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PREFACE

PREFACE

As early as 1977, Professor Herbert H. Clark’s paper “Bridg-
ing” appeared in Thinking-Readings in Cognitive Science, edited
by P. N. Johnson-Laird and P. C. Wason. Since then, “bridging
reference”, which refers to the relationship between a bridging ex-
pression and its intended referent not explicitly expressed in context,
but can be inferred via the addition of contextual assumptions, has
been broadly studied as assumptions in verbal communication. Prag-
matically, such linguistic assumptions have been dealt with in vari-
ous ways, based on notions of truth, cohetence and rclevance.
Gricean {ramework of Cooperative Principle with maxims obscrva-
tion and viclation {Grice, 1989}, Sanford and (Garrod’s scenario ac-
count of comprehension (1981}, Grosz and Sidner's computational
account of reference resolution (1986), Sperber and Wilson's rele-
vance theory (1993), ete. are dilferent means to handle the cases of
bridging interpretation. As Matsui (1998} puts it, the relevance-
hased approach o bridging is preferable on both descriptive and ex-
planatory grounds. Following what Matsui held, Dr. Mo Aiping has
studied bridging reference in the Chinesc context, making analysis
from the viewpoint of relevance theory. And his doctoral dissertation
is just about what he has gained in his studies of Chinese discourse.
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Dr. Mo’s main arguments in this dissertation werc presented as
three hypotheses related to bridging reference:; the validity at the
syntactic level, the acceptability at the semantic level, and the ap-
proprialeness at the pragmatic level. He tested these three hypothe-
ses in lwo questionnaire studies, and the results showed that the da-
ta tested could well be explained by relevance theory, and the three
levels are interrelated and complementary—no single level or hy-
pothesis can stand alone for the appropriate interpretation of bridging
in communication. Dr. Ma's findings are of significance in utterance
understanding, and have practical implications in discourse studics.

Mr. Mo came to do his Ph.D. in Guangdong Foreign Studies
University (GDUFS) in 2000, He was interesied in tinguistics, es-
pecially in pragmatics. He worked hard, having published quite a
[ew papers on pragmatics during his studies. He also teamed up with
me for a national research project on cognitive pragmatics granted by
the State Education Ministry. Mr. Mo finally got his Degree in
2003 and has since been working as a faculty member in GDUFS.
Recently, Tir. Mo has been promoted as Professor in linguistics, en-
gaged in supervising graduate students who major in pragmatics. He
also gives lectures and courses on various subjects of linguistics, Dr,
Mo was one of my best students in the past, and he, I believe, will

be one of the best academics among the university faculty.

He Ziran

Professor of Linguistics

(;uangdong Foreign Studies University
2005-3-28
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ABSTRACT

ABSTRACT

Bridging reference (henceforth BR), which permeates verbal
compmunication, refers to the relationship between a bridging ex-
pression and its intended referent not explicitly expressed in context
{including preceding and subsequent discourse) , but can be inferred
via the addition of conlextual assumptions. As a semantic concept,
BR has been extensively researched in the literature and significant
insights have been gained through various approaches. However, no
single model is capable of handling all the cases of BR interpretation
due o the fact that sach model approaches the problem cither from a
different perspective or with a different goal.

This research, drawing on current insights and empirical data
from various resources (e.g. academic journals, newspapers, nov-
els, daily conversation, etc.) in the Chinese language, proposes a
practical model that incorporates the syntactic, semantic and prag-
matic levels in the interpretation of BR. It points out, {rom a prag-
matic point of view, that past studies do not do justice 1o (he way
different knowledge resources interacl, arguing that the recognition
and interpretation of BR is a necessary but not suflicicnt communica-
tive process in our daily communication. [t claims that the rhelorical
connections between the propositions introduced in the discourse are
crucial in interpreting BR, but the work concerned in this rescarch is
different from previous studies in that the author demonstrates how
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this source of information interacts with the usual syntactic and se-
mantic analysis in a pragmatic context. Hence such a language phe-
nomenon is approached from three different levels: the syntactic, sc-
mantic and pragmatic levels. Focusing on internal preferences to
these levels, the interpretation of BR is subject to different mecha-
nisms. The observed focusing preferences at each of these levels are
raodeled syntactically, semantically and pragmatically, along the
lines suggested in relevance theory {henceforth RT). Thus it pro-
vides a new perspective for research in verbal communication.

These are some of the basic propositions of the present re-

search:

1} BR refers 1o the relationship between a bridging expression
and its intended referent in discourse or context. It is used
in actual discourse to represent what is implicitly expressed,
functioning as an explanation or supplement to what is not
explicitly expressed. Thus it enriches the dynamic study of
discourse and serves as an aid to the success of hurnan com-
munication.

2) BR is a form of existence that enables people to handle prop-
erly different relationships such as the one between bridging
expressions and referents in verbal communication. It is also
a medium of transmission.

3) BR can be considered as a way of getting to know the world
(both physical and mental), or a paradigm derived from re-
flections upen a concrete method of approaching discourse.
Hence it becomes consciously or unconsciously a tool for
forming a world view.

The theoretical framewaork of the book consists of various fac-
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tors (c.g. communication needs, interaction between the proposi-
tions introduced in discourse, context, ete.) that influence the es-
tablishment and interpretation of BR. As a point of departure, the
study distinguishes BR from other types of reference. Then it dis-
cusses such a relationship from three different levels, focusing on is-
sues such as the linguistic components of a discourse, information
distribution, syntactic structure, meaning relations and truth condi-
tions, context and relevance, etc. It tries to demonstrate how the
interpretation of sentence meaning, bridging inference (BI) of con-
textual assurnptions and encyclopedic knowledge, constrains the in-
terpretation of BR. These and some other arguments, together with
the research findings and their contribution to other branches of sci-
ences, will be briefly discussed below:

The syntactic level: Issues such as linguistic elements and their
functions in discourse, logical operators, information structure of
discourse (including the given-new contract by Clark), and the syn-
tactic structure of the Chinese language are examined in an attemnpt
to present a clearer picture of BR at the syntactic level. At the same
time, syntactic constraints such as word order, constituent order,
ete. are also discussed. The description and interpretation of these
prelerences help 1o bring out the first hypothesis—the validity hy-
potheses. .

The semantic level: Theories relating to BR, the distinction be-
tween two major types of BR {situational and discourse bridging
reference), meaning relations {entailment and semantic presupposi-
tion), truth-conditions, the semantic constrainis (such as proposi-
tions expressed in discourse, the interaction between propositions,
animate and inanimate entities, etc.) are discussed so as to deter-
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mine the acceptability of such a relationship in discourse. Based on
these observations and the influence of rhetorical relations between
propositions on BR, the second hypothesis—the acceptability hy-
pothesis—is proposed.

The pragmatic level: Recent approaches to BR, the distinction
between BR and BI, contextual assumption, implicature, the dy-
namics of context, relevance, the pragmatic constraints on the inter-
pretation of BR, etc. are discussed. Within the relevance-theoretic
framework, a unified account is offered, tsking into account differ-
ent extant theories such as Sanford and Garrod’s “scenario-based as-
soctation”, Sidner’s “the cxpected focus algorithm”, topic/focus ac-
count, ete. 1t is found that these theories are inadequate in one way
or another when used 1o interpret BR. Only RT has been shown to
be very persuasive in explaining BR. These observations, together
with the hypotheses being made at the previous two levels, suggest
that the third hypothesis—the appropriateness hypothesis—can be
made.

The threc hypotheses are further tested in two questionnaire
studics related to this research. The results (see Chapter Scven)
show that the data tested can all be explained in terms of RT. It has
been found that the three levels (as well as the three hypothescs
made in the process of interpreting BR) are complementary, 1. e.
no single level or hypothesis can stand alone; and that in daily com-
munication, an appropriate interpretation of BR plays a decisive role
in the success ar failure of an interactive activity. At the same time,
the research findings can provide clues and divections for further re-
search not only within this immediate discipline concerned but also
for language research in general. Moreover, they have practical im-
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plications relating to various fields, ranging from the teaching of
Chinese to nop-native speakers, discourse analysis to artificial intelli-

gence.
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o SC IR =

IEE IR (bridging reference) (fRjFRHEFAMEN ), £
TELHYEREAN—MEE, BRIEHETNEREREIE
(bridging expression) - 5155 (GFEHT. FRIEESF) PEFEY]
WA BHEFRG R (referent) ZEIMBEXFE., AR
TN LR, FHIEN RIEEWE P —BoE . R
FHE ML IR, PEES T —E MRS, R, mTHN
AR E S & A, i IRBR S R AR R R R,

ZERFFTAEAS R0 A Fe B0 ATFIT LR B 1, MBI A
B, 5 ESN=1 2 (A%, BXRER) KREREIETT
R B S, HEEA G

(i) MEMBERAIFAESREAN TR, EHHNIEREE
B, BAEES B BREER (implicit expression) BYJLOA %
R EBRA R, EFERTERENER, AFT AT RS
12 o

(i) AR EANETELREY, MASAZI, AS5$
Wz MU RBYSBY 2 M AT R FREE MR- FAR
AFERHLEA -

(iii) HEFRRERY S AW LA A AN AR R 19 —F o
nf LR AN SIA RSB BT G R — MRS &
LR A B REA B AR AR SR —F LA

AR NISERM AP K., WEE A FER
BEFHN, FAEMREN RN ERRETREEER. &5
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REFRARE: 1) RS2 B EGETT 82
2) Ead A B SCHE R =2 T HE R R L e i R S Ay
B, KT BUERIE R E NS EARRG . RSN, AR
. FBUXRRFWA, BESMN., 9BHE” 5 KB MER,
IR 3) VR T IOEEN PR, 155, BEEHEN,
IR, 174t S T4 Y (animatencss and inanimate-
ness), HRILER (stereotypicality) 55 5F [H 2 X #E PR I8 B 30 1)
H129ThRE, [FRFOAE I T AN ) 75 X RBR A . Wi RERY
R LR AN TR E R AR SRR A R IR B X E K
g, 4) WM XANPASEREAN R SIEPHITE
RN BT BIEFTIRTE (a necessary but not suf-
ficient communicative process) .

A FOTHEBE A AT . B X A S R @R e
Bk LN

() FIERE

W FEEBESARR O MEEEEN . REWHEERY
£ [B9 Clark (1977) 89 /RG B RA" 128 0L R ABAT e ik il
R EFEH, SIS IEIE RIS R A0 LB e DO i TR i g
WEAAEMEZNHAERE (MRF., BEFWE%), URTY
WL R I TR PR R R O R IR AP, TR TR R R
B, AR (the validity hypothesis) .

(D) EXZH

T BN S RS E PR X RIS, KPR
FEMAEFIBNH R BED R LR T ABEFML AR A
PN R WIE L AEE (Wi JPaarsbl B ard [ iy 38 A.4E
A, A4dett S A PE R HLRRE S ), LI T B2 e 44 2 1 o
Al BT LR AE L MR R i IR B R R
LB HEBMB LY R, P HERERN S R, WS
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