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THE ROLE OF CONTEXT IN INTERPRETATION
I. Pragmatic and Discourse Context
Discourse analyst necessarily takes a pragmatic approach to the study of language in use. Such an approach brings into consideration a number of issues which don’t generally receive much attention in the formal linguist’s description of sentential syntax and semantics. For example, the discourse analyst has to take account of the context  in which a piece of discourse occurs. Some of the most obvious linguistic elements which require contextual information for their interpretation are the deictic forms such as here, now, I, you, this, and that. In order to interpret these elements in a piece of discourse, it is necessary to know (at least) who the speaker and hearer are, and the time and place of the production of the discourse.
The discourse analyst has different ways from the formal linguist and leads to a specialised use of certain terms. Because the analyst is investigating the use of language in the relationship between the speaker and the utterance, on the particular occasion of use, than with the potential relationship of one sentence to another, regardless of their use. That is, in using terms such as reference, presupposition, implicature, and inference, the discourse analyst is describing what speakers and hearers are doing, and not the relationship which exists between one sentence or preposition and another.
1. Reference
In presenting the traditional semantic view of reference, Lyon (1968: 404) says that ‘the relationship which holds between words and things is the relationship of reference: words refers  to thing’. He also states, ‘It is the speaker who refers (by using some appropriate expression), he invests the expression with reference by the act of referring’ (1977: 177).
In discourse analysis, reference is treated as an action on the part of the speaker/ writer. In the following conversational fragnant, we shall say, for example, that speaker A uses the expressions  my uncle and he to  refer to one individual and my mother’s sister and she to refer to another. We will not, for example, say that he refers to my uncle.
(1) A : My uncle’s coming here from Canada on Sunday + he’s due in +
B : How long has he been away for or has he just  been away?
A : Oh no they lived in Canada. He was married to my mother’s sister ++ well she’s been dead for a number of years now +
2. Presupposition
Presupposition  required in discourse analysis is pragmatic presupposition, that is, defined in terms of assumptions the speaker makes about what the hearer is likely to accept without challenge (Givon, 1979a: 50). The notion of assumed ‘common ground’ is also involved in such a characterisation of presupposition and can be found in this definition by Stalnaker (1978: 321): ‘Presuppositions are what is taken by the speaker to be the common ground of the participants in the conversation’.
In the preceeding conversational fragment (1), we shall also say that the speaker A treats the information that she has an uncle as presupposed and speaker B (in her question) indicates that she has accepted this presupposition.
(2a)	My uncle is coming home from Canada.
(2b)	I have an uncle. (presupposition)
Since the speaker chose to say my uncle rather than I have an uncle and he . . . ., we must assume she didn;t feel the need to assert the information. What she appears to be asserting is that this person is coming home from Canada.
3. Implicature
The term ‘implicature’ is used by Grice (1975) to account what the speaker literally says. There are conventional implicatures which are determined by the conventional meaning of the word used. In the following example, the speaker doesn’t directly assert that one property (being brave) follows from another property (being an Englishman), but the form of expression used conventionally implicates that such a relation does hold.
(3)   He is an Englishman, he is, therefore, brave.
If it should turn out that the individual in question is an Englishman, and not brave, then the implicature is mistaken, but the utterance need to be false.
Of much greater interest to the discourse analyst is the notion of conversational implicatures which derived from a general principle of conversation plus a number of maxims which speakers will normally obey. The general principle is called the Cooperative Principle which Grice (1975: 45) presents in the following terms :
‘Make your conversational contribution such as is required, at the stage at which it occurs, by the accepted purpose or direction of the talk exchange in which you are engaged.’
The conversational conventions, or maxims, which supports this principle are as follows :
Quantity :	Make your contribution as informative as is required. Don’t make your contribution more informative than is required.
Quality :	Don’t say what you believe to be false. Don’t say that for which you lack of adequate evidence.
Relation :	Be relevant
Manner : 	Be perspicious
	Avoid obscurity of expressions
	Avoid ambiguity
	Be brief (avoid unnecessary prolixity)
	Be orderly
(4)	A : I am out of petrol.
B :  There is a garage round the corner.
In the example, B would be infringing the instruction Be relevant if he was gratuitously stating a fact about the world via the literal meaning of his utterance. The implicature derived from the assumption that speaker B is adhering to the Cooperative principle, is that the garage is not only round the corner, but also will be open and selling petrol.  We might also note that, in order to arrive at the implicature, we have to know certains facts about the world, that garages sell petrol, and that round the corner is not a great distance away. We also have to interpret A’s remark not only as a description of a particular state of affairs, but as a request for help.
4. Inference
Since the discourse analyst, like the hearer, has no direct access to a speaker’s intended meaning in producing an utterance, he often has to rely on  a process of  inference to arrive at an interpretation for utterances or for the connections between utterances. Such inferences appear to be of different kinds. It may be the case that we are capable of deriving a specific conclusion (5c) from specific premises (5a) and (5b), via deductive inference, but we are rarely asked to do so in the everyday discourse we encounter. 
(5) 	a. If it’s sunny, it’s warm
b. It’s so sunny
c. so, it’s warm
We are more likely to operate with a rather loose form of inferencing which leads us to believe that the hats and coats mentioned in (6) belong to visitors to the house which has the dresser in it’s kitchen.
(6) 	In the kitchen there was a huge dresser and when anyone went in you see + the hats and coats were all dumped on this dresser.
It may be, of course that such an inference is wrong, but, as discourse processors, we seem to prefer to make inferences which have some likelihood of being justified and, if some subsequent information does not fit in with this inference, we abandon it and from another. As in illustration of this, consider the following example (7), taken from Sanford & Garrod (1981:10) : 
(7) 	John was on his way to school.
If we were to take a formal view of the entailments of such a declarative sentence (like that, for example, expressed in Smith & Wilson, 1979:150f), we would be obligied to accept as entailments a set of sentence which would include the following:
(8)	a. Someone was on his way to school.
b. John was on his way to somewhere.
c. Someone was on his way to somewhere.
This view of what we infer from reading (7) will only provide us with a limited insight into how readers interpret what they read. Most readers report that they infer from (7) that John is a schoolboy, among other things. When sentence (7) is followed later in the same text by sentence (9) readers readily abandon their original inference and form another, for example that John is a schoolteacher. 
(9) 	Last week he had been unable to control the class.
For the moment, we simply present a view which claims that the terms reference, presupposition, implicature and inference must be treated as pragmatic concept in the analysis of discourse. These term will be used to indicate relationship between discourse participants and elements in the discourse.
II. The Context of Situation
Since the beginning of the 1970s, linguists have become increasingly aware of the importance of context in the interpretation of sentences. The implications of taking context into account are well expressed by Sadock (1978:281) :
There is, then, a serious methodological problem that confronts the advocate of linguistic pragmatics. Given some aspects of what a sentence conveys in a particular contexts. The same problem is raised by Fillmore (1977:119) when he advocates a methodology to which a discourse analyst may often wish to appeal.
In order to make appeal to this methodology, which is very commonly used in linguistic and philosophical discussion, we need to know what it would mean for the context to be slight different.
1. Features of Context
Consider two invented scenarios in which an identical utterance is produced by two distinct speakers.
(a) Speaker : a young mother, hearer : her mother –in-law, place : park by  a duck pond, time : sunny afternoon in September 1962. They are watching the young mother’s two-year-old son chasing ducks and the mother-in-law has just remarked that her son, the child’s father, was rather backward at this age. The young mother says :
I do think Adam’s quick
(b) Speaker : a student, hearers: a set of students, place : sitting round a coffee table in the refectory, time : evening in March 1980. John, one of the group, has just told a joke. Everyone laughs except Adam. Then Adam laughs. One of the students says :
I do think Adam’s quick
(In each case phonological prominence is placed on Adam)
Clearly we can do a formal an analysis on these tokens and, in both cases, the speaker says Adam that he is quick. It is clear, however, that the utterances in the contexts of situation in which they are cited, would be taken to convey very different messages. In (a) we shall simplistically assume that the referents of I and Adam are fixed by spatio-temporal-coordinates. This ‘Adam’ is being compared (or contrasted), favorably, with his father. Quick, may be interpreted, in the context of backward, as meaning something like ‘quick in developing’.
In (b) different referents for I and Adam are fixed spatio-temporally. This ‘Adam’ is being compared (or contrasted) not with his father and favorably, but with the set of other students unfavorably. In this case, quick must be interpreted as meaning something like ‘quick to understand/react/see the joke’. Moreover, since it is said in a context where Adam has just manifestly failed to react to the punch-line as quickly as the set of other students, the speaker (given this type of speaker to this type of hearer in this type of surroundings) will be assumed not to be intending to tell an untruth, but to be implicating the opposite of what she has said. 
Hymes (1964) sets about specifying the features of context which may be relevant to the identification of a type of speech vent in a way reminiscent of Firth’s. Like Firth, he seize first on the ‘person’ participating in the speech event, he abstract the roles addressor and addressee. The addressor is the speaker or writer who produces the utterance. The addressee is the hearer or reader who is the recipient of the utterance. Knowledge of the addressor in a given communicative event makes it possible for the analyst to imagine what that particular person is likely to say. Knowledge of his addressee constrains the analyst’s expectations even further. If you know, further, what is being talked about, Hymes’ category of topic, your expectation will be further constrained. If then you have information about the setting, both in terms of where the event is situated in place and time, and in terms of the physical relations of the interact ants with respect to posture and gesture and facial expression, your expectations will be still further limited. 
The remaining features of context which Hymes discusses (in 1964) include large-scale features like channel (how is contact between the participants in the event being maintained-by speech, writing, signing, smoke signals), code (what language, or dialect, or style of language is being used), message-form (what form is intended-chat, debate, sermon, fairy tale, sonnet, love-later etc) and event (the nature of communicative event within which a genre maybe embedded-thus of sermon or prayer maybe part of the larger event, a church service). In later recensions Hymes adds other features, for example key (which involves evaluation-was it a god sermon, a pathetic explanation etc), and purpose (what did the participants intent should come about as a result of the communicative event). 
Let us consider such an ethnographer as an invisible witness to a particular speech event. He would begin, presumably, by noting the larger-scale feature of context: hat channel is being used (we shall say speech) what message-form is being performed (we shall specify it is conversation), what event is it embedded in (we shall specify it is part of an interview). He can identify the participants: the addressor is a young scientist who is being interviewed by the addressee who is doing research on language. The setting is physically located in the addressee’s territory in Edinburg University and a prominent physical feature is a tape-recorder which is switched on. The time is during the later 1970 as (so it is reasonable to expect that they will speak modern English, with Scottish accent). It has just been agreed that they will talk about the young scientist’s work, and the tape recorder is switched on.
In addition to the long-term identity of speakers (Speaker identity) which can be indicated by how they produce language, there are factors in the contexts in which language is used that affect both how we use language and how it is received. Several decades ago, sociolinguist Dell Hymes developed the S-P-E-A-K-I-N-G model to characterise all the different features of a communication situation and help to contextualize purely linguistic analysis. He uses the letters of S-P-E-A-K-I-N-G as an acronym to remember the intersecting factors in such a context:
Setting and Scene
Setting refers to the time and place in which interaction takes place: June 15th 1998 10 a.m. in the largest space in the town hall of a small town in north-west Europe, for example.
Scene refers to the psychological setting; that is, participants' understanding of what sort of event is taking place. Thus in that north-western European town hall there might be some kind of legal proceedings, a neighborhood mediation meeting, an awards ceremony, a lecture or a party. People's understandings of scene, and what sort of behavior is appropriate to each type of event, can vary quite widely (especially cross-culturally) and these divergences can act as triggers for (increased) conflict.
Participants
Participants include the speaker and the audience, the latter including the addressee(s) and any others present. In conflict negotiations, these 'other' categories may be of great importance – observers who are there to see fair play etc.
Ends
Ends refers to both outcomes (the assumed purpose of an activity or event) and goals (the purposes of the individuals involved). Defining what these are in the case of mediation can of course be difficult and generic 'resolution' requires more detailed examination in particular cases to determine what in fact will be accepted by parties to conflict.
Act Sequence
The different parts of a communicative event are referred to by 'act sequence'. They would include, for example, opening remarks, formal and less formal turns by participants, and closing remarks. In informal situations (such as arguments leading to conflicts) the sequence may not be agreed and may not be coherent. This will lead to a lot of overlaps and interruptions and possibly to unfinished or cut-off communications.
2. Co-text
In our discussion so far we have concentrated particularly on the physical context in which single utterances are embedded and we have paid rather little attention to the previous dicourse co-ordinate. Lewis introduced this co-ordinate to take account of sentences which include specific reference to what has been mentioned before as in pharases like the aforementioned. It is, however, the case that any sentence other than the first in a fragment of discourse, will have the whole of its interpretation forcibly constraidned by the preceding text, not just those phrases which obviously and specifically refer to the preceding text, like the aforementioned. Just as the interpretation of the token a in the child’s reprentation of ‘without todisturb the lion’ and the token [p] in [greipbritn] are determined by the context in which they appear, so the words which occur in discourse are constrained by what, following Halliday, we shall call their co-text. Consider the following lexical items in a number of verbal contexts cited almost at random from Darwin’s Journal during the Voyage of HMS Beagle round the World :
(10) 	The children of the Indians are saved, to be sold or given away as servants, or rather slaves for as long a time as the owners can make them believe themselves slaves. But I believe in their treatment there is little to complain of. (114)
The same evening I went on shore. The first landing in any new country is very interesting. (169)
When we came within hail, one of the four natives who were present advanced to receive us and began to shout most vehemently, wishing to direct us where to land. When we were on shore the party looked rather alarmed. (206)
The point we wish to make here should be an abvious one and can of course be made with respect to many of the other items which have not italicised in the cited texts. However, consider the sort of lexical content you would expect to find associated with the forms treatment, landing, party in a dictionary entry, and note how finding the forms embedded within a co-text constrains their interpretation.
Just as the interpretation of individual lexical items in constrained by co-text, so is the interpretation of utterances whitin a discourse. Consider this text of the beginning of a sixteen-year-old Scottish pupil’s account of a Sempe cartoon :
(11)	a.  a man and woman sitting in the living room + the woman sitting reading quite happily – the man’s bored goes to the window looks out the window + and gets himself ready and goes out +
The reader must interpret the woman sitting reading quite happily as the ‘woman’ already mentioned, hence must construct an interpretation which has her ‘sitting reading quite happily in the living room’. Similarly the window which the man approaches must be interpreted as ‘the window of the living room’. The speaker continues with a change of location and we have to assume that what follows is within the newly introduced location :
b. goes to his goes to a club + has a drink talks to the barman + then he stars dancing with a beautiful girl long black hair + has a good time +
We interpret everything that happens here as happening to the man we met in the living room who is now at a club. So he has a drink, talks to the barman, starts dancing and has a good time all at the ‘club’. The speaker announces another change of location.
c. then he goes home and he calls her + and his wife overhears him +
Again we assume that we are still talking about the same man, that he has returned home to the location where the ‘living room’ we first met was located. Now the analyst may be in some doubt how to interpreted and he calls her, since the man might resonably go into the house and call (shout for) his wife. However this interpretation is ruled out by the following co-text and his wife overhears him. So we are obliged to interpret calls as meaning ‘phones’ and her as referring to ‘the beautiful girl with long black hair with whom he danced and had a good time’.
Within the co-text, as we have seen in (11) above, a further context may be constructed which has its own index of co-ordinates. Indeed within that constructed context, further contexts may be nested. Consider the following passages :
(12)	About four mounths before the time I am writing of, my Lady had been in London, and had gone over a Reformatory…The matron, seeing my Lady took an interest in the place, pointed out a girls to her, named Rosanna Spearman, and told her a most miserable story : which I haven’t the heart to repeat here ; for I don’t like to be made wretched without any use, and no more do you. The upshot of it was, that Rosanna Spearman had been a thief……
The actual place and time of writing of the manuscript by the author, Wilkie Collins, or indeed the identity of the author, is not a necessary piece of information for the reader to interpret the text. We may assume, however, that he will have a better understanding of the purpose of the author in constructing the text in the way it is constructed if he knows that it is written in the late nineteenth century (which will account for the reference to a Refomatory) and that the author is constructing the first English detective story, narrating the events from the point of view of four different participants, whose characters are in part revealed by the narrative style which the author assigns to them. We have then, an author and an actual time and place of writing the novel (or a series of times and places). Then to each narrator is assigned a time and place of the writing of his contribution. It is presumably that time which is relevant to the comment which I haven’t the heart to repeat here where I refers to the current narrator. Immediately preceding this extracted fragment, the narrator has been describing an incident relevant to the main story. This is referred to in the expression the time I am waiting of. The narrator then proceeds to give some background information, which he situates in a previous time About four months before. He introduces Rosanna Spearman, who, at the time four months before was a resident of the Reformatory, but at some previous time to that, Rosanna Spearman had been a thief.
III. The Expanding Context
In our discussion so far, we have been concerned to impose some sort of analytic structure on the lumpen mass of context. We have abstracted away from particular context, across communicative context in general, to arrive at a set of features, some of wich seem relevant to be identification of a speech event as being of a particular kind, to the ability of the hearer to predict what sort of thing the speaker is likely to say in a given type of context, and to the constraining of interpretation in context.
A problem for the discourse analyst must be, then, to decide when a particular feature is relevant to the specification of a particural context and what degree of specification is required. For the moment, we shall limit our discussion of this question to those features which relate directly to the deictic context, those features which will permit interpretation for deictic expressions like the temporal expression temporal expression now, the spatial expression here, and the first person expression I.  
The further away in time the message was situated, the less likely the speaker is to remember precisely the date and time at which it occured, and the larger the time-span he is likely to make avaliable for it to have occured in. It seems unlikely then, that ‘standard procedures’ of recording space and time are going to be relevant to the unique identification of uterance acts. Perharps the standard procedures will enable us to fix the relevant space-spans for the interpretation of deictic expressions like here. Suppose X talking to Y, 
(13) a.  There’s another worn section which needs repair here.
b.  You’ve got a very nice room here.
c.  It’s really nasty day here.
d. You have a comparatively mild climate here.
It must be clear that the spatial location identified by here in each of these expressions could be interpreted as a series of concertric rings spreading out from the speaker and encompassing diferrent amounts of physical space, but the interpretation of the spatial range of the expression here on any particular occasion of use will have to be sought in the context of what the speaker is talking about.
Very similiar problems arise with the interpretation in the temporal deictic expression now. Consider the following possible utterances :
(14) a.  Clap altogether NOW. (gym mistress to class)
b.  I think you should begin the next chapter now. (supervisor to student)
c.  Now I’m getting older I really do find policemen look younger.
d.  From the iron age till now, man has been making increasingly complex artefacts.
In c and d the utterances appear to be located within different temporal spans, one relating to the speaker’s advancing age (20-30 years old) as opposed to the advancement of man (involving a span at least of decades and possibly centuries).
From our discussion of the spatio-temporal co-ordinates which seem, in principle, peculiarly accesible to standard spesification, it must be obvious first, that deictic expression may retain a standard deictic centre but must be interpreted with respect to the content of the utterance in which they occur and, second, that the relevant standard temporal description of an utterance, for instance 9.22 a.m. on Tuesday 28 june 1873, as opposed to in the late nineteenth century, will vary depending on the knowledge and intention of the analyst (or speaker) in referring to the utterance as located in time.
Consider the response of a five and year old girl in a Yorkshire infant school where. She is asked to say how two pictures are different from each other. She replies :
(15) a.  That one’s over there in that but it in’t there.
The teacher then holds the little girl’s hands, so she can’t point shuts her own eyes and saysto the child :
b. Now i can’t see the picture. Tell me the difference again.
This time the child says :
c. In this picture the teddy’s on the chair but there ain’t no teddy in that one.
This pictures are identical except in three respects : the presence or absence of a teddy bear on the chair, a different in the pattern on the counterpane, a difference in the position of a mirror. For the child the teddy bear is clearly the salient object. She relies in her first response on the teacher’s access to the shared visual context to interpret what she says. She points to the teddy bear (that one) in the first picture and then points to the empty chair in the second picture (there) and assume that the teacher is paying attention to what she is ponting to in their shared context of situation. When the teacher inhibits the child from pointing and pretends not to be able to see the picture, the child understand that the communicative situation has changed, that she can no longer rely on the shared visual context and she makes her reference explicit (the teddy), locateshim verbal rather than by pointing to him (on the cair) and makes explisit how the second picture differs from the first  (there ain’t no teddy).
IV. The Principles of ‘Local Interpretation’ and ‘Analogy’
There are principles of interpretation available to the hearer which enable to determine a relevant and reasonable interpretation of an utterance. One principle which we can identify we shall call the principle of local interpretation. This principle instruct the hearer not to construct a context any larger than he needs to arrive at an interpretation.
Consider the extract presented here
(16)   a man and woman sitting in the living room.... The man’s bored goes to window
           looks out the window.... And goes out + goes to his goes to club + has a drink
           talks to the borman. 
In our previous discussion, we pointed out the effect of ‘co-text’ in limiting the intepretation of what follows. The initial setting of the co-text determines the extent of the context within which the hearer will understand what is said next. He assumes that entities referred to will remain constant, that the temporal setting will remain constant, that the locational setting will remain constant, unless the spaker indicates some change in any of these, in which case the hearer will minimally expand the context.  When the hearer hears goes to the window,he assume it is ‘the window’ in that same ‘living room’ which has already been mentioned, and he assumes that the man ‘goes to the window’ on the same occasion, within minutes of the original setting ‘sitting in the living room’. When the man goes to a club, the heare assume that the ‘club’ is in the same town, that the man has not cought an aeroplane and flown to Las Vegas. Again the minimal expasion of the spatio-temporal setting will suggest that the man has a drink and talks to the barman within that same club and on that same occasion, within a restricted time-span, say an hour rather than a year.
It is this principle, which instructs not to construct a context any larger than necesssary to secure an interpretation, which accounts for how we understand Sacks’ (1972) much quoted sequence :
 (17)   	The Baby cried
The mommy picked it up 
It is possible, of course, to imagine that the first of these sentences describe one event and the second describe another, quite unrelated, event (so the person identified as ‘a mother’ may be picking up a chair in the course of cleaning a room). The principle of local interpretation however, will guide us to construct a limited context in which ‘the mother’ is the mentioned baby’s mother and the expression it is used to refer to the previously mentioned baby. Moreover the sequence of events will be understood as happening adjacently in time and situatad adjacently in place. It does not even occur to the reader that the baby might have cried one year in Singapore and be picked up by its mother a year later in Aden. The reader will assume a local interpretation in respect of time, place and participants.
Experience of similar events which enables him to judge what the purpose of an utterance might be. It is his knowledge of the world which constrains his local interpretation.
Consider the extract presented here
(18) 	a man and women sitting in the living room. . .  the man’s bored goes to the window . . . goes out. . . goes to a club.  
We suggested that goes to the window will be interpreted as meaning that ‘he goes to the window in the living room’, where as goes to a club will be interpreted as meaning  ‘goes to a club in the same town’, i.g. not ‘in the living room’, nor even ‘in the same house’. Knowledge of the world tells us that houses which contain living rooms do not usually contain bars. Goes out cannot be simply interpreted as meaning ‘goes out of the room’, it has to be interpreted as meaning ‘goes out of the house’.
We must suppose that an individual’sexperience of past events of a similar kind will equip him with expectations, hypotheses, about what are likely to be relevant aspects of context. Bartlett, one of the founders of modern psychology, comments on the importance of relating a particular experience to their other similar experience:
‘it is legitimate to say that all the cognitive processes which have been considered, from perceiving to thinking, are ways in which some fundamental ‘effort after meaning’ seeks expressions. Speaking very broadly, such effort is simply the attempt to connect something that is given with something other than itself. (1932: 227)
Of course, if the discourse analyst experiences a great deal of data like this, he will feel more confident in his description and interpretation. He too, is constrained in his interpretation by past similar experience, by interpreting the light of what we might call the Principle of Analogy.
The principle of analogy will provide a reasonably secure framework for interpretation for the hearer and for the analyst most of the time, things will indeed conform to our expectation. However, conventions can be flouted and expectations upset,  either deliberately for a stylistic effect, or by accident or oversight. Note that where the speaker/ writer is deliberately flouting a convention, upsetting an expectation for stylistic effect, he can only bring off that effect because the convention/ expectation exists. The non-limerick which follows only makes an effect in the light of the conventional structure for limericks which have a characteristic rhythm and an aabba rhyme scheme:
(19)	There was a young girl of St Bees,
Who was stung on the nose by wasp,
When asked ‘Does it hurt?’
She replied ‘Yes it does
But I’m glad it wasn’t a hornest.’
The principle of analogy is one of the fundamental heuristics which hearers and analysts adopt in determining interpretations in context. They assume that everything will remain as it was before unless they are given specific notice that some aspects has changed.
Discourse is interpreted in the light of past experience of similar discourse, by analogy with previous similar texts. Relevant previous experience, together with the principle of local interpretation, will impel hearers/ readers to try to interpret sequential utterances as relating to the same topic.


Conclusion
Some of the most obvious linguistic elements which require contextual information for their interpretation are the deictic forms such as here, now, I, you, this, and that. In order to interpret these elements in a piece of discourse, it is necessary to know (at least) who the speaker and hearer are, and time and place of the production of the discourse. Because the analyst is investigating the use of language in context by speaker/writer, he is more concerned with the relation between the speaker and the utterance, on the particular occasion of use, than with the potential relationship of one sentence to another, regardless of their use. That is, in using terms such as reference, presupposition, implicature and inference.
	In presenting traditional semantic view of reference, Lyons (1968:404) says that the relationship which hold between words and things is the relationship between reference. We shall take the view that the notion of presupposition required in discourse analysis is pragmatic presupposition, that is, defined in terms of assumptions the speaker makes about what the hearer is likely to accept without challenge (Givon, 1979a : 50). There are conventional implicature which are, according to Grice, determind by the conventional meaning of the word used (1975:44). The greatest interest to the discourse analyst is the notion of conversation plus a number of maxims which speakers will normally obey.  Since the discourse analyst, like the hearer, has no direct access to a speaker’s intended meaning in producing an utterance, he often has to rely on  a process of  inference to arrive at an interpretation for utterances or for the connections between utterances. Such inferences appear to be of different kinds.
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