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Chapter 1 Introduction

1.1 The notion of anaphora

Discourse can be interpreted from different linguistic levels and
angles, one of which is the interpretation of anaphora. The
interpretation of anaphora is of great significance to the
understanding of natural English discourse on account of the fact
that, in natural discourse, the establishment, maintenance and the
shift of topic(s) are mainly realized through énaphoric relafions.
Judging by the linguistic embodiment of anaphora, it is composed
of two components: the anaphor.and its antecedent. However, the
use of it involves various syntactic, semantic, pragmatic,
psychological, cognitive and other constraints. Therefore, the
interpretation of anaphora has always been the focus of study
among  linguists,  discourse  analysts,. text linguists,
pragmalinguists,  psycho-linguists, ~ functionalists,  artificial
intelligence ~experts, and experts specializing in language
universals, language acquisition, language typology, and language
learning and teaching.

The notion of anaphora can be understood both broadly and
narrowly. As Xu (1995:1) points out that

“In its broadest sense, anaphora may be defined as a linguistic
phenomenon in which an (often attenuated) expression is used to
refer (back) to an entity or sense denoted by another expression in

the same text or discourse. Perceived from this perspective, the
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notion of anaphora actually embraces almost all the cohesive
relations of reference, substitution®, ellipsis and lexical cohesion
in discourse as discussed in Halliday and Hasan (1976)”

According to this interpretation and by the standard of the
differences in the types of their antecedents and their morpho-
syntactic features, he classifies anaphora as shown in Figure 1.

The notion of anaphora in its narrow sense can be interpreted
as a linguistic phenomenon in which a nominal expression (often
attenuated) is used to refer (back) to an entity and / or sense
which is embodied by another nominal expression in the same text
or discourse. The definition provided by the MIT Encyclopedia of
the Cognitive Sciences (2000:20) represents the notion of anaphora
in the narrow sense:

“The term anaphora is used most commonly in theoretical
linguists to denote any case where two nominal expressions are

assigned the same referential value or range, ”

@ Substitution is different from coreference. According to the discussion in this
chapter, coreference is an anaphoric relation in which coreferential relation holds between
anaphor and its antecedent. However, this is not the case for substitution, Let's consider
the following examples: (1) Hill did not go home after work last night, He went to a bar
with a friend. (2) 1 bought a book yesterday, and he also bought one. In (1), “he”
corefers with “Hill”, while in (2), “one” is used to substitute “a book”. What is
significant is that, the referents of “one” and “a book” are not the same, Xiong (1999:8)
correctly points out that both coreference and substitution are devices to maintain cohesion
in discourse, However, the antecedent in the coreferent relation is usually realized with a
specific pronoun or an adverb with the feature of a pronoun, Its referent can be pinned
down basically within the (linguistic) context in which it occurs. On the other hand, the
word used to substitute another in discourse is usually not a pronoun. The word it
substitutes is usually not so definite, and the interpretation of it depends more on the

context in which it is in.
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. Noun anaphora
nominal
Nourrphrase anaphora

verb anaphora
Anaphora®x< verbal{
verb-phrase anaphora

clause anaphora

clausal {

text anaphora

Figure 1.1 Xu's classification of different types of anaphora

Therefore, judging by the key word “nominal”, we have
nominal anaphora in which the anaphors are linguistically realized
by nouns and noun phrases, pronouns, and zeros® as the
underlined parts illustrate in the following examples:

(1)a. There was once a poor man and a poor woman

b. who had nothing but a little cottage,

c. and who earned their bread by fishing,

d. and @ always lived from hand to mouth,

e. But it came to pass one day,

f. when the man was sitting by the waterside, and casting
his net,

g. that he drew out a fish entirely of gold.

@ The examples provided to illustrate each type of anaphora by Xu are as follows,
with anaphor and its antecedent in each sentence underlined;
(1)a. John bought a blue jacket and Paul bought a black one,
b. John's jacket is blue and Paul's @ is black.
(2)a. The man told John that he bought a blue jacket.
b. The man persuaded John @ to buy a blue jacket.
(3)John bought a blue jacket and Paul 7 a black one.
(4)John bought a blue jacket a Paul ? too,
(5) Someone told me that John can speak ten different languages, but I won' t
believe it.
(6 This is what has happened: (followed by the description)
® Zero anaphors are indicated by the symbol ? throughout this thesis, as is the
common practice in related linguistic works,




(“The Fisherman and His Wife”)
(2)a. A farmer once had a faithful dog called Sultan,
b. who had grown old,
c. and @ lost all his teeth,
d. so that he could no longer hold on to anything.
e. One day the farmer was standing with his wife before
the house-door, )
f. and @ said
g. tomorrow I intend to shoot old Sultan,
h. he is no longer of any use.
(“The Farmer and His Dog”)
In this study, anaphora in the narrow sense in natural®
English texts will be our focus of interest (henceforth it will be

referred to simply as anaphora).

1.2 A brief survey of literature

As is stated in the previous section, ‘anaphora has been the
focus of interest in the past thirty years shared by experts working
in so many different lines within or concerning the field of
linguistics because of its importance in understanding the nature of
discourse and “in formulating and testing a theory of grammar”
(Xu, 1995). It is needless to say that there has been quite an
extensive literature developed in the field of anaphora study. The
major approaches that are adopted in these studies can be broadly

classified into three types, namely, the formal syntactic approach,

@ “Natural” is a relative term, because when any story or tale is put down in black
and white, it will inevitably carry the marks left by the compiler's or the story-teller’'s
personal style and wording.
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the discourse functional approach, and the pure cognitive approach.
1.2.1 The formal syntactic approach

As Xu (1995:3) points out, the formal syntactic approach to
the study of anaphora is mainly done within the overall theoretical
framework of generative grammar. The research done within this
framework is mainly concerned with the various syntactic
constraints governing the distribution and semantic interpretation
of different types of nominal expressions in a most elaborate
manner (see e, g. Reinhart 1976, 1981, 1983; Wasow 1979; Aoun
1985; Huang 1992, to mention just a few among others). The core of
research of this kind largely rests in the analysis of ¢ (constituent)-
command relations suggested by Reinhart (1976, 1981, 1983).
According to Chomsky (1981), for an NP to be bound by its
antecedent, the latter should be able to c-command the former.

Such a relation can be represented schematically as follows.

/ X\
A B
Figure 1. 2

Or in Chomsky’s words:

A node A c-commands a node B iff (if and only if)

(1A does not dominate B;

(2)B does not dominate A; _

(3) The first branching node (X) dominating A also dominates B.

Reinhart (1976, 1981, 1983) provides the similar definition.
As she puts it, Node A c-commands node B if and only if the first
branching node a; dominating A

(1)either dominates B, or



(2)is immediately dominated by a node o, which dominates B,
and o is of the same category type as q;.

For example, observe the following structures.

S
RN
NP, VP
V/ \NPZ

Figure 1. 3

In (b), NP; c-commands NP, because S, which is the first
branching node that dominates NP;, dominates NP,. On the other
hand, NP, does not c-command NP, because the VP node, which is
the first branching node that dominates NP,, does not
dominate NP, .

However, for an exhaustive study of anaphora, there are in
general two obvious limitations with the formal approach. “First,
it is largely limited to the formal aspects of anaphora. And second,
it is largely limited to the exploration of such formal properties of
noun phrases within a sentence.” (Xu, 1995: 4) It is rather
apparent for the first one, since it has long been established as a
common sense that the use of anaphora is not only concerned with
the syntactic aspects but also with semantic, pragmatic, cognitive,
and a number of other constraints. With the second one, we would
like to argue that, anaphora is a discourse unit rather than a
syntactic one, though it has been studied on the syntactic level by
so many linguists, especially in the GB tradition. As we point out
in Zhou (2001a), anaphoric relation mainly occurs in discourse. A
proper piece of evidence in point are the statistics of the distribution
of referring expressions in English discourse provided by Ariel
(1990: 18) and the statistics of the distribution of referring
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expressions in Chinese given by Xu (1995: 81),  which are
reproduced respectively in Table 1. 1 and Table 1. 2 as follows (we
have made one minor adjustment to Ariel’s table, that is, the
addition of the “Total” column at the bottom. In the tables; S =
sentence, and P = paragraph).

Table 1.1 Ariel's statistics of referring expressions in English discourse (1990:18)

Referring Text position Total
expressions Same S |Previous S| Same P | Across P ot
Pronoun 110 320 75 24 529
(20.8%) | (60.5%) | (14.2%) | (4.5%) | (100%)
Demons-trative 4 50 17 13 84
(4.8%) | (59.5%) | (20.2%) | (15.5%) | (100%)
Definite 4 20 65 53 142
description (2.8%) | (14.1%) | (45.8%) | (37.3%) | (100%)
Total 118 390 157 ‘90 755

Table 1.2 Xu's statistics of the distribution of referring expressions
in Chinese discourse (1995. 81)

Referring -~ Text position Total
expressions Same S |Previous S| Same P | Across P o
Zero 630 53 4 3 690
(91.3%) | (7.7%) | (0.6%) | €0.4%) | (100%)
. 16 1 17
Refl
Ve 1 94.1%) | 5.9%) | (100%)
Pronoun 90 69 1 3 163
(55.2%6) | (42.3%) | (0.6%) | (1.8%) | (99.9%)
Demons-trative 6 6 4 1 17
(35.3%) | (35.3%) | (23.5%) | (5.9%) | (100%)
Definite 45 118 38 147 348
description (12.9%) | (33.9%) | (10.9%) | (42.2%) | (99.9%)
Total 787 247 47 154 1,235




The statistics in the above two tables clearly show that in both
English and Chinese, demonstratives and definite descriptions, and
even zeros and pronouns, are discourse cohesive devices. Although
zeros and pronouns are mainly employed as inter- or intra-sentence
cohesive devices, we may still safely say that they are discourse
cohesive devices, because no matter how near they are to their
antecedents, the purpose of theéir employment is to contribute to
the cohesion of the whole discourse. The reason for the fact that
the distance between them and their antecedents is relatively closer
than demonstratives and definite descriptions is because of the
constraints of syntactic principles (Chu, 1998) and the constraint
of the general principles of language use, such as “economy” and
“clarity” (Xiong, 1999).

1.2.2 Discourse functional approach

Therefore, hecause.of the limitations of .the formal approach,
discourse functional approach has been adopted by some researchers
to explore the textual and pragmatiéwprpperties of anaphora. The
focus of research within this framework is the function of anaphora
in discourse in making the discourse coherent and their textual
constraints (see e. g. Kuno, 1987; Xu, 1995, among others). Tai
(1994, ed. Preface, V[) maintains that there are three levels
within functionalism, namely structural functionalism, pragmatic
functionalism, and  cognitive  functionalism. Structural
functionalism aims at exploring the role(s) of a certain grammatical
unit within the whole or partial grammatical system to which it
belongs. The purpose of pragmatic functionalism is to demonstrate
the multi-functions of a syntactic unit in order to interpret its
different meanings and constraints. Cognitive functionalism tries to

explore the semantic structure of a specific language, which is
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Supposed to be the cognitive domain of the basis on its syntactic
structure, However, in practical research, it is often the case that
a research is done on more than one level. A good case in point is
Xu's Functional-Pragmatic Model (Xu, 1995), which is also the
model employed in this study and which is going to be introduced in

Chapter II because of its unique importance in this thesis.
1.2.3 “Pure” cognitive approach

By the term “pure cognitive approach”, we mean the approach
that focuses on the subtle semantic relationships between anaphor
and its antecedent in the mental model that a speaker constructs,
instead of starting from their syntactic, pragmatic, or discourse
role.. Fot example, Von Hoek (1997) thinks that the study of
anaphora constraints is the study of conceptual structure because
“the constraints on anaphoric coreferrence rest on the relative
prominence of the conceptual constructs which collectively make up
the context for a nominal”(Hoek, 1997.xii). Therefore, according
to the “Content Requirement” in cognitive grammar, the
semantically based constraints on anaphora are determined by the
natural features of the semantic organization in a language,
especially the semantic features of nominals, What. is most
significant is that, in this approach, researchers do not draw a
distinction between sentence-internal and sentence-external
anaphora. The distinction between them is only a “disparity in the
sharpness and reliability of judgments at the intrasentential and
intersentential levels” ( Hoek, 1997.218). Therefore, a set of
semantically based conceptions is adopted in this approach, among
which the most important ones are “conceptual reference point” and
“dominion”. Conceptual reference point refers to the first entity

that is accessed among a group of entities in a conceptual structure,
9



which is termed as the dominion of the conceptual reference point.
Other entities in the dominion depend on the conceptual reference
point for their interpretation. Thus efforts conducted in this
approach mainly go to the faetors that influence an interpreter to
choose a certain entity as the reference point and the establishment
of some concrete conceptual reference points and dominion

configurations in the conventional schemas.
1.2.4 Basic assumptions and methodology

1.2.4.1 Basic assumptions

The most important reason why we employ the Functional-
Pragmatic model (hereinafter it will be referred to as the FP model
in the rest part of the thesis) is because of the fact that this model
is one that “focuses on the discourse function various linguistic cues
sensitive to anaphora interpretation in a text may play in the
process of anaphora resolution” (Xu, 1995:6), rather than only
the mental process or the syntactic features of anaphora resolution
itself. One of the outstanding advantages of the model is that it
spans three levels of anaphora research, namely, structural
functionalism, pragmatic  functionalism, and  cognitive
functionalism. It is functionally structural because it takes into
account the function of surface linguistic cues; it is functionally
pragmatic because it holds that “the choice of referring expressions
by the text producer at a particular point of text production is
pragmatic” (Xu, 1995:31), since the writer wishes to produce the
desired effect by his choice of a certain referring expression; and it
is cognitive because it makes use of such cognitive notion as
“accessibility”. As we point out in Zhou (2001a), an ideal model
for anaphora resolution would be “an integrated one”, that is, one
that takes into account of most, if not all, the possible factors that

10



