘

This cannot be done if.the sentence contains .a modal v"erb:'Olisitk(;
hyva ja voisitko sulkea ikkynan? .

There are sonw furthor expressions involving the use of interroga- :
tive senten(‘os The speaker cpn inquire. about the addressee’s willing-
ness not only by using the modal will but also by employing main verbs
vxpreqsing willingness. such as like or care. together with the auxiliary

Would you like to join me?
Would you care to amplify that?
Woulgn't you care-to milplify. that?

In Finnish the corresponding int,errogativos with verbs like féuta and ’
very frequently viitsii are also used as directives: )
Viitsisitko sem'um tarkemmin?

_Etko viitsisi splittifi tarkemmin?

A usul way of expressing ‘o directive in\English is to ask what reason.
the addressee has for not performing the nct specified in the sentence: \ ;

.
E S

Why don't you shut up, you daft prat?
"'Loqk,"why dor’t you come and meet me in the pub?-

Thc oqulvalont sentence is possiblo a8 a diqtivu also ih Fiqnish al~
though this ntrategy ls not froquem in Finnish: : ) K

A ’
. . ’

o | | o A ' |
EMC ' - ! oo \ C ,
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Tuolla eteishallin takana on pieni huone nivan tyhjina, mikset
ota sité itsellesi? \‘ '

(There iIs an empty root bohu;d the hall, why (lnnt you take

I

it?)

Another type of interrogative sentence used as® a directive .in°

English is the idiomatic How about ...7" liow about closing the window?
Tn Finnish the correspondlng phrase could be Mitenkéi olisi jos .:.?,

which_ ¢an be. considered a stratcgi_c equivalent to the- English idiom: -

Mitenkﬁ olisi jos sulkislt' ikkunan? English also employs the interrogative

sentence type in whlch ‘the speaker asks if the addressee has anythlng
against performing the act. which is ,pompax'uble to inquiring about
his/her wmlngness_ this lnvolves the use of the verb- mind: . '
'} Do you mind not doing that? . R
- . Would you mlud taklng this to the post"‘ L !
The direct trqnhrti‘onal equivalent of this type of, lntérrogative would
‘be Olisiko sinulln_mitdin sith vastaan, ettd ..., which as a directive
would sound ironic or almost like.a joke:. Olisiko sihulla mithlin sité

vastaan, ettd veisit 'tlm&{i postiin?, ie. it is not a pra'gniatic equivt}lent'

of the English interrogative.

Declarative sentences. - Declarative seritences can ala;; function as
directives in both languages.. One of types of decluratives that ‘can be
used in this way is a sentence tllx’at'sim_ply states\a future act of the
adressee. In Eknglish this- normally requires t'\\)me of an auxiliary
denotlng futurity: in PFinnish the present tense form of the verb is
used, as it is the most normaf way of denotlng futurity~

23

You will get up quietly then.

You are just going to ask Mrs. Rlley to tell your sons ...
You will not say this! . v : J ’
Tind 'iltana siné otat puhcol'u;i hn holhousasian.

Kuule, yks juttu on gélva. St et endii jalallas astu sinne.
Lopetat., [lman irtisanomista. Otst loparit.

ERIC .y . * -
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"The force of this firm, domunding directive cun be rlitlgatod in Englk
through the addition ol‘ a question tag

¢
.o -

_Xpu v)i‘ll et {xp quletly. won't you?

S PRS-

ln Finnlsh this mitigating offect can bo achioved through the use of he
clitic -han/hiin:
. ==

. - ; A
oo . Nousethan' sitten ‘ﬁljaa ylos. v
o . 6o
- . Another way of expressing a directive which also involves the use *

of a declurative sentence is stating that the addressee has the dbliga-

tion to perform the gpct, which requires .the use of a modal vorﬁ indi-
cating necessity: ’

’

. — Yoy must tell_mo all'yo_u know.

' “You shall do as 1 sey. o

q You should make an honest woman of -her.

. ‘ o ) . e ’

In these sentencds the preterite form should makes the: illogutionary
force milder than must or ghall, so that the last sentence could be said
-~ to funcﬁon a8 a suggestion as. agoinst the commandlng or demanding
force of the two othqrs Finnish. exhibits the same posslbmties

| ‘Kuulehun. onslm}ﬁkin sinun tdytyy puhutollu opottajaasi
' : " kohtelinasti.

‘This senténce, 18- more ‘demanding than -the follow'lng. wt}lch; has tfle
conditlonal form-of the mditlal verb-tAytyy: '
v Y . Tt S
Sinuh thytyisi puhutella opettajaasi kohtglinasti.
. / . oo,
A sontence‘ in: which the sponker expresses his/her want or desire
for the futuyre act of the addressec is anothér typo of’ declarative .
. sentence usod #s a directivo speech uct. This involves in Bng]lnh a
, yerb like wept, wish or be grateful with the futuru ot uxpreand in an
. cmbmldlng~ v :




I want you .to look in the pig-skin brief-case, right?
1 wish you'd just get ouf and let me go on with my packing.
) I'd grateful if you'd leave the house. . Lo
- ., S
The Finnish material collected does: riot offer any examples of this' gy.pe'
of declarative sentence bolng used 'as a (limctivo. but there is no
reason why a want- utatomont could not function as‘a directive also in
Finnish. '_lho following are likely candidatos for dimctlvoa in Fi_nmsh..
: -
. Haluanlhaluaisin, etth katsot siité slannahkaisesta salkuuta
. _ Olisin kiitollinen, jos jattéisit minut rauhaan. ' ’
) w .
Cloarly directive ‘in their: spcech act fuucfion nre also declarative
sentences containing a pérformative verb , (eg. _q_q!c_ insfst), which
clearly indicates ;the illocutionary Jorce of tho sentence; ’
1 nsk—you nll to raise your glusaos and.drink to the-heaith of
Jennifor and Edward.
Mutta sen vaadin, ettd taméin illan kuluesss holdat valmiiksl
puhutut asfat. - ~ L B

In both langungos the porformntivo verb  can be pmcoded By a modal
verb, ‘which impllos that the speaker feols ‘under the obllgatlon to

require gomothlng from the hearer: _ .
I must lnslst that you stay in bed ,
/ " 'Niin ett& minun tﬂytyy nyt &odolla pyytas, ettottc endd tulo-

tdnne,

y
\

[nu(’o!nnlsh the dtrective speech act'o.an be expressed by using a
conditional clause withouty a main clause, a posgibility that does not
exist in Engllah: y :

Mutta jos nyt sitton volsitte hommata Arin sina ammulla
o kouluun, | : .
(literally: 'But {f you could soe to it that Ard gotn to ayhool

in tha mornlngs. vy

-
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‘type that is declata

“dus koottaisit nyt olla ollwin micamﬁixcsti jo rupeaisit

yrittdmdiin, <
(morully~ 'If you gud try to behave Hke o man and begin
- to make dn uff(n't 1) . e

l.“ ‘s

It 18 diffienlt to explat the semantic content of this scntm'mu_ typo. it
could perhaps be considered an clliptical sentence in which the main
clause has been deleted. The underlylng ma in clause could be something
like 'It would pleuso me/HFd be gratefult, ln which case the sentence
tould be descitbed )15 a Bdtatement of the spmlkbr"u pleasure if the

addressee will porfovm the act.” Another version of this type of diroc-

.T}vc is a sontence like l.ngl jos_ koottaisit olla kunnolla, wherc.onti

means something like 'How about?! .

Finnish has yet apother expression usaed for lh('r directive speech

act which is not easily explaineble either s This is o declarative sembn(‘u

with a conditional form of the verb but without bubjcct (the secorrd

person is expressod in the persenal-suffix ot the verb: ’
.

/
Ottaisit nyt edes jalat pois pdydiitii,
(‘take-conditional-you now at least your feet off the table")

n ) »

‘1

Siellh on vield se rivitalo myymiitté. Ottaisit sen.
“(There's that row-house still unsold. 'tako—oun:litmyou L}')
It is noteworthy that if a subject is” added to~these sentences, th
cease to be dxprossions of directive; thus, Sinad ottaisit son
taKe it') does not have diroctive force. .
What Ervin-Tri (1976) calls need-statemonts are also u’wntonco
‘%0 in_foMN but can be interpripted n‘ huvlng diroc-

’

tive force and oceurs in this function in both .English undJ’lnnmh

[ neod o nm‘tohl'l‘urvlﬁm (turvitslsin) tulitikkuja,

I am §n necd of help/Tarvitsen (tarvitsisin) apua.

{

. These can be genersl statements of the spenker needing something, like
the examples above, or they could be direeted to the hearer: 1 need

your. help/Tarvitsen: npuasi. It is doubtful, however, whether thaye
need-statemonts coulds be includdd in the conventional exprossions of
the dirdctive speoch-nef; it would be more logieml to describe them as

N
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hints. Hints can 'be aspumed to be a fairly universal way of gattlng the
addyessce to do what the ﬂpeakor wants. Brown and Levinson's (1978:

_218) definition of these'truly. indirect (off-record) spedth acts' is that
the speaker says somothing: that 15 nof explicitly relevant and thus he
invites the hearer to search for an lntorproﬁation of the possible rele-

-

vance. This might be accomplished by, for oxample, stating the motives
or reasons for the desired sct A nced-statement could be said to serve

this purpose just as well as a statement like It's cold ‘in_here, which

can be described as utating the reason for the act of closing a window.

But hints are .naturally so context-tied that nq gereral description of
the linguistic forms used tn them is possible, although # may be as-
sumod® that they are often in the form of declarative sentences. Due to
the . nature of hints, background information is- necessary for their
correct lntorprotatlon. morg than in the case of any other’ tymi of
directive. Thoy cqn'therefore-be described as the most indirect ways of
expr g tho directivg specch act. But due to their nature, they are
" ‘outside the scopé of this study, ' .
\ .

Summary of the ognventionalixed expressions of _the dlmctivc
- speech act. - What has been &ld sbove can be summarized as follows:

(1) Hoth English and Finnish employ an imperative sentence in the

expression of the directive speech act. This is the most direct directive
in both lang{inges Finnish has two forms of the imperative: the%ingw

ing as well as mitigating the force of an imperative sentende js possible
in both languages. the actual dovices usod in these are different. For
emphnsls Engilah can employ the auxnlary do. ‘Finnish uses.such words
as toki. Miugatlgn In achieved in English through the addition' of ques-
tion tags o L‘L"i’.' m Finnish by using a mitigating clitic in the verb
or ole/olkaa Wyvh, Pléase and ole/olkaa hyvl, although they are:often
translational equivalenta, function differqmly- due to their different

semantico-syntactic charaoteristics. A _
(2) In both languages a directive speech nct can also be reslised
in the form of aft interrogative sontoncc The content of the lntorroga-
tive sentence can be described as belng an inquiry ubout ’
a. the addressée's ability or possibility to porform the wot:
Can/could you open the window?, Voitkd/voisitko avata jkkunan?, Would
it bo possible for you to open the window? . »

30

“Tar form s Informal, the plural form formal and more polite. Kmphaslm_
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b. the addressea's - obligation ta perform the aot: Shouldn't _you
opun the wlndow" Eiko slnun pitiisl avata lk\kunu" -

¢, the nddwssooa witlingness to porform e act: Wlll/would you

open the window?, Do _you mind opening -the window?, Viltnl&ng/_v_lltt.i»
sitkd avata likutin?

pe

d. the addressee's performlng the act in the future, which in

Flunish involveg, an interregutive sentence with a present tense ‘or a

conditional form of the verb: Avaatko/avuisitko ikkypan? 1n English

interrogative sentonces with will- could possibly be classified hero as -

well as in (¢.). .

e. the addressoc's reason for not performing the act (.W'hl don’t
you open the window?), yhich seems to hea fairly frequontly used way
of expressing the directive in English and possible in Pinnish (Miksi et
avaisi_ikkunaa?). aithough not freguently used. ‘

A

f. permission to perform the speech-act of requesting, suggesting,
otc.: May 1 ask you open the window?, Sgankp pyytd# sinua/teitd
avaamaan ikkunan? - :

o 'g.' In English the idiomatic interrogative sentence How about .?
has the illocutionary force of a dh‘octivc although its content is difficult
to describe. Closoﬂ to it id Flnnish is tho exprouulon beginning with
Entd jos ... , ‘ : o
In both languages these interrugative aontonws often mvolve the use of
a'modal verb, although in Finnish a semtence without a modal verb s
possible (ef.- (d) above). If the (modal) verb s In the past tonse
(Ehglish)/condltional form (Finnish), the directive ia more polite. In
both languages both posmvo and negative sentences are used in very
muth the same way.' The addition of M and ole/olkaa hxvl la pos-
sible but again they function differently. :

(3) Both languages aiso employ declarative suntences in the direc-
tivo function. The content \l" the declarative used in this wgy: can be
desoribed as being an masortlon of )

«+ 8: the future porformance of the act by tl;g addressee, which in

Engll‘sh involvﬁuvthe use of an auxillnry {(usually will), I8’ Finnish the.

present tense £0rn:. Mltigallon of the illocutionary force is possible: in
English it is donu through the u"o of a Quesllon teg, In Finnish by
using a mltigutlng‘ olitie. .

" ._b.' the addrepsea’s ohlfgauon to pcrfoxw
open the window, __m_qn tiytyv/pitiaisl avata lkkuua

the act; You must/ sh0ulu

....-A-..A___.._..e__._

\‘& ‘.
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‘c. the spoaker’s desire/wish that the addressce pcrf(‘)r:m the act: 1

!:_1_.111_);9_11_ to-wevaye k- wdshi L be-grateful if you- would ... Hulnam/haldai=
sin etta ..., Olisin kiitollidgg, jos .., THe Finnish conditional clause’

dos sina nyt + conditional %ul(l be . .included in this type, if it is
interpreted us having a deep structure main clnusu like Oiisin kiitollinen
('lI'd be gratefui'),

d. ‘the speaker's performing of the spccc‘h- act of requesting or
his/her obligation to perform it: 1 ask you to .../l must ask you
to ..., Pyydin teiti/sinua ’../Minun tiytyy pyytii t;ait!i/sinun . )

o. Finnish uges a"sentence typé (Ottaisit sen), whose form and
content are difficult’ to analyse: it has the conditionai form of the verb
but no subject, ' :

The above list is by no means an oxhaustivu description -of the
wayp in which “the directive speoch nct can be realized in these two
languages: Yor, it can be clalined that it describes the most’ frequently
used, conventionalized expressions. The list does not includc many of

the expressions of directives (or requests) that for example Labov and

Fanshel (1977) have- tound for Engiish on the basis of their Rules of

Request, Thus, they include in requests sentences. like Have you
dusted yet?,” which thoy describe n'é a request for information about the
existentiai status of the action, How would it look If you were to dust
this_room? and This room would look better if you dus®g it described

as referring to the conaoqdencos of the action, or When do you plan to

dust? and” | imagine you will be dusting this evening, which are refe-

rences to the time of the action. Seiitences like these should, however,
be classified in hints rather than- conventional, standard expressions,
although they, no doubt, can functlon as attempts to get ‘the hearer to

-do something. In the case of this type of sentences it is not likely that

the hearer could recognize the spcuker"s illdcutionary Intent 'just as

immediately as. if a’ literal {llocutionary act were being performed' (cf
p. 00). e

As the above dlscusui(m shows, there is a lot of aimilarity betwaeen

English and Finnish in ‘the cholce of the sentential form and content
through which the directlve speech act is realizod. In each language
there {s at least one sentence type that is not used in the other, But
most of the differences are due to differences in the grammatical Btruc-:
turu of these languages: for examplo, the use of auxiliaries in English
whoro Finnish uses the present tense of thc main verb or the condition-
al form of the verb -or in the different :unguintlo devices that the lan-
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sality of the stratogﬁes' employod lr\‘ the expression of at lcast the
. directive speech act.

L

Appmprlutenoas of the Exprossions . )

In splto of the great ocorréspondénce found in the sentential forms
and contents of the expresslona of a speech act, there mlght be diffe-
rences between ianguages in which expressions are considered upbmpph
ate for given c¢ontexts, ie, whether the coxresponding oxpresslons are
felt polite or tactful enough, too pollte or teo impolite in the same-
conteéxts. _There is nothing polite or impolite abeut any sentence as
such, but some grammatical f_oﬁn:s .are generally felt to be more polite
than. others: it is felt that interrogatives used as. directives are mores

= polite than imperatives or declarntives, that negative sentences are 1éss
polite than positive ones, that sento!\ces containing & conditional form of
the verb jarc more Jpolite than those with an ‘indicative form, etc. In the
discussion of indirect speech acts the general assumption seems to be
" that the reason for the choice of indirect speoch acts instead of direct
ones is politeness. There are, howover. writord who do not agree with -

. " " this explanation. Thus, for instance. Davlson (1975)- i'ejects politeness
as a réason for the yso of. indirect speéch a‘cts. She soes them. as
signals of a disturbing t(;pic in the disééurse; eg. when ndirect state-
~ments and questions sre used, thore is a conflict between the-lpeaket"s ‘
intgntion and the anticipated reaction of the hearer. Moreover, she

. points out that indirect speech acts can be used. to express alsp ang‘or

and extreme rpudeness (eg. 1 must say that ! never want to. come here .

__gé_y_ﬂ Davison (1975:153) also suggests that indirect speech ‘acts seesmn
to be assocliated pnrticularly with 'bad nows. unfavorable opipions, and
intruslve questlons :

-

There are .thus difﬂcd’ltios in taking politerioss a8 an overall ex-’
planation for the choice of indirect speech acts, or at least there are
.oxceptions if there is a general rule*of politenoss. However, lf polite-

S ness is8 defined in the way Brown and Levinson (1978) see it, most of‘
_ {he exceptionul cases ¢an be explained. ‘Brown and levinson sec two

aspects in politeness, which they call positive and negutive politoness.
Theso two aspects are conneptod .with a pmpert' of the apeakor which
is called face, lo. the apeaker's public self<image, which also has. a
positive nand a negative side. Brown amd Levinson maintain that it is to

a everyone's advantage to try and save each othors' faces by avolding or
Q . . . .

o
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at léast minimizing face-threatening acts. Politeness is“ one of the
strategies used In face-saving. Since the negative face means the desire
to have one's actions unimpeded by others, _nogétivo politoneés is baséd
on avoidance. The positive face¢ 4n its turn means the desire to have -
one's wants desirable to at least some others, and consequently positive
‘h)ol'i_teﬁess is approaéh-based. Brown and Levinsonl (1978:134) state that .
_negative politén__es_s"is the heart of respect behaviour, just as positive
politeness is the kernel of familiar and joking behaviour'. Accordlhg to
them, the linguistic realizations of positive politeness ofien -belong to
the; .normul?ingulstic behaviour between intimates, 'wt,ero interest and
approval of ecach other's personality, presuppositions lndicnii'ng shared
wants and shared knowledge, iinpllc!t.cl'alms' to reciprocity of obligatloﬁs
or to reflexivity of wants ectc. are rou'tiriely exchanged' (Brown and-
Levinson 1978:106).  As the linguistic realizatjons of negative pollfc_ncsé '
they see conventlonal.indlroctncss. hedges on illocutionary farce, pollté
pessimism, and the emphpsié on‘thé hearer's relative power. The use of
_'_indircct' specch. actsg Qhe’n. in Davison's terms,* a disturbing topic
appears in 'th_e conversation could be explained as avoidance-based
politenegss, If" there is, *for example, a conflict between the speaker's
intention and the anticipated reagption of the hearer, negative politeness
would mékc the speaker uvoid the conflict through indirectness. Similar- }

-

" ly, it is also natural that the speaker would use the avoldance strategy
of negath{e politeness in the case of bad news, unfavourable opinions * -
and intrusive ‘questions td save the heaver's face. _

In the case of face—tilreatenlng acts speakers have, ac&)rdlng to
Brown and Levinkon, a few basic strategies at their disposal. They can
do .face-threatening acts directly and unambl'gu'ously '('go bald on rec-

* ord"), resort to olt'ht;r positive politeness or negative politeness, or to

" go off record, le. express themselves amblg@xa‘usly and thus find an
‘out' of a difficult situation. Going d¢p record can be described as |
following the Gricean Maxims of co-dgeration, going off-record as
violation of one or o6ther of the Maxims, ch typlcallly'leads to indi-
rectness. Thus, .the use of indirect speech acts would be part of the
off-regord strategy. However,” Brown and Levinson claim that the use of
-conventionalized indirectness belongs to the strategy of nega'tive pollfo~
ness, which is a requl.t of a compromise between a desiré to g0 on

"‘rocord and a desire to'avoi* a face-threatening act, ie. to go off

record. A conventionalized indirect speech act is unambigupus-in the

contyxt and cannot be interpreted through its literal meaning, and yet,
_ ) , . |
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with it speakers can also express , their desire to go off record. For
example, in a situation where it is.. clearly desirable that the door
should be shut, an interrogative sentence.like Can you shut the dopr?

can only be interpreted ‘as a request, and yet, it is also an inquiry
after the hearer's ability to pérform the act and thus off r(.)(:ord.-'lt is

obvious that a face-threatening act can be‘done bald on record if, for

example, the desire for efficiency is great or the speaker's desire to

~save the listener's face is-smsll, or the speaker wapts fo be rude, or if

the act, in spite of ltssthreatemng quality, s in the listener's interest,
etc. . . . . . .

The cqnventlohallzed lndh‘ect-expreﬁslons for®the directive speech
act discussed in this .paper would thus be part of negative polltehoss.

_the most direct directives, ie. imporative sontencét_;. would mean going

bald on record, and hints would belong to the strategy of going off
record. Surprisingly, however, indirect suggestions like Why doﬁ‘t you
lend me. _your cottage for a weekend? are, according to Brown and
Levinson (1978:133), a co;ventiona.lized positive “politeness form. The

idea of positive pollteness seems to be the weakest link in thelr system:.

sometlmos the incluaion of a particular strategy in positlve rather than
igative politeness is not really motivated. . ’
The most interesting tind useful part of Brown and Lovipson's
theory from our point of view . is the way they explain the weightiness
of a face-threatening act. The seriousness of a threat to face can be
calculated on the basis of three soclolog'lcal variables: the social dis-

tance between the speaker and the hearer, their relative power, and

the ranking of impositions in a particular culture. Cultures can- differ
as to the effect of these variables on lnguistic behaviour. Thus, the

same distance or the same power relat ‘between partl_clpams may
vary in its effect§ in different é&ultu and lead to different -require-
ments of tactfulness. Similarly, the imposition of an act may be assessed
differently. ._

Brown. and Levinson's theory seems to suggest then, that in the’
assessmont of the politeness. value of “thé Vlu'ious expressions of a

"speech act we would have to consider the influbnce of the above men-

tioned variabies on the suitability of the expressions in dlffomnt sit-
uations. This would mean the study of speakers' lingtistic behaviour in
situations in which the three factors would vury, Wwhich would necessi-
tito the collection of a great amount of data. It seems, howevoer, that
sbme “kind of assessmeont could also be achleved by simply creating a
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situation in which the thl:oé variables are made as 'neutral’ as possible
and by asking nuttvo speukors to evaluate the suitability of the vartou‘;
expressions for thut situation. This type of test was performed in 'ordcl‘
- to assess the politeness value of’ the expressions of ‘the dtrecttve speech
act discussed above. A 'neutral' situation was created in which the
participants were describgd as _being not complete strangcrs but not
. friends etther with no dominance relationship botween them. The speak-
er's request concorned the openfng of a window in a hot and stuffy.

toom, an act that could be’ constdered ag advm{tageous not only to the -

speaker but also to the addressoo Moreover, it.was an act which the”

spoaker could not pert‘orm whereas the addressee could.

According to native speaker evaluations, the 'neutral’ context leads -

in both English and Finnish to the use of an interrogative sentence,
rathér than an imperative one. Native speakers of} English seem to feel,
though, that. the tmperatt;e_would be suitable 'with the right kind of

intonation', particularly if please were'added_. Speakers of Finnish do

not consider the imperative polite onough'-tn this context, not even with
the addition of ole/olkaa hyvé. In Finnish, the interrogative sentence

tional for

that sgems"nolther too polite/formal nor too impolite contains a condi-

favoured ifterrogative sentence type seems to be the one thal inquires
about the hearer's ability or willingness to perform the act, with' a
modal auxiliary in the past tense form. About the suttabtltty of the
other interrogative ‘sentence types there is not that much agreement
. The addition of a negative to the interrogative sentences g’lves them an
addtttonal moantng of impatience and thus renders them less - polite.
Thus. also the expression that inquires abou the hearer s reasons for
not performing the‘act, ie. Why don't you open the window?' in English,
is not suitable for this context; in Finnish it is considered 'odd'. A
difference between the languages is that speakers ohnglish constder
an interrogative that asks for permission to perform the mwpeech act of
requesting (Could ‘I ask you to open the window?) Suitable for this
‘dontoxt wherens tho corresponding Finnish expression is" considered too

poItte ) .
Arothg the declarative sentences ugsed as directives, those that
state theé future porformanco of the act "(You will open that window/

but not hecessarily a modal_verb. In English the most

.

. SinA avaat tuon ikkunan), that state’ the addressé¢e's obligation to’

perform the act and thosé that state the speaker’s desire (1_wantMyou
../Haluan, otth ...) are ‘glt to be too 'aggrepsive', thus too impo-

peiivaieiuni bl / ERaioi ety

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




C b .
llto for this context in both languages, wher(-us those thnt exproas the
. speaker's - gratefulness (1'd be grateful if .../Olisin kiitollinen, jos eed)

_ure too polite or formal for the neutral situstion. The declarative sen-
tences that contain a performative verb of requesting (1 ask/! must ask
you to ..., Pyydﬁn{mlnun tiiytyy pyvtid sinua .'..) are again too
wggressive, e, not polite enough ‘or felt to be too formal by some; in
Finnish, though, the addition of the conditional form (Pyytaisin
. 9_@_! ...) makes the expression suitable for the context. The Fihnish
" declarative scntence type Avaisit tuon ikkunan, for which there is no

corrésponding  English expression, is definitely too impolite for this
. context. ) o ' A

It can be assumed, then, that a change in aﬁy of the three socidl
variables could cause a change in the choice of the expression. Thus,
for example, if the imposition of thée requested actbecomes greater, it-
means that the expression has to be more polite. mctful Or if there- is,

—_MMT_Mmfdomlnr_;;;n;e ‘i)'e—t:véen, the speaker and the listener, the dominating person
- can choose a less polite expression. Or again, if the participants are
. intimaté friends or members of.a family, ie. there is no 'aoélul (llst?nce
between them, less tactful expresslohr (eg. imperative sentences) are
possible. If, on the other hand, the act is greatly advantagoous or
beneficial to. the addrcssee no purtlcular tactfulness is needed and, for
instance, an imperative is possible (eg. Sit down, please/lstukaa olkaa
hyvit, Help yourself, etc.; cf. Leech 1983).

> The nativeé speaker reactions to. the politeness of the various

exProaslons of the directive speech act seem to polnt'ln the same direc-
tion in English and Finnish, je. correspondlng sentence typoa are felt
to have similar politeness values in these languages. But to be ablé to /
assess the appropriateness of these eipressions in different situations,-
we would have. to know what importance the three socisl. variables of
- dominance, ' distance and imposition have in the two'-pu,lturos. ie.. we-

would need a comparison of the CWB.
. S ! v
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Pa:réntheﬂcal' clauses, which have been - defined as clauses con-
taining information 'slipped .lnto another context' (Urmson 1952:481),

o anslsting of a first or gecon_'q_p_gr_éon ‘_pu_quct__gn_d_.q verb in the_simple

present tense form (eg. 1 belleve, I suppose, you know) are typical'of.

English but do not necessarily ‘oceur in other lapguages; in Finnish for
example *(hoy are very rare. They are prleomatlc for traditional syntac-
tic unnlysis because they are not indépendent sentences and yet are
only lo?;ely connocted with tho <wntences within which they. occur. It

oceurring in thes is often irrelevant, whichAs seen for example in the
fact that parentheticals with different vergs in them can be trpnslatod
into Finnish in the same way. This would seem to lndlcato' that their

pragmatic function is more important than their propositional .content,.

*From the English-Finnish cont'msglvo point“of view they are interestirg

exactly because they ecannot be literally translated into Finnish and
because.it is obvious that their translation- requires-an-snelysis of-their
prugmutic functiom Flnnlsh does have, parenthetical clauses, if by them
we unglerstand clauses whlch 'interrupt the grammatical unity 'of another
clause' (Ravile 1957:481) but, ag pointed out above, they are very
rarely of the type first or second pergon subject + verb. - ’
Perhaps because of the difficulty of fheir analysis by traditional

means, the parentheticals have often been disregm‘dod as mere hesita-
“tion phehomenn Yet, there have been some attempts to doscrlbo them

from a syntaclic (eg Ross '1973) and aemfmtic (eg. Urmson 1952) point

_'of view, ,Lately, n.s pragmatlc phenomena in goneral have gained a
' 'reapoctnblo' position as . legitimate ‘objects of" lingulstlc -analysis, the

prngmatic functmn of pnmnthetlcals has bogun to intomst linguist.s (eg.
Ustman 19815, T ’ : - ‘ ., .

¢ . T,

The ayhtactic analysis of the parentheticals has main}y o(mccm—

‘trated on the syntactic relaﬁc\nshlp between the parentheticnl and the

main clause, Syntaotically thgy seorh to be c.\ssslﬂod into. disjuncts or

-conjuncts (Quirk' et al 1872) -and’ ’sonewhat looéely related' to tho rost

of the sentence, Howcvor, Qulrk et al slso considor the parcnthetical
clauses (‘comment clausés' in their terminology) to be’ sy_ntactically

subordinated to thobrost of the sentence. They say that to get from a .

sentence like 1 believe that, at that time, labour was cheap to the

- gentence At that time, 1 believe, labour was ‘cheap 'one has to reverse

the relation of subordination between the two clauses, making thg
thul clausge imo the main clauso and the main clnuse intd the 00mmont

u "

..

\
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élausq', (Quirk et al 1972:779). R;)ss '(1973‘). however, is of the opposite
- opinion and argues that the ‘paronthetical clauses must. derive from
_ structures that ure, superorqmat to the ‘superficial main clause,.. which. |
is a result of 'slimng. le. -sentence lifting. Thus Max is q Martian, 1
_ belleve is derivod from the following structure: : : -

(1)

believe |

[N

P _ Max is a.Martian

' Moreover, Rosé thinks that the omput structure for sllfting should
nsemblo a co-ordinate, rather than subordinate, structure:

Max is a Martian beliove 1

-
Y

_ This treatment would t;eem to augﬁest that deep down fhese cl'quuaos that
are called- pamnthetical are not simply additional information nlipped into-
another clause but a more essential part of the content of the untenco.
Ross' s treatment also suggests . that the same deep structure (ie 1

above) could also giVe us | belleve (that) Max is a. Martian; in whieh'
the originel superordinate S Is the main clause of the surface structure
sentence. One of the probloms actually. Wiscussed ~in' donneotion with
these parenthetlcalu is the question of ether- sentences itke Max is a
Martian, I believe and | believe th)t/M:: is a Martlnn are really para-
phrases of each other. Quirk et/é feel that becauge of the f‘braal of
the syntactic roles the ‘sentences are 'not quite pu*aphmvuumr where-
a8 Urmson (1952) seems to think that, at least In some contexts, there
is virtually no dlfference whe;her the parcnthoucgl occurs nt the begin-«

4 .
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ning, middle,for end of the sentence, eitcopt‘pcrhap_s stylistic diffo-
. roncps. Thus, for him, the following are paraphrases: ' '

I syppose that jour house is very ol<'l. ' / .

N Your houso is very-old, I suppose .

~

- .o . Yo{ur house is, I suppose; vory old.

a

':Urnlaon_(1952:481) dot&l/nos a parénthetlcal'verb 48 a verb 'whicK:rl thla-
firsg .pefson present can be used...followed by 'that' and an indicative -
clause, ar else can be.inserted at the middle or end of the indicative

8 . sentence'. Thus, v;rhothor the ,j.lrst person subject # verb construdtion -
.can’ be moved from the initial position to the middle or end of the
sentence works as a tost of the p%ronthotlcal use of the verb. Thig also

" means that there is no differonce in meaning if the- position changes.
The samooworba'uro sometimes used parenthétically and sometimes n&t.
when they are placod at the beglnning of the sentence.,K Thus, &8s

Urms_‘m (1952:481) points out, in the following exchango betwoon A and «

B:™ . S

- A, 1 suppoge that your house is quite old.
" B. Well, I suppose that it is very old.

3

" ___thOA.i[;ttO\r' f'sugm'se is n(;_t used parenthetically. Urmson attempts to
‘describe what distinguishes the parenthetic use of these verbs from
their other uses in terms of gertain charnctoristicm (1) parenthetigally
used verbs do. not. dest!ribe psychological states although in a .wide
sense lhey are ‘paychological verbs; (2) when using a parenthetical
verb the'speaker makes a claim that the statoment ig true, although the"

used to weaken the claim to truth; (3)‘liko certhn adverbs, parenthet~
fcal verbs orient the hearer towards the statement, holping to place it
'aright against the qmotional, social logical, and®evidential background'
- (Urmson 1952:491). Although thosc charaoter{ntlcs certnlnly pick Gp
some of the essentinl facts about the use of pnronthetiohls. they- are
much tod’ vague as moans of rocognizing when a verb in the initial
posmon i used paromhotically md when not? .
.  Quirk et W (1972:779) suggest a more coricreto way for dintin-
. Whlng a cthmont/parenthotlcal clause from a malg -lauso. fe. intona-

claim is not very strong, particularly since some of thése verbs ago

~

‘!/
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COMMENT You know, 1 think you're wrong. ' o

o t " You know, | think you're wrong. . -~

"MAIN \You know (that) 1 think you're wrong.

v ’

»

The thick vertical line indicates the ond of 4 tone unit, fe. if thore is a

" comment clause, the sentence has two tone units; in the case’of a main
- clause the sentence is pronounced witlr one tone unit,

- ERIC
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1 beligve ' : . T *

The two most froquently used parenthoticals with a second pdrson .
subjeat are you kngw and you see. The problems in their syntactic /
troutmont are the samn a8 those with parentheticals with a first person .
subjoct. You know\ however, is a speclal case in that it also ocgurs in

‘a question form, attached to questions;, og. 1§ he going do zou know"[

or Where is he going do you know?, ak does also do you think? Accord-
ing to Mittwoch (1879), these questlon parentheticals all follow the main .
quostiore without a pause and usually fopm with {t one tone unit, whose = °

-nucleus is the main clause; they differ in this respect from the paren-

theticals attached to a declarative’ clause, which were said to belong to
different tone units with the main’ clause. Mittwoch also claims -that if
the order of the claﬁses is reversed, the résult is not always a prag--
matic, equivalent of the question with a parenthetical, fe. Do you kn‘w

) \
if he is -going? and 1s he going do you know? are not necessarily

pragmatically equivalent. . .

Thus, the syntactic treatment of parenthoticals does not roally
reveal’ muc\‘i about them, excopt two opposing views about their relation
to the regt of the sentence within which "they occur. Before going on to
sec what thefr’ semantic and pragmatic nnulyalo could reveal it is worth
looking at the dovicps that can be used as their- equivalents in Finmsh. .
sirice, as pointed oug above. thelr litoral translations are rarely possible

in Finnish. Below I8 a list of some of the most common English paren- ° S A

- theticalg and examplos of their posslblo translationa fnto Finnish:

+

Y : ‘. . o @ ‘ ’ 0“
1. Ve travelled a fair amount, I belleve. ‘ .
Han matkustell laajalti luulfakseni.

Hin kal matkustell lasjaltl. o . *

2. He had high blood presgure, 1 bellave. ' ' _ S
Hanelld oli kasittblikseni korkea verenpaine,
-—hv‘ﬂh—!--v_— .




3. No. She dled. Out here, I bellove. ’
Ei.'.vaimo KkuoH. Luullakleni'juuri_ tllllhﬂ '
\
4, But he took some stuff for it. 1 believe
{ Mutta hin kilytti luultavagti joitakin ladkkeitd . - e
Mutta hiin taisi _klyttu joitakin lilkkeith .., . )

1 supposo ' . : " - ¢
1. 1t would be, 1 suppose, some time about 8. 30. Ty
Luultavasti siiné kollo 8.30.

L 23

. 2. What do you want - a subscription, 1 suppase.
o p Mltl te haluatte - rnhn }ohonkin kerdyksedn .varmaankin.

‘ . tietysti.

. L)
. . " ]

3. He's been with Mr Raflel a long time, I suppouse? A

Hién on kal ollut herra Raflelin palveluksessa. kauan ajkaa? *

v : ' "
"

: s
| think ~ R
1. She cught to see a doctor, I think. . o
Miclestini hinen pitiisi mennd lllklﬂln..
Minusta . ‘.

. » N ‘ . ) y . ..
‘ ' 2. What was your chap's name? - Can/t remember. Robinson I think.
En jaksa muistas. Luultavasti Robimon. _ A

Robinson tei joku. A . '

" 1 understand 2

1. He's a Cuban, I understand. : -

gunonuuuwdmn .

2. Mrs K. found her, 1 understand?

. - Rouva K. Wysl hinet, niinhin? -
vl kuinka?
[}
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¢ 1 expect j

. Hotel food isn't quite. what you're used to at home, Lexpoct

Hotellin ruoka on aluksi varmaan outos, vai kuinKa?

Hotellin ruoka tajtan olla v&hén outon kotiruokaan verrattuna.

-

L4

.
I wonder
LHL LU ULy

i 1. Does an'ythi‘tag ever happen here, | wonder?
Tuumln vnln tapahtuukonn tidlld koskaan mitddn.
Tapahtuukohan tadlla kogknan ‘mithdin?

2. Where is Mrs. Dyson, 1 wonder.
Missithin® rva Dyson mahtaa olla?

I k.now : ; ' V4 .
v ~
1. 1t's all a groat strain on you l know, Tim but ..,
* Tieddin, otth tAmd Katkki on teillo kovin raskasta ...
Tietysti tAdmé kaikki on teille Xovin raskasta ..
4 . : . .
1 gather ' . S
1.. ‘They didn't, 1 ghther. get.on very well together, —
'Arvolen etteivit he sopineet olkein hyvin yhteen.
Kisittiikseni he ejviit aoplneet oikoiu hyvin ymeon.
He oivlt kal sopimmt R
- g .

o

"

1 am afraid

¢

1. 1 have rather disappointing news; I'm afraid.

Pelkddnph, ettd ml_min tdytyy “tuottaa teille pettymys. .

Minun tiytyy valitettavasti tuottaa teille pettymys.
r“; . .

-
r . .

% . . .

1 should..spy ’ : . !

1. No, she added. Definetely not married, I should say.
Ei, hin Msiésl. @ hin varmsstikean ole naimisissa.

44
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1 mnean . . /
1. Had she been dead long? When Mrs Kendal found her, I mean?
Oliko tyttd ollut kauan kuolleena? Tarkoitan ... kun rouva Kendal .
16ysi hinet?- - ! e /
q T .
#2%. Does one kmnow - | mean, does a doctor know - when a man' has high
-blood‘-”prouura just by looking 4t him?
Voldaanko tieté# -_.tarkoltan tietdiikod lddkliri - milloin ...
Voldaanko tietéé - tolsin sanoen tietaakd lA&kari ...
e S B ¢
3. What is the trouble - with her family, I mean?
Miké sitton on vikana - nipittdin hiénen ‘sukulaisissaan?
' _tarkoitan . .
As the abo'vo examples show, & parontho(iéal clause of the type 1st
persgn supjoct + parenthetical verb, which in English ‘can occur either
at ‘the beginning, in the middle, or at the ond. of the sentence, 1;'
hardly ever translated into Finnish with a .similar clause. The only
cases in which such a clause, placed in the middle or at the end of the
sentence, is a natural equivalent for an English parenthetical is tar-
koitan as a translation of -1 mean:

Voidaanko tietéd - tarkoitan, tietddkd la&kdri milloin ...
. Does one know -1 mean, does a doctor know :..

In the following, however, the use -of luullnin at the end of the sen-
tenco as a translation for the English 1 g! . ls unnatur‘l
L . . -, 1
" 8¢ el koskaan merkitse hiinelle mitdkn, luullsin.
it ?oezm't really mean much, 1 imagine.

. 1f a clause is used in Finnhh it is made into & maln clause, placod at
the beginning of tho sentetice and followed by an ottl-olauu (that-
clause) : ] et

, _ , -
. It's all a great strain on you I know, Tim, but ... .
Tieddn ofth tAmd kaikkl on teille kovin raskesta ...,

4 ) | i% 45
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_, l have rather disappointing news, 1'm afraid ..., S
. ) ’olk&iing , ettii minun téytyy tuottan teille pettymys X. . ’

.. 1 .
In most cases, however, the most. natural oquivalent in Finnish is an

adverbial " ltke luultavasti ('presumably’), wvarmaan ('‘probably') or ap
—ravastl yarmaan

infinitival construction like luullakseni, tietddkseni, ymmﬂrtllhksom,

which consist of the tranalutlvy case of the longer form of the first C.

infinitive with = poswsuive suffix attached to it. These are usunlly
considered syntucticully to be abridged clauses ('Inusoenvnstiko') of the
kvantum-type, corresponding to full clauses like ‘'ag’ far as 1 know,
understand' (eg. lkola 1974). They can be inc¢luded in sentonce advor-
bials or edjuncts, more exactly in comment adverbials/adjuncts ('selvit-
telylisike' in Ravila's 1957 terms), which denote the speuker's attitude
. towards the truth or origin of the proposition expressed in the sentence
(huvilu 1857, Hakulinen and Karlsson 1979). - anulih_cn and Karlsson
(1979:206) ulso point out’the obvious affinity between these adverbials

. and mouds and other modal elements. Interestingly, Urmson (1952) also *
compares the English pnronthoticul__(:luusos with sentence adverbidls,
which are 'quite as .loosely attached to sentences as aro parenthetical
verbs' (Urmson 1952*486) TReir functions are also similar: they give
warning of how the sentence is to be understood Moreover, Urmson

a

groups sentence adverbials an§ parenthetical clnuses togethor into three
cntegoriéa: (1) those that indicate the appropriste .attitude to the
statement (og. luckily, fortunntgy)_, (2) those t“hut indicate how t‘tallw
the statement in regard ta context (eg. admittedly, consequently),. and
(3) those that show how much rellability isto be uacribod to the state-
mont (eg. cortainlz possibly). \ :
A closor analysis -of the Finnmh transistions of the English paren-
" theticals reveals™that the parentheticals in wh\ch phe verb denotes belief

. or assumption, le. verbs such as gesume, believe, oxpect, presume,
suppose. think, understand, are most typically. translated into Finnish

with expressions formed from the corronpouding verbs, ie. the trans-
¢ lative fu.m of the 1st infinitive (luulluksoni ktgitw&ksoni) or an adverb
like luultavusti. Other possibilities nrey modsl advorbs  like " kal,
¢ kenties ('perhaps') and the modal vorb “toitaa, l‘or which the closost

"English equivalent is may:




But he took some s.tuft for it, I belleve ...
Hiin taisi kéyttdd joitakin. lidkkeitd ... , ¢

. What ghe ;mid, I think, was that ...
- Hén taisi sanoa, ettd ...

Al theso Finnish exprossions _seom to indicate assumption, like the
English parenthetlcals It doos not make any difference which of the
Finnish exptespions is chosen aa a translation for a particular paren-
thetical, which indicates that the meaning differences between the
English verbs do not matter in the pareﬁt’heticals. An exceptioh to this
battern ‘occurs in the translations for 1 think, which for example in the
following case has.to be tragplated with mielestdni, (‘to. my mind') and
not with any of the expre;mlons mentioned above:

She ought to see a doctor, 1 think.

Mieleatdni hinen pitdisi menpé AEkAriin. 4
) ‘ -
This seems to indicate that 1 think csn have a atronger meaning than
mere assumption. . !

When the above parentheticals occu;- atfach‘od.to sentences which,
in spite of their declarativé form, clearly function as questlonn'. the .
\ Finnish- equivalent is typically' varmaan (‘sprely') or kai, rather than an .
Joxpression like luullakseni, a8 in the following: . .

.. N
Your wife hasn't been feeling very, well lately, 1 understand?
Vaimbnne ei ole kai voinut oikein hyvin viime aikoina?

" Hotel food ... isn't.quite what you're used to at home, I
, oxpect? ' ' '
) Hotelin ruol;a on dluksi varmaan aika outoa?

o

You have had some rathor exciting aslventurn somotimes, |

suppose? Voo S .
TelllA on, vurm!un ‘ollut joskus aika jinnittévid aolkkulluju? W

The fact that the Finkiah equivnlents for the English pnmnthclicall
are in most cases suntenco n\dverblal| or nivdal verbs suggests that the’ _ )
O ' » ‘ : N - '
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parentheticals containing the subjéct 1 und a verb denoting belief or
assumption should be looked at as part of the modality of the sentence

in which they }v\cur, on a’par with medal auxiliaries and sontence

udverbiuls This is actually referred to 'by Lyons (1977:847) in
diuéuusion of what he calls the exprossion of 'the modal operator
in'the neustic position®. lie ~says that it can be rgplized in t
ance-signal in various ways, eg. by. grammatical ‘mood, mod

verbs, by
prosodic  and paralinguistic modulation, by parenthetical cl:i'uses'l.ike 1
think. What the speakor does with these. signals {s to. 'subjectively
qualify his’ commitment to the truth value of a propositlon that he is
more~br loss Lonﬂdontly putting forward in any of- these functionally
cqulValem ways'. The modality expressed with these signals is of the
subjective epistemic type, {e. with them the spenker expresses ms/hor
sub]ectlvu‘(mtitugc to the truth value of the proposition. !

Lyons (1977:807) nl;;o points out that modal adverbials and modal
auxiliaries often form 'harmonic: comblnnuons in an utterance, ie. there
is a kind of concord' bogwocn a modal adverb and a modal auxiliary
(eg. Ho may possibly havé forgotten.). This could also be called a
'double reslization of a singlo modality', Coates (198%) brings into this
also fhc pnrenthotk.nla "which, like adverbials, enter into harmonic
comblnationu with modal nuxiliuriou There can also be non-harmonic
combinatipng as in (,crminly_f.' muy havqg forgotten, in whlch the adverb
and the modal auxilinry are independent and one is wlthin the scope of

the other' (Lyons 1977:807). Since in tho harmonie combinmlons the
modal "auxiliary and the gammhotiwl clhuse exprcss the sume degree of
modality , the modal uuxiliurlou occurripg together wittr the parenthet-

icals in these combinations could be used as indicuu‘rol' the otherwise -
he trouble I8, -

di{ﬂouhdto'dcﬁNQ meanings of the bnrenhwticals
howovur, that the same parenthcuculs oceur with dll‘furont auxiliaries in
what Coates (1983) claims -are’ harmonte combinations. Thus, according
to her, for example I think occurs with bot‘1 epistemic must and epis-
tomic may/might and so do I_suppose .and 1 moan’ Singe the epistemic
must conveys the up(xnkora conﬁdonco ih the truth of the expressed
proposition and u expresses  the apeakor's lack of confidence (cf.

Coates 1983), the abflity to occur with both mukm it difficult t¢ judge
the degree of modality of a parenthetical. Co-ocourrun('n with mudu)u
does;i not differentinte between different pureuthoti(-uls ummr sineu tlwy
are able to ?: occur with the same vorbs. “Thuy diffu.r n this rospoct
from the modhl advarbinls, such as perbaps and cortainly > which do not

- .
[S ) ’ L4
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“.occur in hsrmonic comblnations with both may and must., Thus, Perhaps
he musf be at home by now is not a harmonic,combination nor is Cer-

tainly he pay be at home by now. The ‘similarity in the co-occurrence

with modals suggoats that there. is no differénce In the degree of mo-
dality between the various parentheticals, a view which is also sup-

ported by the fact that, as pointed out above, many of them are trans-

lated Into Finnlsh ln the same way.
o AlL English parentheticals of the first 'a(;raon subject + verb
pattern do not fit into the translational pattern described above nor can

they be said.to- denote modality, ie. the speaker's attitude to the truth..

value of the proposition. Thus, for example, 1 kroy, I mean,-1 wonder

cannot be said to denote the speaker's certaiftty or ‘uncertai'nty of the
expressed proposition in the folowjng examples:

It's all a great strain on you I know, Tim, but ...

Onhan tAmd kaikki tietxsti kovin raskasta teille Tim, mutta .o

A

Does anyone know - 1 mean, does a doctor know - when. a

man has high blood pressuré just by looking at him?

"Voidaanko tietid - tarkoitan tietAdkd ladkari, milloin ...

:
Doés anything ever happen here, 1 wonder?
Tapahtuukohan t&alld koskaan 'tlln?

Where ia Mrs. Dyson, 1 wonder? B .
Missihadn rouva Dyson mahtaa olia?

Of these three _parentheticals‘l know denotes the speaker's concession -

_ .to the addressee, a kind of an agreement wlth the addressee's supposed.
"1t not oxpressod. opinlon This is clearly ‘the meaning of its Finnish
translation as well both of tletyst! ('naturally')’and the particle -han,
one of whose basic meanlngs b concession (Hskulinen 1976). 1 rean,
demotes that amcorroction of previous information or*an addition to it is
Intonded.. Thls is the only case in which ‘a natural translation into
Finnlsh 1s nlso a parenthetical clause -torkoitan. Other possible trans-
latlons would be toisin sanoen ('ln other words') and perhaps nimittéin
('namely’ ). . )

[ wonder seems to occur with questions and cannot therofore have
‘anything to do with the speaker's commltment to the truth value of tho

v .49

S B T 3}




proposition. What it can be said to denote, in the above examples at
least, is doubt or sp_‘ggestigh that .the answer to the question qxpresse'd'\.
will be negative or that the question is a rhotorical one. The Pinnish
equivalent is the particle’ -han/h#in, or the niodal verb mahtag or both
in a hgrmonic ‘combination. This" is* in keeping with what Hakulinen

(1976) says about the basic meanings of -han/héin namely that it can
occur in a polite, modest quostion for which an answer is" often even
nuot expected. ’

There are .ther‘pnrcnt){oticnlﬂ like the three discussed” above for

'which no generhl meaning can be given but which have to be treated

separately, eg. | hear, which naturally denotes the fact that the speak-

"Qr has heard the proposition from others. The Finnish translation

ey

Ric

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

L He is, I hear, ill in bed.

kuulemma expresses the same: . : ”»

I d

Hén on kuulemma vuoteenomana,

v
v

* The foregoing attempt at a semantic analysis of the English paren-
theticals and their Finnish equiyalents reveals at least the following

3

points: .
(1) Among the parentheticals there is a group which tan be said

tg express modality and could therefore be said to Yunction like modal’

auxiligries or sentence adverbials. B8tweon the members of this group

-thcre are hardly -any menning differences, in spite of the individual

meamngs of the verbs occurrlng ln them. This is a‘lso seen in the fact
that they are translatod into I'innish with the same .sentence adverbials
often formed on the basis of vorbs oorrcsponding in meaning to the
English onés, ic. denoting belief assumption and the like.

(2) The same group qf parentheticals cnn,,hoonor. Be used in a

differhnt way in declarative sentences which runction a8 questions and

in these the parentheticals can be deseribed as usking ror the  confir- :

mation of the nddresseo Lr th* proposition. In this cagp they re ‘also
translated into Hnnwh slightly difforcntly. normnlly with the udwrbs
varmaan and kai. v

(3) In uddition to tho above mentioned clom‘ly dlstlnp‘uishable
group there are othor parentheticals whose mennings cannot be Tuthped’
together but have to bu treated separately. These cannot be descrtbed

as ‘port of fhe modality of the sentence, at least not us “olenrly ns the

‘pravious group. In some cases.their moeanings seem to derivo dlmatly_
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seems to denote concession on the part of the speaker. These facts ake
also seen in the Finnish translations of these parenthetiéals .
' (4) A general polnt which emerges from the attempt to analyse the
meanings of the Bngliqh parenthctlcal clauses and their Finnish equiva-
lents is that any discussion of tlieir meanings necessarily leads to a
consideration of their functions.’ This is due to their meanings not,
bcing gen&ally derivable from the verbs occurring in them although the
‘meanings of the verbs jseem to héve some effect on how they are used. N i
Thus, the parentheticals clearly form an area where the borderline
between semantics and pragmatics - if lndeed there is any - entirely
. disappears.

Within the pragmatic approach the parenthetical clauses have not
been treated as a group but references have been made to them in
different contexts, je. they have been mentioned as examples of. diffe-
rent types of pragmatic phenomena. The extreme view.of sgme parenthet-
ical clauses presented within pragmatics for example by Bdmondson

 (1981) is their inclusion in what he calls 'fumblés', which 'function to
‘plug speaking—turn-lnternal gaps, ie. they are used by a speaker (ln
Npart) in order to gain time' (Edmondson 19é1:153). Thus, 1 mean can
be descrjbed hs the most -frequently. occurring fumble of the 'let-me-
explain type', & speaker-ariented fumble which communicates the fact
-that the speaker is "trying to communicate'. You know and you see
belong to cajolers' and are hearer-oriented fumbloo. whieh appeal for .
understanding. If for example 1 _mean s seen 88 a pure fumble, itg
. Finnish counterpart would not be the literal translation tarkoitan, as
was suggested above, but @ pure fumble like niinku (a colloquial form
of ‘niin kuin, 'as- it were'). Whether thé other parentheticals could be
" seen as mere fumbles is not sure; at ledst Edmondson does not mention s
o then. Moreover. he does not give a full account of even the fumbles
that he describes as fixed formulae. which 'constitute in temselves

neither interactional -nor lllocutlonnry acts, but are used in the per-
formance of illocutionary acts' (Edmondson 1981:153). ’ ’ _
Another way of considering the pragmatic function of parenthgtical .
clauses 'is soeing them as belonging to hedges. As hedges they could
oithur modify the illocutlonary force of a speech-act or soften the
aasumpti_on/é about dogperation _(Grice'n Maxims of Quantity, Quality,
Relevance and Manner), ns suggested by Browh and lLevinson (1978),

|l
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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‘According to them, ‘ordinary communicative intentions ;1ro often poten-

" tial throats to cooperative interaction'. When performing speech-acts we

mako assumptions that might threaten the addrossees fnce and thug it
bocomes necessary to hedge these assumptions, for example the assump-
tion we make when promising something that _tho addressee wants to be

.done. Brown and Levinson also clairm that conversational principles are

'the source of strong background assumptions about coopern}lon. infor-
mativenéss, truthfulness. relevance, and clarity” and rthay.. too, have
sometimes to. be softened so that.they do not threaten the face of ihe_
addresseo. ' o '

'l‘he hedges on the illocutionary forée can beedivided into stx‘cngth—
eners (emphatic hedges) and .weakeners (those that soften or tonta-'
tivize) although both ‘indicate something about the speaker's commitment
toward what he is saying, and in 'sé- doitng .modify the illocutionary
force’. The parentheticals that are usbd in"this function are those that
contain a verb of thinking or believing (eg. 1 guess, I think, 1 sup-
pose) and . are all weakeners. .Th(.: definition offered ‘by Brown and

Levinson for hedges i8 ‘almost the same as is normally given for" modality
(eg. by Lyons 1977), which would seem to indicate - that- hedges and
subjective epistemic modality ar¢ one and the same thing and the diffe-

rent names are only indications of "a .different approach to the same

. phenomenon. The conndetion between modality and hedges is also scen

in Frased (1975) article. Hedged*Performatives, by’ which he meang ..
porformutlvo sentences containing a modal or semimodal (eg. 1 mygt:
advise you to remain. qulet. I might sug_gest that you ask aga_ig)

When the English parentheticals are used to weaken the illocu-
tionnry force of the ut(qeance. their Finnish equivalents are adverbs “of
the type of, luultavasti 8, kai ('‘perhaps') or a modal verb like
ggi.t_z_\_a rather than the more literal translatfbns like kaslqt&&yzsoni.

. ymmérthékseni: '

\ . . 7

[ " S e

, John went out, I suppose. s

' Jussi meni kal ulos/ Jussi talsi mennd ulos.

. ) , . _
R .

Byt he topk some stuff for it, I belleve.’ oo

Mufta hiin kéyttl luultavasti/knei joitakin ldiikkelts.

Muttd, naf® tatyl wayttss joitakin- lagkkoith.




The hedges onfthe Griconn Maxlms 'cmphasuo that the cooperative.
condition is imet, oi' gerve to notice that it may not have been met, or

- quegtion whether ) has been met' (Brown and Levinson M78: 189)

~ Thus,  hedges on the Maxim of Quality suggest that the speaker doos
2 not tako ‘full responsibility for the truth’ of the utterance'; hedges on
« the Maxim of Quantity suggest that the speaker does not give ‘a8 much®’
or us precise information as is expected; hedges on the Relevance
¢« Maxim denote a change'in the toplc and 'perhaps apologize for it'; and’
finally hedges on the Maxim of Manner comment on the manner in which .

a propositlon is. expressed. .

, " When considered ln the light .of the Gricean Maxims, " most of the
_-parenthetical cladses consldered ‘above would seem to fall into the group

- of hedges on the Maxim of Quality, ie. they could be seen as’' sug-
gesting that the speaker is not taking full responslblllty of the truth of
the uttorance. Again, these are the group of parenthetlcals -which
" contain a verb of thinking or believing; their pragmatic »_squivalents in
Finnish would agaln be adverbs like varmaan,’ kai, or a modal verb like

taitad, rather than the more -literal tr nslatlons like kﬁsitt“ksenl
tim&ﬁkseni.. etcy, which are too strong td be mere hedges. Thus, for
~ example 1 expect in the following exalﬁple can be considered-a hedge on
the -truth value of the utterance, its Finnish equivalent could be

~'either varmaan or taitaa:
s .'
.. Hotel food isn't quite what you're used to at home, I expect?

Hotellin ruoka on aluksi varmaan aika outoa?
Hotellin ruoka taitaa olla vdhdn outoa ‘kotiruokaan verrattuna?

The other parenthetlcals are harder to plaée among the hedges., °1
‘mean could be included in the hedges on either the Maxim of Quantity
or the Maxim of Manner since it seems -to signal that previous informa-
tlon was not precise enough or not altogether. cox;rept and that more '
precise or more correct information is. to follow, as in.the follo?'ving:

N E n ’ '
Had she boon dead long? When Mrs. Kendal found her, I

. mean? , ‘
« ' Oliko tyttd- ellut kau\n kuolle(mu? ankgltlm, kun rouva.

Kendal lbysl hinet? i §
. .'
\ by
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’ The function of 1 wonder as-a'-hodge is difﬁc.ult to describe. It is

added to questions and cannot thus say anything about the speuker's
commitient to "the -truth® value .of the ottorancm Perhaps it could be
describod as a hedge on the Maxim of Manner, because it suggests that
the questfon need not be taken as a real question : .

As for xou know and you see, Brown and Levinson ™e78) include '
them in the hedges on the h'imdm of Quantity (@u know) and Manner
(you see). Howm'm' it seems dlfticult to see thom thnt way, if wo
consider them for example in the following contexts:. '

'- . . ..
.. I've never ‘been to the West Indies before, you know.
A L * . - B

She thonght it better to leave her time to recover.
'It'll be all right, you know', she sald gently

1 don't know {f-I really believed him or not at the time.
. But then, you see, the next day he died.

. A3 ‘ ~ .

Thelr pragmatic function is mucf"bctter'degcribed .by calling them pleas

~ to the addressee for cooperation, which is the definition Yf the basic .
function® of you know * g'lvon by Ustman (1981)‘ It is obvious, Ustman
(1981: 18) ‘says, that 'you know plays. a very central part in ensuing

' cooperative

nteraction in a- conversation'. This does not, however,
cxplain its 'unction fully, for it also qualifies the accompanying propo-
sition in some way. A proof of this, says Ustman (1981:18), is the fact
- that it cannot be added to sentences with no propositional content, fe.
those that aro instances of 'phatic communion' like How do you de..
Although we cnn describe the basic function of, for example, you
know as an appeal to the addressec for coopemtlonl there: is need for
distinguishing subfunctions undor this very gencral..description. In the
following contcxt for examplo, zou know gould be sald to correct the
Views bf tho addroswoa -sbmething in the speaket's intentions has been
misunderstood by the. nddpessce and he/she  wants to correct the
misunderstanding: , . - : ) ,

e
v

Y . 1 am your father you: know
Mindh J__ olen sinun lsési/Glenhan minﬂ sinun falini.

vy »
'
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- ° Did. he want to }eaVe you? Bvelyn shoo‘}{’her head We've got
. _ , : two children, you know, she said
) Halusiko héin jittad sinut? Evetyn pudisti p&kthhn Meilldhén
op kaksi lasta, hin sanoi . e

‘A8 the above examples show, phe Finnish equivalent could in these

'cases bo the snfﬂx U~han/hén, ich is nét possible in cases in which,
you_know signals a further explangtion to what has been said before,
" as in the following: ’
N *  §he sald there were all sorts of things an the bathjoom shelf.
D 5 "’ You know, tooth p'ow:!:)r, aspirin and aftér shave ...
\ . Hién sanoi, ettd ky!py‘huoneessa oli kalkenlaista tavaraa.
/ . Nimijttdin/kuten hammastahnaa, aspiriinia ...

- - - .

.- We all have one great‘co'mpetltor, ‘said Dr. Graham. Nature,

: ’ F -~ 4
» N you know. :
Metlli kaiknlp on eriés suyuri kilpailija, tohtori Graham . sanoi

Luonto nimittain.*

;o ) . .‘:'

The F‘lnnlsh equivalént here is an adverbial signalling a following ox-

m planation, with} the mearing 'namely'. The clause kuten ge_gg_t_ could also

be used as an-equivalent in Finnish in cases ln which you know. signals

' assumption of previous knowledge on the npart of the addressec and

" could also in. _Bngu.h be described™as meaning 'as you know'' (of. Ustmsn
Lo 1e81:22): - o ' '

™ . . - .

T ' e & - ” . -
es, ( t perhaps he forgot “to. take his pills, ’-took too
mal}y. them. Like insulin, you know. '
hkt hin dhohti ottan pillorinul tal otti lum monta

as a down-—toner. Mittwoch's (1979), explanation {s thnt lt signals{ that

the - speaker foels tha{ he/she does not hav?‘the rjght to expect the

listener to know-the answer. Bhe distinguishes it froni_ the mea ng of

) w“-" do_you think usesl siqd)nrly? for which she 'glveo the ‘meaning t
,Mstener is not /ixpectodﬂ to pave definite knowledgﬂ. only* an oplnlon. In"’

" both _cuen. ‘however, the Finnlgh equivalent is th’e ‘gumn ~_nunlhln.




-

Is he going- do you know?
Where is he going ‘do you know? '
v
" 18 he going do you think?

Where is he going do you think? o

Both hrq‘;anslated into Finnish'in the same way: .
Onkohan hiin l&hdbssli" !
Minnokﬂh&n héin on lhhdéssﬁ?

.
~

“Mittwoch ('1979:411) also points out that 'question parentheticals affect

'.only- the preparatory . condition of the preceding speeeh act whereas

statement parenthetiqals can -affect the '_esse'ntlal condition'. This she

.  d . . - »
sees as an explanation for the’ greater restrictiohs on the vorbs that
can cecur in these pamntheﬂcals and for their. relative lnfrequqncy if

. | compared to the stutomont paronthoticals. _

- Like you know, you se¢ can be described as an appeal te the
addressee for understanding. Brown and Levinson (1978) include it in
the hedges on the Maxim of Manner.‘ v;hich it can be sald to be in the
sénse that lt'slgnnls that a further oxplanation or specification is t
follow. This )s scon ¥ery clearly in its Finnish equivalants, which are
adverbs - like nl‘hkhaslkntsokaas (literally imperhtive forms meaning 'see’
or 'look' ‘'with the partiqle -s attached.to them) or nimittain ('namely").

- The funection of you sgh comes in other words very close to that of I
mean. Consider the,following examples : '

\ ‘ No, it's not like that at all. Deceuse you see, at. tl‘ end of

"y

the tlmo lt's riot as though 1'd just dozed off.
Bi se niin ole, ei ollenkaan. Nimittdin kun herun of - mlnu-ta
tunnu yhtdién siltd, ottil olisin torkahtanut. N

Pa'ymom for being discrest isn't thought of as blackmail, You -
. see. some of thg people who stay here are the rich playboy

lot, ¢
Hlonotuntolnuudeeta maksamista ef pldetl }driatykaonl.

- g]kll jotk)lt aviakkasmme ovat rikasta - pldyboyjonkkoo.

. o
Ly SN
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

- The foregoing discussion shows that the English purentheticals of
thq 1 boliuve und Mnow type are items which have to be analyscd
pragmatically. 'lhé\r syntactic unalysis reveals only their being loosoly
attached to the sentence in which they occur, and their semantic anul—
ysis necessurily leads to a consideration of their functions. Many of the
mt person ‘subject + verb parentheticals can be ua}d to belong to ex-

-proasions of modality and as such can also be seon functloning as

" hedges- oft the illocutipnary "foree of the utterance or as h(,dgou on the

Maxim_ of  Quality. Their Finnish translations show that for ihlu group it
is not sign‘mclmt which verb is used since the Finnisl) equivalents do
not vary according to the verb in the original. There are, however,
other 1st person + verb parentheticals in which the verb seems to
matter. Fpr these the Finnish equivalents wre different in each case.
These, toa, can be described as hedges, but as hedges on, the Maxim of

Manner, not ot Qu'ality. and thus they are not part of the modality of .

the utterance. ,

The pnronthoticnla with a second porson subject (!ou know, you
see) could also be described us hedges on the Maxim of Manner, if this
is understood very loosely. But more c¢jcarly they are appeals to the.
addressee for cooperation. However, when looked at more closely, thoy.
tufn out to have & variety of functions, which is reflected in the
variety of their Finnish equivalents.

As a general conclusion it can be said that the Finnish oquivalonts

of the English parentheticals are clear indications of the diverse func-

‘tions whloh the parenthéticals can have. Theé Finnish equivalents vary

fron liton\l clausal trnnslatlons and infinitival constructibns reflecting
the meaning of ‘the English expression to the particle -han/hén, for
which it is impossible to givu' any clear meaning, and mere fillers or
fumbles like niinku or‘tota. -The answer to the. problem of the interpre-
tati_onvof the English parenthoticuls sedms to be then that they are
anything botween o clauseswith a clear propositional meoaning gnd a mere
fumble used by the speaker to gain' time. '

L] @
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

‘a

'"THIS', "THAT', *L7T"
vs.
"TAMA', 'TUOC', 'SE

R
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

The domonstrativo pronouns. this and that in English and their
Hnnish coumorpurts timd and tuo, belong to deictic expressions, which
sérve to connect what the spoaker {s saying to his centre of orjenta-
tion. This in turn .can be described as being constituted bb'y this
porsor{. his position in space and time, his consciousness and his
emotions’ (Rauh 1981:13). The task of the demonstrative pYonouns is to
'point! to objects in the real world: this and témé 'point' to somothihg
that is close to the speaker, that and tuo ta objects further away from
4the speaker, lo..thoro is a proximal vs. distal opposition bBetween the
two pronouns. In both languages, ,hbwovor.' the pronouna have other
uses in addition to the purely deictic, 'pointing" one. Although it has
been claimed (eg. Lukoff 1974) that the same principle that governs
their spatial deictic uso.-lo. the proximal vs. distal opposition, should

also be able to oxplain their other uses, it is in many cases difficult to

soe how this could be possible. There are for example cases in which

there js no this-that opposition in Bnélisﬁ. fe. contexts in which oniy.

one of them can occur, and other cases in which both can occur with
hardly any difforence between theni. The same {s true algp of the
Finnish pronouns. Altogether, the rulotlz that govm;n their use in both
languages seem to be so complex that this article wiil only discuss some

' particularly interesting polms ‘and try to bring out some of the diffe-

rences botween the two languages. ’

Traditidnally, two major functions have been distinguished {or the
demonstrative pronouna: deictic and anaphoric. The “differgnce between
the two is in Lyonsa's (1877) térms that deixis puts o_:(mios into the

universe: of discourse so that they can’ be referred to, whereas anaphora

“ presupposes the existence of the referent in the universe of discourse.
In anaphoric use the pronoun' has an antecedent in the preceding text .
N

and refers to what its antecedent refers to, which, according to Lyons
«§1977:660), makes it pousible to relate anaphora and deixis. The link
between the two can be seen. in 'textual' deixis,. which means that

' dc’monulrunve‘pronouns as woll as other deictic expressions can refer to

linguistic entities in the co-text of the uttgrance without being co-
referential with it, fe. not referring to' the same entities in the outside
world. An example of this is the msecond that in the following exchange:

A. That's a rhinoceros.
B. How do you spell that? ' !

. ' 67

-



ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

v

"l‘ho socond that refers to the word rhinocaros but not to the animal,
This 'pure textual deixis', as Lyongv calls it, +is often confuso_d with
l'mnphorn though it is clearly different from it, However, the cases-
which are really between deixis and anaphora are those in which the
domonstrative (_iocs'not refer to the text-sentence nor to the refdérent of

. .
any part of it but to a whole preceding proposition or to a speech-act

\performo_d proviously. This 'impure toxtu.:ﬂ deixjs' occurs ucéor(ling to-

Lyons (1977) for example in the following exchange:

A: I've never seen him,

B. 'l‘hgt'ﬂ a lie.

Lhe two major uses of the demonstrative pronouns, deixis and anaphora,
ardhus linked through a third one, to. textual deixis (whether, 'pure!
or 'impure'). N

It scems to be generally accepted that the deictic use of the

demonstrative pronouns is the basic one and the other uses are, as it’

were, derived from it. It is generally further -assumed (ng“. Lyons 1977)
that, within deixis, spatial deixis is the most basic notion and 6thcr,
types, ic¢, tomporlinl (lelxm.’ns well as textual deixis and anaphora, are
related to it. To quote Lyons (1977:668): 'It is the notion of relative
proximity in the co-text to the moment of utterance that connects
anaphora nhnd textual deixis with temporal rcferohoo and it is the more
gelm.ral prineiple of loc‘lnlizntion that relates (empom'i mfo:ronce,‘in many
languages at least, to the more basic notion of spatial deixis's To these
Lakoff (1874) adds emotional deixis, which should aiso follow the prin-
ciples of tht deictic use of the pronouns.- As mentioned above, the:
decisive factdr in the deictlc use of the pronouns ia the principle of
proximity, ie. the difference between this and that, tmd and tuo is one
betweon proximal and distal’ - or non'~proximul as Lyons profers to call
It, and this distinction should then underlie their other uses as well,

" Heeing it as underlylpg for example the” anaphoric use of tha demonstra-

tive pronouns is in some cases very difficult, as Lyons (1977) also

admits., Some of these difficultjos wilt come out In the following (liscua; .

glon.
In Finnish, the situption is further complicated by tho fact that
the- demonstrative pronouns inelude a third member gig,'whluh necording

to, some grammariang (cg. Hetdlh 1861) has- n weaker tlumonstrntlva

meaning than thmd and tuo. Other grammarlans (og. Slro 106 and



“ally as in the follomng exnmple : _ . - .v
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Penttild 1963) boq 8¢ as belonging to both personal and. demonstrative

. pronouns, although keeping the two functions apart seems to be virtu-

ally . impossible. Penttils (1963:510) for example says that if the -
roforence material ls‘ not g}eér. 8¢ can be regarded as ¢ personal -
pronoun, but the: concept of 'clearness of reference material' itself is
very vague There {8 no doubt. however. that se ls also uaed doictlc- .

’ .
- Mind otan t&m&n. ota ain& 8¢ ja, jﬂtot&&n mo Pirjollo .
(1'll take this, you take it and we'll leave that for Plrjo ) . | '

*

How se is jplaced accg'dlng to the principle of proximity is ver{ dairn-

cult to deterrqine 1t has beon suggested“that se refers to something
. that Lg further away from the speaker than what is' referred to by two.

,Penttild (1963:510) adds that tuo mefers to persons and things that can

* be pointed at whereas se refers to something that could’_be poin(ed at

but necd not be pointed at because attention is already directed 4o it in,

one way or another. But this explanation ‘does not -¢ldrify the position

of 80 in view of the priiciple of proximity nor is it sure that se i»

f\irthpr away from the speaket than tuo. There is no doubt. however,

of the fact that both 8e and tuo are.distal as compared with the: proxi- b
mal gg_l_“ and that se has to be brought into a discussion of the Finnish
demonstratives. . i '

' . In English the prOnoun' it, "which is normally given as an eﬁulva-
lent for se, is (_:onu!dere’d_to be the neuter form of the third- person )
singular personal pronoun (eg. Quirk et al 1972), although historically
it ts related with that, 1t is true that it'ls not used doictlcully like the
Flnnlsh se, but in many other ways . resembles the domonatrative
pronouns this:and thut As a matter of faot. Linde (1979) observes -that

. it and that nre both used in reference to the um' kinds of items, ahd

Lyons (1975/77) points out that they are partly in complenpntary distri-
bution and partly in free variation in particular syntactia’ environments.

Furthermore, Halliday and Hasar ('19'io) are of tHe oplnl*: t'hqtb although .
it opéerates in the aygtom of personal pronougs, it can ibe explathod .
being the neutral or non-selective type of the nomlnal demongtrative. .
"Indeed, as will be fllustratad below, descriping the dlfference between , }

© .the uses of it gnd that ‘l's as difficult es telling apart tuo and !_ufin

*Finnish. All this ‘soems to indlcate that it should bo'iﬁcl\}dtd.‘.ln a :
discussion of ‘the use of the 'domonstrqtivc pronouns in EBngliéh, particu- ,/ .
\ ) ] « = . . ) ) L . & Y
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larly if we want to- compnrc them with “the Finnish dombnqtrmivos. AN
among which 80 ('orresponds .purtly t}) that nnd partly to it, as will .be
seon below. . ) R
jiTy _hm\ follows the pu.roly delctic use of the demonstratives will
not be. discussed as such but the p.r'inciplos of ‘proximity which are
'suppoéod to govern this use will be the starting point for a discussion
- of their other uses. Particular attention will be ‘paid to the oxtent to
which they are cxpluin'ablo through the proximal vs, distiil'oppo'sition.
. 'I’he.c_ompurisox'} of the 'two languages will in some cases begin with the
.Bnglish pronouns, in othorg the Finnish ones, the basic’aim boing to
. find out to what extent the two systems correspond to each other. »
o . Both this and that have a function in which there is no posslbility
’ ~for the proximal vs. distnl opposition to occur, lo. there are contexta
in which this, is usod but that is impossible and vico versa contexts in
which that occurs Put not this. MacLaran (1980) calls thdse uses of the'
pronouns ‘asymmetrical'. 'l"hoy seem to be fusthest of all from ;ny‘,_, /-
connection with the deictic use of the pronouns. o i
The asymmetrical use of this occurs in contexts In which a new
referent is 1ntmduced into the dlscourse. It can be even usod dis-

! course- lnitlally, oﬂen wilh the thero ialthere are constructlons~ '
. s 3 . . R ) . .
‘Thére was this farmer from Ballycaatle ..., (MacLaran 1980)
Ther,e was this t_ravelling aalesman ... (Lakoff 197'4). .

it is not("orthy that this is umntressed Jhere; 1f stressed. it lmpllen

. opposition with. that, whicigythe lntroducvy context does not allow.

. This presentatlonal' thla can be-said to be used in place of the indef-

. inite article “here, fe. the indofinite article is normally used irr the

* preuntational contexts, while the definite article would be lmponlble it

’
« the roferont being- introduced nro tbtally nem « .
- . ) .
> ) 'l‘hcm was a farmer from Bﬂycastle and .
R s *There was the farmemefrom Ballycastle and he ... .4

 / . :
a . ) : !
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ssible replacement for the 'ﬁliesoilt'utiona!'
this in other contexts either, -which is shown by the fbllowlng’exarﬁple
given by Lakoff (1974): :

i
The definite article is not a

“

He kisded her with [this unboli'ovabl;o passion,

' an .
- _ ' . . - ..tho . . ’
The faét that- the- presentationai this cannot bo!'roplaced' by the definite’
article proves that in this function this has lost a feature which is
"essential to its deictic use, ie.: the foa'tu‘re +definite. In.its deictic use
this' picks out a specific reforent which is definite, while in the abo'vo
example the referent is speciﬂe but lndoﬁn!to Lakoff (1974) polnts out,
that the presontatlonal this is limited to colloquial use and would “not
occyr in a formal contoxt like the following: ‘

] X . M
_ {a KR oL - T .
,  There was "tnis tradifhon in Anclent ‘Greece-that the Trojans

werc descended from Dsrdanu‘. e '
and associates thé use with vividnoab and a desire to anolve the
rnddrenee Jn wjat is being . sald, Therefore she includes it in her
‘omotlontl delxis. 'I‘hrough the use of this the referent comes closqg to’
the addressee and. thus it is ;;onlble to see a oonnoction with - the
deictic use of thia

The correspohding Finnish pronoun timd ia not uud in a presenta-

tional function, The PFinnish translation of the tollowing English
untenco shows that this is treatod u a roplacemont of the lndonnitc
article: ‘ . _ /.

At loast he ssid lt was given to him by this ncqudntuncc \vho
. had told him the story about a man ... . u,;

Ainakin hn kertol saaneense sen. grilith. tuttavaita, joka vir

Since Firinish has no articles, -either no article.or an indefintte’ prqnoun )

Finnish sentence (Ainakin hén ‘keriol seaneenss tAlth . tuttavalta -

folléwing ram.ho olauu wonld restrict its nunln; .and -oould not be
63 ’

(ords, ykei) transiates this in the above case.’ If t timk was used in the L

joka +os)y the -referent would not be ' indefinite but known and the °

»
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interpreted as extra lnformatlon 48 the relative clause in the original )
. Bngllah sentence can be, blmilnrly. témi would make the. \?oront kqown
in tho following context: : .

..,
.

l was drlvlng quite happily and then suddenly there was this
v . funny rattle under the hood R

Ajoln ihan rauhallisena ja sitten yhtllkkih alkol kuulua (tatd)

kummallista rahinaa konepellin alla e

" It must be | concludod therefore that the Finnish pronoun timd. cannot
lose its fcature +dot‘lnlte. whi¢h is postﬂblﬂ in the case of the 'corre-
hpond‘ng English pronoun, i L ,

The asymmetrical use of thnt occurs hoforo a restrictive modifier,

. . ‘, usually a matrlqtlvo relative dlause. 'I‘hero in no opposltlon with this,

le. thls is not possible in theso contoxts o . )

. ' Only attempt {thbse questions for which- - you lmow the answer.

' these

. Here the altornatl‘(o is the definite article: Only attempt the questlons
for which you know the answer. Accordlng to MacLaran (1980), that in K
this restrictive use can’ occur discourse- -initially without reference to
_context Abnt the relative clause is vital to- the ‘establishment of refer-

* “ence. As a result the rostr'ictlvo, that is definite but not specific unlike -
its delotic use, ~whlch is' both definite and specific. The Finnish tuo
cannot occur in the correspohding contexts, which hg\'o' either no
determlner or telno ) N Cn N

B . " . .

Yrith _vastata vain (niihin) kysymykstin, ‘loihin tiedat -
- " vastauksen. : '

Tuo thus bannot lose its feuluro +specific. If tuo/huo occurl‘ed. in the’
above context, it would rofor to lpeclflc qyestions’ and the ’Ilowmg
i relative clause would not be restrictive, . .
- ¢ Another functlon in which it is gilfficult to pec the basic delotie . 4
‘ opposition between this and that is the 'emotional’ deixis', ov:m though ,
LaKoff (1976:388) for example claims that."tfre is a clear linguipti¢ Yink
bet\yoen emotional and gpatial closeness and distance’, which is seen in

o the emotional use of this and that. Yet, according to her Analysis, both
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v pronouns can establish emotlonal closcness botneen the speaker andﬂf\e
listener. Thé emotional use of this creates vividness through the idea of
closeness. As was mentioned above, Lakolf includes the presentational
this in her emotlor“ use of this. In addltion. Lakoff counts ag emo-
tional ‘uses of thls cases in whlch the speaker refers to something or

1 . somebody lllready mentione¢g but outulde the discourae propet 'The:

' speaker's use of this links hls present thoughts .to the' previous mention;
of the relevant item' (Lakoff 1974:347). Lakoff further suggests that its
most natural use is with proper names which the speaker expects to be
familiar to the ligtener, as in the following: L.

‘ A, ' I see there 8 golng to be peace in the mideast 'I‘h‘s Henry
klsslnger is really something.

'I"his use differs from the normal discourse deixis in that “the relation-

, ship to t‘e familiar referent can be only inferential, ie. the above
_example does not lmply that Henry Kissinger has been mentloned before..

it is notoworthy that also the pronoun that can be used to create
clogeness although in its deictic ‘use it is a distance marker. Accordlnz

to Fillmore (1971), that creates a kind of 'qemaraderie' or 'solldarity
when- for example a garage mechanic says to the car owner: 'I‘hat‘ left

front tire is pretty worn or it shows sympathy : ‘when a doctor says to k

patient How "is that knee? According to Lakoff (1975: 351). an indicati
’ : . that spme notion of ﬁnmaradorie is involved here is that 'wheri a dited-
tion' e'lncere and given out of real desire to help, that may be used;
othefwise not': Soak that toe twice s dayl‘ is allright, but Shut that
mouth! s not. ln this case that is a substitute for the possessive
pronoun your. T‘xe difference between y__t_l_g‘and 3_!_\_9_(_ {8 that by using
the former the speaker pujs himself out of the picture but by using the
‘latter he’ impllo‘a that there is some kind pf relationship, even one of
distance, between himself and the addressee (Lakoff 1975:352). Thus,
" through the use of that a emotional link is ‘pstablished betwéen the
speaker and the addrcsaee.l 'Explarions of this kind have te remain os

« " mere speéulatlons What ls certain however is that this could not

. produce the same effect in the above cases, for example low is this

. knee? or This left front tire is pgetty worn Would lnclu_de 'a flelotic
referonce. '

In Finnish, it sbems that timd ‘nd tuo are not usqd omotiomlly in
the way their Englishi counterparts are used; instead 88 ‘seems to.have

ll. Y
' \
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this functioh, at least it ia the most natural qquivalent for both this
and that in thé above examploa ’

) " M . . i
. .

_ Llhi itdén nﬂytt&& tulevan rauha. On se Henry Kissingex‘ vaan_
Ta aikamoinon - : ‘ ,

I‘M‘

Kuinkaa se ‘polvi jakselee?

K

r

.. It can even be used with a proper. hame in direct address to create

'solidarlty or express. 'fondness', as in the following:

Tietaskos se Raija miké lintu tuo on?

T&m& and tuo in the emotional usé would be too 'pointing’, for example :

Mitenkids tuo polvi jakaaa" would bring into mind a contrast with the
"other knee, le. 'thnt knee, not the other one', As pointed out above,

 8e is weaker in its dejgfic meaning than timé or tua and apparently for

this‘reason it can be more easily used 'emotionally’, 8g could perhaps
be dompared here with the intermediate demonstrative “that occurs in

hany languages and which can be described .as meaning 'that _near you, °

that of yours' (Lakoff 1975, Rauh 1981)
The pqinting quality of the Finnish tuo comes out also in its
discourse use (this term comprises the uses which Lyons calls textual

- and anaphoric). If reference is made tg a preceding. proposition as a
. whale, tuo s normally used only when the proposition referrod to

occurs in the other lnterlocutor's turn' _ ‘ :
. LR . . »
« A, Joka tapaukseaaa héin kutsui teidlt kotunu 'runa
kaupunglsn ja myés maaseudulla. '
B. Miksei. Kylla tuo totta on.
(A. In any- oue hc invited you to his .home. ﬁen h town
__and alw in the country.
B. Yes, | sq)ppoue_ that's true.) .

e v

A. Eivit kalkki ole yhtl onnomseuu umnnua kuin to.

. B, . Tuo on totta, . .
(A. Not everybody s s, lucky " you. :
» B. That is true. ) o . ‘ v

, . . .
° L . eyt Al . . ‘
L e 8 . . [ .
. . . X
. .
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In other cases in whl.oh English has that referring to A previous propo-

‘sition Finnish prefers se, as in tlﬁh\followlng comexta:

It hnd lobked like a faceless appar‘ltlon But that was because

the face was black J
"~ Qlento oli todella nlyttﬂnyt kasvottomalta aaveelta. mutta ‘80
johtut siith, ettd kaavot olivat muatat : . /

In English that rather than it is used lo‘mfero‘hc‘?a to a precéding

proposition. This is supported by the ﬁndings by Hnde (1979:344),
who Aays that 'in all of- the inatances of reference to a preceding state-
ment taken as a statement, tho- reference 'is accomplished with that
rather than it or any oth§r form', However. also this and t&mé Jseem to )
be poss&le in references to previous proposltlona. as can be a\en in
the following :

. Old ladies were given to afgreat deal of ramollng
conversation. People were bored by this, but ...

Varatuomari Elo oli kauppaneuvoksen suurien asioiden
juristi ... Mutta tAmi ei vielk riittdnyt.

Whether tth/ere is ony difference between fbls and that in Brigllah and
timé and se in Finnish in these references to proposltiom is dimoult to
tell. In the above examplea they would seem to be in free varlatlon._
unless }he 'emotlonal' dlfferencen mentioned. abova can be used as
explnn fons, ie. this 'lugge-ts emotional ‘closenéss and that ‘distance.

. According to Halliday and Hasari (1970+60), this works partly in dia-.

logue: dialogue there is some tendency for this to refer to somo-
thing the apeaker has said hlmselt and that to refer‘o what the inter-
locutor has sald.' But othorwiae the proximlty principle -does not have

‘much effect, unleu it is of the emotional type- The only clear diffe- ]

rence is that in forwsrd reference (cataphora) only thls is possible and
not that: - "
. And T tell you this in plain Bible terms, the guilt that:
weighs on you. is the guilt of aduitery. : S




" The sdme applies to Finnish; fo. thph is used. f catnpheric_rei‘erence:

T tavallinen takkinsa kylmin# talvikuu.kausine. ’

LA

Meidjin l#htbkohtamme .qn ,tdmé: Maailmassa on -iiikaa

t ' ep&varmuutta fa pessimismit& (iiakwon & Kariseon 1979J
’ . . A

It seems that aIBo it' could be used in catephoric reference but not the

: Finnisii 8¢, aa is séen in the following Englieh example and. its Finnish

tranelation _
: ; | ) .
S 1 hate’ suggesting it - but don't you thiqk perhaps she ought
to .see a doctor?

. : >

Minusta on vestenmieliatd ehdottaa tité - mutta etkd ole sit&'

o mieltt, ottd hénen .pitiisi kiydi digikarissi?
. ) i - }

The pame difficuity of telling the difference betwoen this and that

: conoqrns tho roal anaphoric use of the pronouns, je. the caaes in which '

there is' an antecedent in ‘the preceding text an‘ the pronoun is corefer-

ential with it. No principle of pi'oximity, uniess it is of the emotional .

kind, can explain_ why this is used in the first one of the foilowing
smmles ‘and that in the. socond one

.
-

' . .
[ ~

He aeked for his brown raincost. He insisted that this' was
his usual coat during the cold winter months.

& a

. A. I hear you dislike his latest novel. . o
B. I. read his first novel. That wag very boring, too, -

L4
9 v

)

Se is again the most. naturul translation in Finnish témd and tuo would

bath beg too emphnticaliy pointing

» - .
. N

Hllr_,; pyysi ’uskean sidetakkinsa. Hin vaittf, ettd.ge olf hingn
’ ) -~

A. Kuulin, ott& sind et pidd hinen 'Viimoisimmlutli romaania-
i ¢ taan,

~ B. Luin hinen ésimmiisen romaniinsa. Sokin oft tylsd, .

v » . o L
In English, too, it complicates the pie:ur_e of the anaphoric use because -

" it seems to be an altornative for that, There are somec cases, Mowever,’
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' “ in whlch that is needed oto bring out a contrast. in whlch lt would not '“
be emphatlc anougm 88, in the follow'lng v A . .

r
, .

' . . I 'y . ’ A
. !

e

A, hg'd tpld you a story about a kind of Lucresia Borgia
s M
BRI "" B, So hedid. BuL tha‘t was .qulte a different klnd of story.

. . - ’
!

. In Finnish, tuo wquld not be"posslble in the correspondlng context.
. apparentl!r because of its too pointlng character: _ -

A .

M _' ‘
to .'_A. ... hiin olf kertonut sinylle jutun erh&nlalsesta Lucresia
Borgiasta - . : : "

. " B. Nijn hiin teki. Mutta se ( tuo) oli kokonaan_toisehmined.

- It is noteworthy that. in cases in which there are several subsequent- -
foforences to the same ltem. that is used in the first-instance and it in
tho others Ao

. -
-

?‘ ‘ - A, Oh! We're all worried.
.:} ' C B. You toog,Because of Major Palgrave's death? I've loft off
. worryl!IK about that. People seem. to have forgotten it,
takgg it in their stride. L <

. . Y A
.

.
..

@ "

d The same principle seems to apply even when reference is made to a
preceding proposition, fe. that occurs in the ﬂrst ln'uance and it in the
- subsequent Ghea o P
o /}»' But these thlngs aren't hereditary. :!verybody knows - thut
' S nowadays It's an exploded idea. '
." Finnish usqs gg_ An both ist’a:
MR . Y
' I‘lutta nimé saikat elvit perlydy Jokainen tlot“ sen ny)(ylln.
S Se on vanhentunut kisitys,
Linde (1979) uses the notion of tocua of Qttention in efplalnlng tho
i 'gmerenco botween that and ‘it and ooncludes that there is ' strong
‘pieference for that if reference is made to items vhieh aTo, out. of the
~..Yocus of sttontion and" for it if reference is to items wlthlh the foous of *

"‘attem;m' « laard (1070) roﬁru to A ymlhr phonomonon but duqr.lbn lt
Q ‘ s ty

&
v




as that moving the point of’ mferonco and it belng proferred for already
. montlonad items, which dlfference is seen in the following sentences: - (
| | N S g
- R Flrst square 19 and then cube it. .
.“ . . ' . ) . o s ol . R

ts ‘an ipstruction ‘to porform both tho squarlng and cublng opmmtlons
. on the number 19' whereas

. . ’

[ 4
First square 19 and then ‘cube that.
. [ . u
'tells us to cube the square, whichahas not been oxpllcltlyq mentioned
but hag come to attention as the regult of the first opomtlon.' This
principle would explain ‘why, in the -cases of ~ soveral subsequent
instances. ln ‘l’lnnlsh. tuo is not used in either. case, 8¢ c¢ould’ be used

in the first one:’ “o ’ : -

- L
t

Korota 19 eonsin .tolseen petdnssiin fa Hitten korota se
kolmanteen. : e
_ ' . A
) In the latter case hgqwever, a noun would have to be used to make sum
+  that reference is to the new ftem brought irito atterttion '
hKo'rota 19 ensin tofseen potenssiin ja sitten Korota , tulos
'l‘(olmnnteen ‘potenssiin.

v
~ . -«

. 'l‘here is a case in- Flnnlsh in whlch the annphoric t'llmﬂ has to bo
used in" which tuo und se are not possible, and in whlch the Engllsh
this cannot - be used: thmh ogeurs in references* tg 8 person who has
"been mentioned in the’ precedlr’m&t '

W . Tohtori Graham llfttyl h&ng ﬁournanﬁu.‘ Nelti laski l}uuleona;
' " pbydHile’ja-teivehti tohtoria. S S
THmé -sanol heti ... ‘ - ey T
Dr., Grahnm came and joined her. She, put het “needles down
- and greoted ‘him. He said at once. ... : S ‘:
. : < _ v

-\t

'l‘he meaning of thmit 1s 'the last’ mentlonod person' and it is used to\\ .
olarlfy that the ml‘eronce ls to the person mentioned last in the #
"preceding toxl.»- ¢. the prlnclple ol" proximity is rolovant here. Snoe

O

v ’ v
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. b . '
Finnish does not distinguish sex.in the third person personal pronouns,

as English does, reference in the above oxample would remain ambigu-
ous. 'l‘hus in Finnish, 'in cases where the use of & personal pronoun
(se, h&n) would lead to ambiguity the pronoun wm& oan be used, with
e the wnennlng 'the last mentioned' (Hakulinen and Karlsson 1979:319).
This {s part of a moi"e genaral difference between the two languagos In
English neither this nor that can be used as pronouns to refer to
human referents, in either deixis or anaphora, except 'in relaﬂom_u
clauses of the equative type where one element is supplying the identi-

fication of others' (Halliday and Hasan 1976:63):
Do you want to know the woman who designed it? T
+  That was Mary Smith. . B .

Finnish does not have this restriction, which ia seen in the common
*colloquial use of tdmd -and two in .spatial deixis to refer to human
referents present’ in the speech situntlon “eg. Tam#/tuo sano niin
_ (This/that (person) said so.) Parallel to this is als}the very frequent

use of s¢ ln reference to human beings in colloquiql speech instead’ of
. the third person personal pronoun hén. .

. In most’ of the cases discussed above the domonstrativos have boon
used as' independent pronouns, oxcopt in the discusdion®of emotional
deixis. Similar consideratigns apply to .this and that and 'in Finnish
timé, tuo and é_g when used as determiners, ie. the proximal-distal
opposition does not oxplain thoir ‘use‘ It seems that the English, this
and that are used without any apparent difference between them slmply

. to indicate that the NP has a known referent, that it has beent rgforred_
to previously although not montloned in the immediate context. In most
vased the definite grticle could Jhe used in the same function lnill' the
exagples bolow the referent is not present.in the apeech situation. nor
has it been mentioned in the lmmedlatolY’preoeding' copjext but haa.
been talked about before and is thomfore known to both™ the spenkar

-

and the listener: : - v
v ‘l:thoughg you'd .want to know about what my movotqphts' were
« ° .when this wretched girl was stabbed. ’ .
k * 8he saw lomething. some pussling 1nclﬁent nometmnc to do
presumably with thll bottle of pils.. ™ e
)
Q . . . N
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m both oxamplos that or thn would, bo oqually possible. Slmilurly.‘ in
the following example,. in which that is uaed. this or the could occur us
.‘ WO“! . \ : . ’
I didn't put.thut bottle of pills there and 1 don't know who
il 14 b ..
did.

In the oorroabondlng cases tuo or se and less frequently tdmd are
used in Finnish although no doterminer is needed to indicate that the

_reforent is known: : o " ¢
Luu.lln‘toidﬁn tahtovan tidtlih, missé mind litkuin willoin, kun- ‘ !
tuo tytté raukke surmattiin, N N *
. _ .
)

Hién ndki jotakin, fonkin. hllistyttﬁvﬂn tnpnukaon. )otukhl mikd . .
"ittyl fuohon plllorlpurkklin ' :
Mind on pannyt uith pulloa sinne onkd tiedk, kuka sen on
sinne pannut, "
: ' K| |
Témid would be too, polntlng in the above csses and would. Indlcatn that
< the reforom is presont in the speech situation. Also tuo soems to be ¢
) too polntlng' In some¢ cases, and .then suo is preferred, an in tho
R following: * .
You haven't had any ‘more of Jthose dgeams, have you? ‘
Onko sinulla’ vicld ollut niits unia? .. ‘ _ .
- ) . ' o
There are, however, cases in which Finnish requires a doterminer,
usually tuo or ie._'whore in Knglish the definite article is onough, - *
becausb otherwise the referent could be'intorpreted as unkpown. Thus,
fo‘ example in the followlng it would not be clear wlthoul thoxdeter-
-+ miner’ that the door in question has beoen mentioned before, io. the
demonstrallves function as syhstitute articles in theso cases: )

. > . ) . : .
} - Could it have been Jackson who hud coms out of the doon? T
' : Ollulkohun Jaokwn voinut tulla ulos tuosta ovostu? ‘

«
¥
L]




. In colloquial speech the Fi'nnlsh damonstrativea ciro frequently - used
even when the definiteness of the referent would be clear without them
and there is wo neud for 'pointing', as is the case in the folfowing: ,

- e
N ¢

A. Mikél teos oli kysymyksoss&? ., ) .
" B. Karl Marxin Manifest der-kommunistischen Partei. )
'A. Niin, alvan. Enonnfhan ht‘u'.raatl titd nykytaidetta.

Kuhnon mlos. oplilemiittd. Kun oi ollut_noita turhia ja huonoja

.

tapojakaan . ~,

N

",
.

-

That there ls no need for a detorminer showing definitencss is secn in

the Engllah trannlationa .
‘] A. Which book was it? - o S

. B. Karl Marx's Manifest det kommunistischen Partei.

" A, Oh yes. Your uncle was interested in modern art.

A good man. Didn't have any bad habits either.

'
[N

It  soems, then, that in both English and Finnish the demonstratives are
sometlmes used 'noedleasly' as determiners, je. there is no need for
pointmg but in Bngllsh the deflnite arﬁq! would. be enough, -in Finnish
no determiner would be needed. If there is a remson for their use In

‘these cases, it has to, be looked for again in emotional deixis. Another

' ) possible explanation s .that the use of the démonstratives helps creato a
foellng of colloqulal speoch .ot
T As a summury of the precedlng discussion the followlng polnts can
be made: '

(1) 'In their p'ure deictic use the English and Finnish demonntra-
tives follow the same proximal 8. distal principle’ with the difference, -
however, that Finnish has a thh‘d pronoun 86 also used in defotic * - S
reference. 1t sodrs that tamk corresponds to.this but tuo and se divide
the functions of tlmt What the difference if between tuo and se is not

. casy to gxplein, but ortnn se refers to uomcthlns closer to the address-
ve whereas tuo refers to items further away from both the speaker and
the listener.

(3) However, when dealing wlth the discourse dclotic use' of the
English demon-trnuve} it hes to be lnoluded in the discussion since that

and it come ‘very close to each other in their ‘discourse use. As a
matter of faot, making a distinction Yptween the -two is as difficult as =

””

\)‘( - ’ ' - n‘7 _‘ ) N “‘.
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describing the difference between g_:q and tuo in Finnish. Some sugéow

tions as to a differonce between them can, howevor, be *made:
"(a) When reference is mude to a preceding proposition, that is

preferred to it. lHere Finnish is clearly different as tuo is possibie only .
if the proposition is part.of the previous speaker's uttersnce. If ref-

oronoco Is to a l‘ollmylng proposition, this and M arc uaod'butu_tﬁt_
agd tuo are not possible. _ _

(b) In real aftaphoric reference that brings out a contrast with
other items and is definitely more emphatic than ’it, which {s demon-
strated by the fact that if reference is made several tinies to the same
\ item, '—'—‘.—'1'- is used in the ;ﬁmt instance and it in the aubsequm\t oné‘s.

In Finnish tuo is oven more 'pointing' than that and consequently the
-neutral se is preferred. . . o

(3) 1t is difficult tb’.see' how the proxfmal vs. distal opposition
could expl

1 the difference. between this and that or t#mé and tuo in

thelr anaphoMg use unless some™ kind of emotional proximity .and dis-

’ tunce 4re meant. T
,when thoy. are used as doso.rmlnurs. In this usg they often simply
"suggrest that the item to which the NP refers. has been montlo\od some=
where prqvldusly and is thus known. The definite article wo%ln many
cases be enough in English. Ii{ Finnish, howover, a demonstrative is
sometimes needeg as ‘a kind of substitute articlo.

«

(4) The proximal vs. distal opposition is very vague also in the

_ ' emotional use of the demonstratives this and that because both can be
\ used %o creale closemeas, although in different types of contexts. In
Finnish ,the pronoun sesrather than timy or tuo is used emotionally,

, which is In agreement with the fact that also in. other languages which

reference. . T . e

\ : “(8) The English this has a use in which it loses its foatu'ro +dofi-
! nite. In this presentationd! use there 18 o possibility for an opposition

with that, "gmd in Finnish t4m# cannot bé uned as its oquivalpnt. In its

turn that lgses its. feature +specific when ugod in a determinative fune--

tion. In lhll\' cage its Finnish equivalent is s¢ and noj, tuo.

&
. / The ovprnlrplcturo - oven though it is admittedly & vaguo one -
't /which emergos from - the abpve cross-lRnguage disoussion, 18 that tho

| Finnish domonstratives t&ml and tup seem to retain more of théir basic

b { 'pointing’ quality than thelr English counterpirts this and that. That

- ,

same applies even more clearly to these pronouns ’

i
have an ‘intermediate' pronoun, this pronoun is used In ‘emotional’

! thoy arg capsble of doing it muy ke due to the oxlsfenge of n third,




,  houtral pronoun '8¢, which "i8 used in many of the ‘functions in which
English uses either this, or that, particutarly that. But in nothGr
. language is it «posalblo to predict the other functions of th‘ demonstra-
. #tiyes from their purely deictic, 'pointing' usq. In English that ia less \ o
te markod than this. according to Lyona (1977:647), 'there sare marked =
syntactic poaitlons in whlch that occurs in English and i8 ‘neutral with ,
respcct to proximily or any other. distinctions based on “deixis'.} The ’
Finnlah tuo is not neutral - perhaps again due to the existence of the
demonatrative se - except as a doterr;ﬂnor, in wh}.ch positiéon all three
. Finnish demonstratives come close to losing any distinctions based on
o deixis. - ' ) .
‘ It was said in the¢' introductory chapter that deictic ¢xpressioils are
_ pragmatic phenomensa. par oxcellence becaude they are concerned with
'the ‘encoding of many different aspéctn of the circumstances surround-
ing the uttei;anco. within\the utterance itself'.(Levinson 1983:58), The
‘above discussién has, hoWovor. shown that the use of tho demonitra-

. tivos. ulthougli they are basically deictic exprosslons, cannot be wholly
oxplainod through referring to ’'the abllny of language users to pair
sentence with tho contexts in which they would be appropriate’. Their
choice cannot be entirely explaine_d wi;h the help of the circumstances .
surrounding the utterance but thqﬁ' use scems to depend in some cn'gaes
on how close psychologically the speaker feels the referent to be qé how

N ' cloae to the referent he wants td make the listener feel. It must be
therefore admitjed that the oxplanattona in these . csses are boyond the

- reach of pragmatics, :

0 ¢
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Languages contain elements, words and ‘phrases, that " do not

render themselves to normal semantic and grammatical analysis but can
be adequately described only through reference -to their contexgs of
use, le¢. items such as thank you, all right, OK, please, That this is
the case is seen for example in the way dictioparies treat these items:
often they do not even attempt to describe their meanings but give
examples of the contexts in which they are used. Bilfngual dictionaries,
however. sometimes also give equivalents in the other language even
‘when there is only a partial functional correspondence between tge
items, eg. they might give ole hyvi as the Ftnnish equivalent for
pleasc, although this information is partly misleading. Yet. it'is obvious
that these items play an important part in social interaction, particu'-
larly since some of them, eg. please, are considered 'to convey a
speaker's. intent " to be heard "as sp‘eaking politely' (Fraser 1978:11).
Co_naéciuently. learning to use thém correctly is not insignificant for the

. foreign language learners, particularly since they might be misled by

" the partial prngmatlcuequlvalence between the foreign expression and

"8t an underlying conditional sentence (eg; 'if you don't mind'), and’
- moreover, if added to a request, it makes the fulfilggnt of the requoat '

L€

one in their mother tongne h systematic cross-languageé comparison of

" the use of auch expresslona as please and ole hyv#i seems therefore

1ustiﬁed

“Acgording to the OED, ple_na_ was originally an imperative or
optative form, a shortened form of please xou. .whose meaning was
originally 'may it (ot" let it) please you'. Ite.preae.nt meaning - is
described by’ the same source as 'be pleased' or 'if you please'. There
does not seem to be any general agreement about its meaning, however,
since for example Quirk et al (1972:471) paraphrase it with 'pleasé me
by ...'. Geukens (1978) is neaver to the ORD deflnition ‘when he argues
that please has a condi_tiohal meaning: that it 15 in fact a lexicalization

«

depend on the (good)will ‘of the listener. ,
Syntactically, please has been considered to be in present-day

~ English ¢ne of the formuleic adjuncts, 'a small group of adverbs used

as markers Of courtesy', like cordially, kindly. etc. (Quirk et al
1972 470) There is, hOWever. a clear dtfference between please and the
other formulai¢ adjunots: it eannot be modified by m whereas the
others can. Thus, it is clesrly not an sdverb on a pur ‘wtth co cordially
snd kindly, ‘which even have the adverbial suffix -ly. Sadock (1974)
asstgns ploaso two syntactic functions: that of a sentence‘adverblal and

e 7 L
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what he culls a free-standing please, which is a requost b:m It is

not clear, howovor. what exactly distinguishes' these two funct'ipns Trom

ench oth8. Sadock's exanmple for the free-standing pleoae is Please. s v

cold in here, whereas please in Plonse. ‘get ‘me a drink would bo a
sentonce-adverbial. But, which'cnte'gory would please in Please, Sir,

did you call? "belong"- As these examples illustrntoi. the ‘syntactic treat- /

ment of please ‘is by no means strnightforward

The expression normally given as the F‘innish equivnlont for please
is the phrase ole/olkaa hyv#, which ie also an imperative form with the
literal 'monning of 'be good'. The phrase is, however, in the imperative .
form only when it stands’ éll‘ono or is attached to a sentence whose verb
{s in the imperative. If it is attached fo an interrogative sentence
functioning as a request, it apboars in the interrogative form
(oletkololetteko hyvit), fe. éyntuctically it follows the structure of the
sentence with which it nccurs, A further proof of this is'that it !ms to
be In the conditional form if the sentence is in fhe condftional. It’

cannot in other words be considered a formulaic adjunct like please but
hns retained the syntactic chaXacteristics of a verb .+ adjective phrase.
Howover. when used as a marker of politeness. the phrase has certainly
lost some. of its original, literal medning. According to the 'N8S, the .

* meaning of the adjective hyvd in tthitwess phrade is a wenkened

use of its ethical meaning of 'morally yaluable, flawless, innocent,

~ moble’. It is difficult to see even .thi ‘much of its original meaning in

some of the contexts in which the phrase is “ised.  There is another,

-version of the Phrase with a ch ge in the adjective ole kiltti. (*be
,’nice').l which is tore colloquial than ole hyvé. It cannot, however, be )

used-in all the, contexts in-which ole hyvé.occurs, due to §he mcéfing
of the adjective, as will be seen later. This supports the claim that the .
phrase is not a mere formulaic expression of politeness but ‘the adjective

-

e —y

in it has_at least some meaning. 'l"hup. it can be sald that the Finnish:

phrase hus rotained more of its original syntactic and semantic proper-o
ties than the correspondlng_ o_lingnsh expression, and jt will therefore be

interusting to see to what extent this fact-can acco_unt “for the_dlffe-. )
rences in their use. '

¢ Both the English please and its Finnish counterparfy can be used
'Independently or attuqhed to a sentence. One of the most frequently

oceurring uses of both giease and the Finnish phrase is in connection
with directive speech acts. Thus both cap be added to an imperative
sentence - to mitigate. its illocutionary fopee, to make it more polite.
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Please is mobile with imperative sentences: it can occur in the umm
final, ‘and even medlal position (Quirk et al 1972: 2'10)
’ ; S
Please sit down!
_ 8it down please! .
Ask him please what he wants!

The Finnish phrase must naturslly be in the imperative fbrm in this
case and can be 'place@d either before or after the main imperative
thtonce. but usually'not in' the medial posltion.' If it is pladed in the *
- initial position. it is usually connected with the rest of the ::’ptence
with the conjunctloq ia ('and') J T \

Ole hyvi ja istu!

Istu, ole hyvi!l )

?7Kysy hlnelt&.‘ ole hyv&. mitd hén haluaa!

Naturally, nolther please nor ole hyva can occur with lmperatlvp seh-

. tences which do not have directive force: Take one more step, please,

* and 1'll shoot/ Ota vigJh ykslkln askel, ole hyvé, ja mind ammun.
Please and ole hyvii can also be used with {nterrogative sentences

with directive force. Again, please is mobile whereas the ‘Finnish phrase

has to precede the méin intdh-ogétive sentence, whose grammatical fofm -

it also follows, being in the interrogative form and contalning a condi-
tional if the sentence itaself haa one: °
. o : . _
Could you please open the window? o
‘ QOletko hyvd ja avaat fkkunan? . '
~0unltko hyvé ja’*avnldt ikkunan?

Please alao ies with any other type of sontence wl*eh is used with
directive force./ Thus it can. be added also to declarative sentences uned
as directives: '

¢

You w’n please leave the room, - ' S

L wonder whoirer you would lplnd openmg the window plono.

Acoording to Sudock (1974) -m,l Gordon and Lakoff (1976). plosse ean

sctublly be added in front of any sentence that is aud s dlmuvo.

14

»

»

~
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not only to those indirect directives which have become convention-

“allzed, like the twa examples above. Thus, the following sentences,

which, if used as mquests. have to be classified as hints, allow the-

—
addithn of Qleas 3 -

Please, it's cold in here, .
- Please, it's ten o'clock. . K *

. K
- *

¥
R

- This, accor‘ding to Sadock, is the 'f_reé-standing' ‘please; 'a request in
Atself' and usually a request to stop. doing something oF to undo some-
_thing-fhat' has just been done. It is up.to the listener to figure out

what is being requested in that particular context, because thé speaker

. onjy gives -a’'hint. This type of request ~only allows the initial please;

24

the sentence-final pleasc is limited only to those case whose 'log‘lcal
structire conveys a request' (Gordon and Lakoff_w(). Thus, Ita

“old in here please is not possible. It could be said-that in this case

the function of please is to clarify the speech-act function of the utter-
ance, making it clear that it is f§ be understood as a request.

The Finnish phrase cannot be ‘used with hints meant to be taken -
as directives. There is a syntactic restrietion to thls as was mentioned

- above, the Firnish phraae has to be adapted to the syntactic structure

* of the senténce to which it is attached and this is not possible in cases .

. ten o'clock'). The FinnisH phrase always has a second person form of

like THAUA on kylmi ('It's’ cold in hore') or Kellg on jo kymmenon ('It's

[

the verh olla and thus cannot be syntactically” joined with sentences

" with a third person form: In connection’ with directives it is thus

hited malnly to ‘utterances. that/are imperative or interrogative in form, _'
It might be posslble also with deolarative sentertces with A second
peroon subject like the followlng _ ' S

8ind olet hyva ja l8hdet tistd huoneesta. - s
(You will please leave the room.)

but not with a de¢larative senténee without a second person subject:

.mluar_{ '-nlnur; l'ﬁhtev&n'iﬂqt& huoneesta, ole ThyvaA. 4
(1 want you to’'leave. this room pieaso.). : '

sm L



.thus in an_
" verb.
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The. colloguial versi(fn of the Finnish phrase, ole kiltti, behaves
ayntaetically like ole hyvd. Semantically. they are not - equivalont.
however,, obvioualy due to th¢ difference in meaning between the adjec«

tives hyvé and Miltti: ole Kkiltti can be. used with directiVea whose

illocut'lonary force is' that of an appeal but it cannot mitigate a
command .Thus, for example. if the speaker offers the listener a seat,
he/she does not sqy Ole kiltti ja.istu!, but if the speaker is irritated

by the fact that the listener is standing in lpite of- several offers of a.

se, he/she might appeal to the ljstener by aaying Ole kiitti ja istu.
This is further proof of the meaningfulness of the. adjectWQs in the
Finnish phrase" ' :

Both please and the I"innlsh phrase can oc®ur even in reported

“
’

4

]

directives. Thus it is possible to say in English He Wsked me if 1 would

please leave the room, and in Finnish Hién pyysi minua‘olemaan hyvd ja

“Jihtemiidn huoneesta. As the example shows, the Finnish phrase again

follows the form gf the .verb in the main part of the sentence and is
pfinitive  form (olemaan hyv#) required by the reporting

. | ' ' :
In English, please can also be added to questions, le.. interroga-
tive aentencee which- funftion as requests for information. This faet has

been used as an srgument for the inclusion of queations into directive

speech acts. {ét has been argued that, since they allow the addition of

please, their underlylng structure must contain a performative aontence'

like 'l request (you tell me S)'. Sadock (1974). however, admits that - -

"please c¢an only be added to questions of a restricted type, namely

those¢ in which the apeaker $as no personal stake in the. reaponae'. Hia‘

Who dlacoVemd the Bronx, please?. It could net be added to questions

. like Whe;o did you find that lovely dress, please?, claims Sadock,

llowever. examplea can he found that eontradict Sadock's description of
‘the contexts in which. p_lgng_ can ocour: a speaker asking What time is
‘it, please? or on the phone. Who is speaking, please? o" have a
personal interest in the answor, which might evén cohtahi vital
information. On the basis of these exampley, it ¢ould be argued that
p_lgg_g is added to questiona when the spe‘

listener because the answer contains h&)ortunt information. Perhaps it
should be said that please Wms here two dlfforent roles: in one case it
is 'n mere politeness formula, in the other it makes the questign more
insistont. In any case, there is no possibility of adding the ‘nnlsh

. 81
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-m o .

er wants to appeal to the

-

examples ape from a tontext in wl‘loh a teacher asks a pupil:’ Johnny, .




olkaa hyvih to questions, not even in cnsos in which it .would -be -
possible to join it synfactically with the sentence. Thus, Oletko hzv! ja
_liihdet Helsinkiin huomenna? is a request for action, not a roquost “for
information. The only way of gotting ole hyvi attached to a questlon
would be by adding a perfermative verb and making the question itself
into a subordinate clause: Ojetko hyvi ja korrot rhinulle mité kello on?
(literally: 'Will you o good and tell me what time it is?').
Another case in which the addition of plcg_s_ is normal_ in English
- but its Fiunish countcrpart is lmpossiblo is in utterances in which the
speaker asks for permission -to do something

‘May 1 ploase go now?’ 7 ‘ . o
" Saanko lihted nyt?.
) g . C , N
0y 'I‘h,é Finnish ;Shrnse is impossible here 'because the sentence contains a
. first person subject and ole hyvé requires a secohd person Bubject.
' In. all the cases discussed so far, ploase and ole hyv# have been

. attached to a sentence functioning ns a directive, a question or a

_request for permission to do something Both can, howovor, tso be _
used alone withéut an uccompnnyin, segtence, forming by themselves T
the socond pair-part to an ndjncendy pair. Thus, both ge and ole
~ hyvii can be used as affirmative maponses to a request for permission
. to do qomcthing ‘

.

.Can I borrow your pen? - Please (do)!

- Saanko lainata kyniiisi? - Ole, hyvii! .

Can I bo brutally frank? - Please (do)! ° -
Saanko olla alvan suora? - Ole hyvi! .

“ ’ - ¢

Ploase also occurs as an affirmative response to ‘an offer, le. it shows
the acceptance of the offer. It is often accompanied by- the affirmative
S yes: | |
- » . ’ N
* Shall I carry your bag for your? - (Yes) please.

Want nny augur? - (You) please.

<o,

; * ”
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Do - . 9
In Finnlﬁh olololkau h-xn\.l' 'cmmot occur in this function} the affirmative
response to an offer in Finnish is normnlly ‘Kylld kiitos T'Yes thunk
you')

'3 »

. Voinko kantan laukkuasi? - Kylli kiitos.
- . - v . . .‘l l
LI the Speakor unswored the above qucstibn with Olg I vii,- it would"
mean that he/sho had interpreted the uttorance as a request for permis~
slon to do somothlng Thus, in the"* i‘ollowing oxample. which can only
be, itntorprcted‘_as’woffor. only. kylli kiitos is possible:
: . N o
E . ) . NS
' Haluatko sokerla? - Kyllé kittos. . : .
The Hnniah olo/olkuu hyvi also occurs as a klnd of second -
pair-part in an adjacency pair in which the fivat pg' purt is a request

to the listoner to give something ‘to the speaker; the pragmatic qquiva—

lent in English would in this cuse be Hete _you are : e
- ‘ r.k
v Voitko antaa tuon lohdon?,,f Ole hyvi. ¢

Can you glvo. me that‘papon? - Here you are.
s L] . e
. . . : »

Related to -this ia the uso of ole/olkaa hxv as a- verbal accompanimont

of the offer pf some objoo"i for example- food @t a dinner table which is

» clearly a function in whiech please 1is. not, used Ano.ther function in

' . which ole/olkaa hyw# occurs but p_l_eLa; does not.is as.a response to an
exprosslon of g?-atltudo‘ '

- ) .

/‘ ‘/ Kiitos avusta! - Ole hyvi! S )

T e ¢
.

Thank you for your helpl ~ Don't mention it.

, me, pleave, b 1
' Anteokwl/ suokn‘ dntook teesy : o . )
. The cases ! ed nbovo nhould be sumchnt proof -of the claims

made at the ,bogl'nnlgg of this papor that plesse and lo hxvl are only
pnrtlany eQuivalent pngmatlcaily and that this is at lout ‘partly duo tq

L
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their different. grammntllml statuses aryd different monnlngs. It is cloar

“that the Finnish oxproaslor{ is a verb + agjective phrase since the vorb

changos its forp Ltccordlng .the fox'm of the sentence to which it is

attached, Unlike its Engllsn counterpart. it cannot be described as a

mere fortivluic adjunc'l There is a syntactic” restriction to the use of
this phrase: it can onl‘y be adjoinod Ao sentences wlth a second person
subject, which limits its use, for o:mmplo. ln the connection of dlrec—
tlvoy""

As to their m‘canlngs.*ther phx%so has’ rotnlned its original
moanlng although, again, the Finnish oxpresn_;ton is closer to it than the
English one. In beth cases it is difficult to describe the meaning in a
way thuat would be applicab® in all of the contexts irr which the expres-

slon occurs. The paraphrase for ploas given by Quirk- ef*al (1972).

‘please me’ by' could be used when please is added to dlroctlvos ‘and so
cot_xld Goukons_s (1978) explanation of please as a-loxlcallzatlon of a
conditional sentence like 'if you don't mind'. Similarly, the Finnish

.phrase seems to be close to lts literal interpretation in this funcJon

The use of these expressions wlth dlroctlvw is usually associated wlth

intended politeness, or at least they nre consldcrod to mmgato ‘the

force of the utterance. Fraser (1978:11) laims that pleage could not be

used in issuing 8 demand, 'an act which surely borders on being lnhor-'_

ently Impolite’. Yet, it scems possible to say in English Shut ub, Pleas¢
with a domandlng toné, just as well as it 'is possible to say In Finnish
Olkaa “hyvat ja pitakas suunne kilnni, noither of which is partlcularly

polite. It seems that in some cases please and ole/olkaa hyvd are

attached tu a directive to make it more insistent, rather than to mitigate o
its force. Whén these expressions are used as anawers ¢o somoone,
asking for a permission to do someothing, the above interpretations seem

to lose their value. lt does not mfnk'e sense ta paraphpase Pleasg do with
'Ploase me by doing ltl when lt is usod as arresponsc \o someonc asking
for pertﬁ’luslon to be 'brutally frnnk' Nor doos: It make sende to inter-
pret ole hyvi. as an appedl to the addressee's 'goodness’ in the corre-
spondl,tig Finnish exchange. 'If it plllasos y_ou"\vould be a more suitable

‘paraphrase in this case. Thus it Is impossible to give a paraphrase for

elthor plessy or ole hyva that' would be 'suitable in_all Lcontexts, .
Yet, thero are some cues in which the lhunlngs of -these oxpr««-
slons ocan be used u oxplanatlonu for <their ‘not occurring in thm
pontexty. Thus, if an offeyr of sdmd\lnd has been madp, there 18" ho
unu in accepting it wlth LY phrase that appuln lo the nddmam'n
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g&;dnoss.‘ lo, by using ole 'hxfh in F‘innish Slmuﬂrly. it we think that
glonsa moans oither 'please me by or 'if it plouso& you/if -you don't
mind', it ds undoratandablo thag it is not ..usod; “like ole hyvi,

nge to somobody's OXproasion of, gratltudo But tha-Finnish. phrase

088

doou not make any morb sense in this case, which ‘meahs that it, too 1s

. a more politeness formula wlthout a m.aning of lts’ bwn M some con-

fex.ts . s, ; A f‘ ° r;n‘ .'

sli

T(ﬁum up.’/wo ctm‘ lgy that the an‘lyals of plouso and olo hyvd is

"~ mines thvir use.

moro ccﬁnplox than would> be thg analysis of for example thank you and,
kntos. of"whi(.h we cag say thut they oxprosshho gratitudq _of’ the _‘
speaker or are used wher the époalwr fecls grmoful or*thinks he{she is
* the lhea!ﬂ,ng ~of these phrases deter-
As wey: hhvo seen, thfs {a.not the.case with olther .
R:w_so or-ole hyvi, Whofe corroct use migl\} therefore cause particular

expected to show gratitude, ie.

learning problems. ¢ R

”
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