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Abstract

The initial research on language reports was restricted within the grammatical
~descriptions, which place emphasis on direct and indirect speech and the
transformational relationship between them. In grammar books and language
textbooks, there seems to be a general agreement that they refer to a clear linguistic
category which needs little definition. However, the non-canonical use of language
reports prove that such descriptions fail to provide a comprehensive explanation for
this phenomenon. These years the emergence of stylistics, pragmatics and discourse
analysis has given rise to some new developments in the study of language reports. In
contrast to the traditional approaches which are constrained by their focus on the
syntactic changes, recent researchers have increasingly turned their attention to the
rhetoric and pragmatic functions of language reports. Among them are Leech and
Short(1985), Coulmas (1985), Tannen (1989),Baynham (1996), Thompson (1996),
BFF (1991) 1RA# (1996), ¥ (1998), ZFEf&F (2000) FHe1E (2000) ,
et al. They all have made great contributions to the discussion of language reports. but
there have been few explicit studies addressing the cognition-related aspects of these
reports. Tannen explores the conversational functions of reported speech in oral
communication. Baynham suggests us to study reported speech in a specific discourse
or context. B f} is concerned with the different forms and their functions in literary
works. ¥ X makes a critical study of the discourse-pragmatic functions of reported
speech in news reports, and investigates in what way the reporter uses it to convey
his/her own point of view. T 18 focuses his attention mainly on the pragmatic
functions of reporting speech only. However, he points out in his paper that in
specific context, reporting speech itself may evoke some of its potential speech act. It
can be seen that he has already noticed some of the aspects related to human
cognition in the process of language reporting. Theoretically, however. he fails to
make a deep and detailed study on this phenomenon.

Based on previcus research, the present paper is mainly intended to take as its

il



subject the cognitive features invoived in the use of language reports. To be specific.
it explores further the nature of language reports and how the cognitive factors affect
the production of language reports. For example. how human beings’ perception,
experience and their ways of observing the world affect the use of language reports?
Particularly, other things being equal, how can we choose different reporting modes
to express those nonlinguistic meanings? How the meaning of language reports is
construed in human mind? All these questions need to be answered in the present
study. It is argued that since language reports are shaped by the interplay of linguistic
and non-linguistic factors, they can be best explained in a theoretical framework
which represents a knowledge-for-use conception. A cogm'tive approach to language
reports reveals that cognitive mechanisms are responsible for the meaning of reported
language and can also account for the meaning structure of these linguistic
expressions.

Our first task is to define the terrn ‘language report’ for the purpose of this
dissertation. To overcome the inadequacies of previous approaches as reviewed in
chapter 2, language reports are redefined from cognitive perspective in Chapter 3.
They are identified accérding to whether another voice is evoked. whether by
language schema or other knowledge structures. Following this idea. we define
language reports as a particular form of discourse where the reporter intends to evoke
another voice in the hearer/reader’s mind, through language schema or other
knowledge structures to achieve his communicative or extra-communicative goals in
a given context.

Chapter 4 attempts to combine the insights of cognitive psychology, cognitive
sciences and cognitive linguistics, and apply cognitive theories extensively to the
study of language reports. It is not solely concerned with direct speech and indirect
speech in the traditional sense; rather it moves towards the interplay between human
cognition and linguistic representation of speech events which is based on the
assumption that human cognition influences the use of language reports. and the latter
retlects the former. The cognitive analysis of language reports shows that human

cognition plays a vital role in the production and interpretation of language reports in



a text-based situation.

Chapter 5 i1s mainly intended to discuss implicit modes of reporting from the
connectionist perspective, which is a new movement in cognitive science which aims
to model the neural organization and processes of language and explain human
intellectual abilities using artificial neural networks. In actual communication, as is
shown in our data, language reports are not always signaled by linguistically explicit
markers. Rather they are represented in a more implicit way. The implicit form of
reported speech is a particular form of speech so often quoted. or, to borrow a
connectionist term, “‘well-trained” that they have become detached from their sources.
It is the oblique and entirely legitimate reference to a source, which is usually brief,
appropriate to a situation, and belongs by more or less general agreement to a shared
- cultural tradition.

Chapter 6 explores various functioné of language reports in situated discourse
and the role they play in a variety of communicative contexts. The context in which
language reports are used include the speaker’s communicative intention, the
speaker-hearer relationship, the extra-linguistic setting of the utterance, the linguistic
setting of the utterance and other areas of background knowledge. In a specific
contextual situation, language reports can be used to express evaluation, manipulate
distance, indicate stance, create vividness and expressiveness, build solidarity or
Alliances, suggest degrees of epistemic certainty, convey ridicule or irony, represent
perspectives, express indirect speech act and recontextualize utterances, enhance
persuasiveness, etc.

Chapter 7 chooses three longer texts as the object of analysis, which include
academic discourse. news discourse and advertising discourse. We attempt to analyze
how language reports are used in each of these discourses, e.g., in which case. for
what reason, and in what modes language events are reported.

Chapter 8 includes conclusions of this dissertation and implications for further
research. Emerging out of what is discussed in the above chapters are the following

conclusions:



1)
2)

4)

6)

7

Any reported language represents another voice.

The language reports are shaped by the interplay of linguistic and nonlinguistic
knowledge (e.g.. metaphor, conventional knowledge, and psychological factors),
and their meaning and meaning structure can be best accounted for in the
framework of cognitive linguistics.

To judge whether a stretch of language is a report, we néed to make references to
three aspects: (1) the logical relationship between the reporting signal and
reported message as realized through structural dependencies; (2) the nature and
position of the signal itself, which construes how the report fits in with the
surrounding texts and the broader context of situation; (3) cognitive mechanism
related to language reporting.

To understand the nature of language reports requires not only language schemas,
but also other knowledge structures.

Speakers/writers have available a wide range of ways in which they can choose to
introduce language reports into their text‘. However, the choice of a specific
reporting form is subject to their communicative goals.

Language reports can be used to perform different communicative functions in
different situated discourses and situations of context.

The present study is of practical value for the correct use and understanding

language reports in daily communication.

Finally, based on the results of the study in this dissertation, it is argued that the

cognitive study of language reports has provided implications for further research into

such areas as translation, language learning and teaching, bilingual communication.
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Chapter 1 Introduction

1.1. A survey of the existing studies on language reports
The review of literature shows that “reporting” is a vague and umbrella term
which may cover reported thought and perception as well as reported speech. As a

Y (13

result, the terms such as “reporting”, “reported speech”, and “representation” are
problematic especially where there has not been a prior speech event. The oldest
reference of “reported speech” in linguistics may be traced to Ullmann (1957).
Traditionally, the term “reporting” is often used to refer to one of the more specific
categories (i.e. indirect forms as opposed to direct ones); while “report” tends to get
used by the grammarians, who by and large use made-up examples and so the issue of
accuracy of report never really arises. The term “presentation” used by Leech & Short
(1981) and Short (1996) is considered more convenient than “reporting”. Short,
Semino, Culpeper (1996) have developed the Leech and Short mode! of categories of
“reporting”, and have found it necessary to talk about “speech, thought and writing
presentation”, as there are specific forms and functions associated with reports of
written language. Their works prefer to stress the specificity of the different modes
such as “thought presentation” (for thought events), “narration of internal states™ (for
cases of perception. emotion and other psychological processes and states). Thompson
(1994) uses “reporting”, and Janssen and Wurff (1996) (and many others) employ
“reported speech”. Other examples of the terms are “indirect discourse™ (including
“free indirect discourse”) in romance language circles, “projection” (reports, ideas,
facts) as a clause type discussed by Halliday (1994), “representation” (either through
“resemblance” or interpretation of a speaker’s opinions or thoughts) in Relevance
Theory (Sperber & Wilson, 1986). Volosinov (1973) and Bakhtin (1981) treat
language use as contextualized utterances which are polyphonic or dialogic in that
different voices are incorporated. The CDA (critical discourse analysis. e.g.
Fairclough. 1992) scholars use “representation” because they want to stress variations

with respect to so-called “report” which they claim are there for unreasonable reasons



- strategies of discourse engineering etc.

Over the past years, analyses of verbal interaction have substantially broadened
our understanding of language reports. Previous conceptualizations tended to view
direct reported speech as the faithful reproduction of prior utterances in the context of
conversational narrative-with “faithful” understood here as referring to both content
and form. Recent analyses, however, have pointed to some of the complexities and
ambiguities inherent in this form of speech, and to the displays of creative agency that
it frequently involves. Thus we have moved from what Clark and Gerrig (1950) have
termed the “verbatim assumption” towards a view of reported speech as “constructed
dialogue,” in Tannen’s (1989) phrase---that is, a discursive resource that allows for
intricate, strategic manipulations of voice in both narrative and non-narrative contexts
(see also Alvarez-Caccamo, 1996; Baynham, 1996; Vincent and Perrin, 1999).

Chinese scholars have also attached great importance to the phenomenon of
language reports. For example, B 5} (1991) investigates the different modes of
speech reporting in Chinese novels from a stylistic perspective. R A # (1996)
emphasizes that the use of reported speech should be considered from the perspective
of both rhetoric and our needs. ¥ %K explores how the reporter uses reported speech
to convey his/her point of view in news reports. Their discussions offer some insights

tnto the effects associated with the different reporting modes.

1.2. Research objectives of the present study

Many linguists have provided different explanations for the reporting
phenomenon. It is clearly seen that the theory of language reports is still under
construction. An effort is made in this paper to make some contributions to the
establishment of a more complete and reasonable theory in this field. The cwrrent
view is contrast to most traditional research in this field. My reason for choosing the
cognitive approach for this analysis is that cognition is a study of the activities of our
intellect. Language is part of our overall cognitive capacity. Because previous
conceptions of language reports are inadequate. both in methodology and in topics of

study and fail to take into account the cognitive aspects of language reports. the

~



