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IN:RODUC. JRY NOTE

These lectures were given at the 1971 summer
linguistics program at the Santa Cruz campus of
the Usiversity of California, while I was a Fellow
at the Center for Advanced Studies in the Behavioral
Sciences at Stanford. In those days I thought of
my deixis lectures as a preview to a book that was
in the making. I now realize, unhappily, that
since a year at the Center, away from classrooms
and cormittees, did not give me the time and the
wisdom to finish it, the book is never going to be
written.

Revised versions of two of the lectures -~
the first and the fifth -- have already appeared
in public. I am unhappy about having the rest
appear in their present form, but in any attempt

-to improve and update this material I would not
know where to start, and I would certainly not
know where to stop. But I can say of the non-
existent enlarged improved integrated updated
version of these lectures that ?1) they would show
more of the influence of David Bennett, Eve Clark,
Herbert Clark, Paul Friedrich, Geoffrey Leech,
John Lyons, Michael Silverstein, Leonard Talmy,
and Paul Teller, and that (2} they would show the
benefit of at least one more visit (if I would be
welcomed) to the members of the Mexican branch of
the Summer Institute of Linguistics who, in December
of 1970, submitted patiently to my interviews with
them, about “their™ languages, when I visited SIL
workshops in Mitla and DL.amiquilpan.

Charles J. Fillmore

Berkeley
November, 1975
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"RAY WE COMc IN?M

What I intend to do in this first lecture is to offer my view
of the scope of linguistic descript on, insofar as the field of
1inguistics touches on questions of the meanings of sentences. 1
take the subject matter of linguistics, in jts grammatical, semantic
and pragmatic sub-divisions, to include the full catalogue of knowledge
which the speakers of a languace can be said to possess about the
structure of the sentences in their language, and their knowledge
about the appropriate use of these sentences. [ take the special
explanatory task of linguistics to be that of discovering the principles
which underlie such knowledge. The way I have chosen to exhibit the
range of information which the speakers of a languace possess about
the sentences in their language is that of examining, as thoroughly as
I can, one simple English sentence. This is my contribution, in cther
words, to an extremely respectable tradition in linguistics, the study
bf very short sentences.

Edward Sapir, you will recall, made famous the sentence "The
farmer killed the duckling." [Edward Sapir, Language: An introduction
to the studv of speech, New York (1921).] In his analysis of that
sentence he displayed a number of the word-derivation processes in
English, and in comparing that sentence with its translations in a
number of other languages, he showed the wide number of ways in which
concepts and relations get lexicalized and grammatized in the world's
languages. (I mention the sentence here mainly to give the lie to the
theory that linguists' preoccupation with death and slaughter in their
example sentences is a phenomenon of the sixties. Here in the twenties
we have Edward Sapir hacking away at some poor duck.)

A sentence which gained some currency in linguistic discussions
a few years ago was used by Jerrold Katz and Jerry Fodor in their well-
known article on the nature of semantic theory. [Jerrold J. Katz and
Jerry A. Fodor, "The structure of a semantic theory," Lanquage, 39,
(1963), pp. 170-210.] The sentence was "The bill is large”, and the
reader was asked to determine what one could say about the possible
meanings of that sentence absolutely independent of any real-world
situation in which it might have been used. One of their purposes was
to indicate what could be meant by the term ambiguity from the
linguist's point of view. While it is probably true that ng actual
utterance of the sentence “The bill is large” would be ambiguous in
context, independently of context the sentence can be taken as ambiguous
in ways associated with the dictionary entry of the word * bi1l1" Their
point was that the context ™ is large” is compatible with either the
"payment-due” or the "bird's beak" sense of the noun "bill1", and that
a purely lingquistic description of that sentence would have to show
it to be ambiguous. This follows from their conclusion that since any
theory of language use capable of disambiguating utterances in context
would have *to incorpecrate all possible knowledge abcut the universe,
and such a theory would be in principle impessible. In order to be
clear 2boutwhat linguists as 1inguists could say about such asentence,
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wera asked to imagine that we found the sentence written on a piece
reoer with no indication of its author, 1ts addressees or the occasion
itz being produced.

m 0 E

Yehoshua Bar-Hillel, in a well-known demonstration of the non-
feasibiiity of machine translation, built much of his argument on the
¢laim that an algorithm for translating from English into some other
1anguage would not be able, in a principled way, to make the right
choice for the sentence "The box is in the pen." [Yehoshua Bar-Hillel,
Appendix 111 to "The present status of automatic translation of
languages,” Advances in Computers, (F. L. Alt, editor), Academic Press
(1960), pp. 138-163.] This, he claimed, is because of the polysemy of
the word "pen”. Any general procedure capable of achieving the context
resolution of the ambiguity of the word in this sentence would have to
have access to encyclopedic information, so that while the writing-
implement sense of "pen"” would be allowed for a sentence like "The ink
is in the pen", that interpretation of the word would be disallowed in
our sentence about the box. The information to which the program would
need to have access must specify both that in the desired sense of "pen",
pens are larger than boxes and can therefore contain them, whereas in
the writing impiement sense, pens cannot contain boxes.

A particularly famous short sentence in the recent history of
discussions on linguistic theory is Chomsky's "Sincerity may frighten
the boy." [Noam Chomsky, Aspects of the theory of syntax, M.I.T Press
(1963), pp. 63-111.] This sentence was used to demonstrate the types
of grammatical information that the modern linguist needs to be abie to
deal with, First there is the categorial information that, for example,
"sincerity"” and "boy" are nouns, “may" is a modal auxiliary, “frighten"
is a verb, and "the" is an article; the relational information that, for
example, the subject/predicate relation holds betwean the word “"sincerity"
and the phrase "may frighten the boy" and the verb/direct object relation
holds between the word "frighten™ and the noun phrase “the boy"; the
inherent lexical information that, for example, "sincerity” is a singular
abstract noun, while the noun “"boy" is animate, masculine and countable,
etc.; the strict subcategorizational information that the verb "frighten”
requires a direct object and that the noun “boy" requires, in the
singqular, a preceding determiner; as well as the selectional information
that, for example, the verb "frighten” requires an animate direct object
but is much less restricted with regard to the c¢lass of entities which
it welcomes as its subject. Chomsky would add to this 1ist of informa-
tion about the sentence that “sincerity may frighten the boy" says
something about the possibility of somebody experiencing an emoticn,
with the entity named by the direct object of the sentence as the
potential experiencer of that emotion; that the verb must be understood
statively when its subject is not animate, but can be understcod -
actively if its subject is an animate noun or noun phrase, thus making
it possible to predict that while the sentence "Sincerity may frighten
.he boy" is unambiguous, a sentence like “John may frighten the boy" is
ambiguous.,
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Fillmore, 3

Notice that in all of these demonstrations, the scope of liaguistic
description and explanation has been limited to observations about what
there 13 to say zbout sentences in the abstract. In no case is the
sentence viewed zs having what the Norweaian psycholinguist Ragnar
Rommetveit calls deictic anchorage. [Ragnar Rommetveit, Words, meaninas
and messages, Academic Press (1968).] In no case is any attention paid
to how the sentence can be used, the conditions under which the speaker
of English might choose to use it, the role the sentence can play in an
ongoing conversation, or the like. It is true that these are sentences
whose contextualizations do not appear to be particularly interesting,
tut something, at least, could have been noticed about the conditions
for using the simple past tense in the Sapir sentence or the conditions
for using the definite determiner in all of them.

Rather than go into such matters for these sentences, I would like
to build my discussion of the explanatory domain of linguistics around
a sentence which cannot be understood at all apart from considerations
of its being anchored in some social context. The sentence I have
chosen for this demonstration is simple and short and extremely easy
to understand. It is the four-syllable question "May we come in?" I
would 1ike to approach our examination of this sentence by way of a
thought experiment. What I have in mind is this: I ask you to assume
that you know, about some real werld situation, only one single fact,
and that is that somebody used the sentence "May we come in?”"

Qur task is to make explicit everything that we know about the
sentence as a linguistic object, and everything that we can know, as
speakers of English, about the situaticn, or class of possible situations,
in which it was uttered. We will be interested, in short, in the
grammatical form of the sentence, the meanings and grammatical properties
of its words, and in the assumptions we find ourselves making about
the speaker of the sentence and abcut the setting in which it was
uttered.

There are various possible phonetic realizations of this particular
string of words when used as a sentence of English. I will speak
briefly about other variants later, but will begin by considering
that rendering of it which has heavy stress and rising intonation on the
last word.

We car allow ourselves first of all to disregard the infinite
range of possible conditions for the utterance of this sentence
according to which we could say the sentence was uttered hypotactically.
Somebody might have been asked, for example, to pronounce four English
monosyilables putting heavy stress and rising intonation on the last
one and he accidentally came up with our sentence; or a speakzr of .
2 Toreign lancuage mignt have been imitating an English utterance he
ance overheard; or a librarian might have been reading aloud the title
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c¥ a short story. The rance of possibilities that one can imaqine is in
na w2y corstrained ov the struciure of this pariizuiar sentence and can
safely be s3t 2sidsz as &n unintzrssting problem.

Thers are, 1 be?ieve, two major possicle interpretations of our
sentence. On one interpretation, the sentence can be used as a request
on the part of its speaker that its addresse2 perform a permission-granting
act. On tha second and possibly less likely interpretation, tne sentence
is a request for information, an enguiry as to whether the speaker has
permission. 1 will begin by considering the first interpretation.

If we assume that the sentence was uttered in conformity with the
system of linguistic conventions whose character we are trying to make
explicit, we will probably find ourselves imagining a situation involving
some kind of enclosure, call it E, and at least three beings, call them
A, B, and C. One of these, A, is a speaker of English and is the utterer
of our sentence; one of them, B, is believed by A to be a speaker of
English and is the addressee of our sentence; the third, C, is a com-
panion of A. In using the word "beings" rather than the word "persons”,
I have € in mind, since C might not be a person but might be, for
example, A's pet beaver.

We further assume, in picturing the situation in which our sentence
could have served as a permission requesting utterance, that A believes
that he and C are outside the enclosure E; that A telieves B, the addressee,
to be inside E; that A is interested in the possibility of his gaining
admission to E, in C's company; and that A believes thuat B has the
authority -- or represents somebody who has the authority -- to decide
whether or not A and C may enter E. MWe further understand thatthe

uttering of this sentence is an act which socially requires B to do
something--in particular, to say something--it being understood that
what B says as a response to the question wiil count as authorizing
or forbidding the move into E on the part of A and his companion C.
We know, too, what would count as an authorizing or forbidding act
on the part of B. For example, we would know what to make of it

if B, on hearing our sentence, were to say, "Okay."

These, then are the main things that we might find ourselves
imagining on learning about 2 particular situation that somebody
uttered the sentence "May we come in?" The hypothetical situation
that I have set up corresponds to the most straightforward understanding
we might have of the appropriateness conditions for uttering our sentence.
Actual situations in which the utterance is used may depart from this
description in several ways and for several reasons. There were
references in my description to things which A believes; some of his -
beliefs may be mistaken. There were references, in my description to
how A feels; he may not really feel that way, he may be speaking
insincerely. And, of course, the number of A's addressees may be
greater than one and the number of A's companions may be greater than
one. And, with a 1ittle imagination, it is possible to conceive of
other spatial arrangements of the personnel.
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Fillmare, 5

As linguists we need to ask what it is about the structure of the
sentence “May we come in?" that makes it possible for speakers of
English to agree on the details of a description of the sort I just
suggested. A successful linguistic description of Engiish ougnt to
make it possibie to "compute" tne details of such a description from
a granmatical ard lexical description of the sentence. What we have
to work with 2re the four words and an extremely limited amount of
structure: tne sentence is a question, its subject is the procnoun
"we", its main verb is “come”, il contains, in association with this
verd the modal auxiliary “may", and the vert “"come” comes with a
directional complement “in".

t'e can take the words one at a time, beginning with “may". The
vord “may", when uted as a modal auxiliary nas three functions that
will interest us here, and these I will refer to as its (1) epistemic,
(2) pragmatic, and (3) magical functions. In its epistemic function,
it is used in possibility asserting expressions such as "He may not
understand you". In its pragmatic function, it is used in sentences
uttered as parts of permission granting or permission seeking acts,
such as “You may come in now". In its magical function it is used in
the expression of wishes, blessings, and curses, such as "May all your
troubles be little ones® or "May you spend eternity roller-skating on
cobblestones.”

In its magical use, this modal only occurs in initial position,
and “"may" is in the initial position in our sentence. The curse I
invented, recast withk "may" in post subject position, becomes "You may
spend eternity rcllerskating on cobblestones”. Such a sentence wculd
ccunt as a warning or a gloomy predictior, but not as a bona fide
curse, 1 have said that our sentence is to be construed as a question,
and it is clear, I think, that the functior of asking a questigr is
incompatible with the function of issuing a magical wish. 1 assume
in fact, that the sequence of words I have taken as my example cannoct
be aiven a “magical" interpretation.

Certain sentences with "may” are amrkiquous between the epistemic
and the pragmatic functions of that modal. 9ne example is “"John may
leave the rocm.™ The person who utters that sentence may either, in
doing so, be authorizing somebody named Jchn to leave the room, or he
may be expressing his belief in the possibility of that person's
leaving the room at some time in the future. It is clear, however,
that the epistemic and pragmatic senses are nct beoth pctentially
present in every non-magical use of “may". It happens that these two
uses of the modal are associated with two grammatically quite distinct
sets of contextual possibilities, and instances of artiquity with
respect to these twe senses are instances of accidertal overlap of
thesa two context sets. I will content myself with me-ely giving
sxamples: it is protably immediately clear that the oermission aranting
csense is comolately absent from “John méy have left the room"; the

[

sen<ence "Jonn may have left the rocm” does not permit a praamztic
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LeroestEiion 2I. Iiy, L onmereny giv2 Jonr permiscion to have eI oine
roor”. It s prosaily oglisa chesr thaet tne pessibility expressing ssnse
is abgent feom "2y Jehin lzzve dn2 room’”;  Lhzt cuestion does not perwmit
an eststeT : intersretziion 2s. sav "is Y p2scrble that John wild
teave tne -2onT"  Suchk observations zre to oe accounted for by noting
that the oragmatic sense of "rmay" :zimpiy does not show up in the so-

cailed cerfective construction (and therz are fairly good reasons why
this is s¢), and thet the esistemic sense does not show up in guestions.
“he reason we know that our sentence "May we come in?" concerned the
permission granting use of "may" is that our sentence is a guestion, and
neither the magical nor the epistemic sense of the modal is compatible
with the sentence that contains it being a gquestion. (Notice, incidentally,
that this incompatibility with questions is a lexically peculiar fact
about epistemic "may" and is not a generalization that applies to any
possibility asserting modal. T7he modal "might" can indeed have epistemic
sense in ouestions, as in "Mioht John leave the room?”. That question
can be interpreted as meaning "Is it possible that John will leave the
room?")

The recognition that qur sentence is a guestion, then, rules out,
for interpreters of "May we come in?" the possibility that "may"” is
used in either its epistemic or its magical senses. We are left with
the assumption that it is used in its pragmatic sense, and therefore
that it is used in a social situation involving permission aranting in
some way. Permission granting situztions involve two parties, the person
or persons accepted as having authority to grant the permission, and the
person or persons whiyse actions are to be authorized. A sentence with
pragmatic "may" may be uttered performatively, in which case the
utterance is a part of a permission-seeking or permission-cranting act,
or it may be uttered nonperformatively. In the latter case, it is a
statement or question about somebody's having permission to do some-
thing. It is the performative use of our sentence which [ had in mind
when [ lined up the details of the situation involvina beings A, B,
and C and the enclosure, E. In the performative use, our question
permits the paraphrase "Do you give us permission to come in?"; and a
non-performative interpretation permits the paraphrase, "Do.we have
permission to come in?" I will postpone until a little later my
discussion of the non-performative interpretation of this sentence.

In a parformative utterance of a pragmatic "may" sentence, the
possessor of authority is taken to be the speaker, if the sentence is
an assertion, the addressee, if the sentence is a question. Thus, the
speaker of “John may leave the room” is, in producing the sentence
performatively authorizing John to leave the room. The sentence we
are examining, however, is a question, and in uttering a question with
praamatic "may", .the speaker is acknowledging the addressee's authority
with respect to the permission-qranting gesture. This alternation of
the authority role between the speaker of an assertion and the addressee
G a question must be accounted for in terms of general principles of
conversation and general principles in the logic of questions and answers.

- 121
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Fillmore, 7

Hithout going into the details, there are many instances in two-
party discourse of role switching betwren speaker and aciressee. The
mast obvious switch is that between the two conversation-participant
pranouns, as in

"1 did a good job." "No, you didn't"
or
“Have you seen him?" "Yes, I have."

The interchanged roles may be implicit, not linked to any specific
material in the surface sentence. For example, in a question like
“Did John seem angry?" the question means, "Did you perce1ve John

as angry?"; in the assertion "John seemed angryv", the meaning is

that 1 {or a group including me) perceived John as anary. There are
exampies of speaker/addressee reversals in the semantic interpretation
of an unchanging lexical item, as seen, for example, in the use of

the demonstrative "this" in opening utterances on the telephone, If

a telephone conversaticn begins with the utterance “This is Chuck
Fillmore", you interpret it as meaning "I am Chuck Fillmore." If it
begins with "Is this Chuck Fillmore?" you take it as meaning "Are

you Chuck Fillmore?" In short, if A asks B a question, A acknowledges
B's authority to answer the question, and B, in trying to answer the
question, acknowledges that acknowledgement. Any of the ways in which
A's sentence assigns separate roles to speaker and addressee must have

those assignments reversed in B8's contribution to the same conversation.

In a performative utterance of a sentence 1ike "John may leave
the room", the speaker of the sentence is the authority with respect
to the permission-cranting act which a performance of that sentence
constitutes. If that sentence is, as it is, an authorized answer to
the question "May John Teave the room?", it foilows that the
addressee of the questicn has the same roie as the speaker of the
corresponding asserticn. Given these facts about role-switching, you
can see that a problem could arise when the subject of a sentence with
pragmatic "may" is the pronoun "we", a waord which is capable of
referring to a group including both speaker and addressee.

So far we have seen hcw a speaker of English is able to reach
certain conclusions about our sentence: from the fact that it is a
question and contains the modal "may", (1) it involves the permissian-
granting sense of “may" and (2) it is the addressee of the sentence
who is taken as having the riaht to grant the desired permission.

in the sentence "May we come in?" it is clear that the proncun

“.e" is exclusive, and that was in fact the reason we were forced to
imzgine three beings in the situation calling for this particular
utterance. The individual we have been callinq C is the other bveing
included in the scope 9f “we" and d1st1nct from the addrecsee, 3. in
our sentence, this fact about “"~e™ s over-cetermined, since the verd
asseciated with our modal §s the verb "“come"; bui if we repizce "<ome”
by "10", ve will see, [ think, that there is a relztignshic bezween
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tre eyziviive cheracter o7 the pronoun and ‘ne zerformative interpreseziiorn
€7 tng guzsticn. Wnen in2 question "May we oo in?" s used as & permisich-
seghint uitsrarce, it s more natural to think of the pronoun as referrinc
TC & crour which does not include the addressee, Tor the reason that in

Lhe permission-cranting situation, the person with authority and the
person ¢r cersons seekina permission are typically distinct. On the other
hanc, .hen the question "“zy we go in?" ig interpreted as meaning "Do we
have permission to go in?", there is no difficulty in construing the
pronoun either exclusively or inclusively.

So far, then, this is what we know: from the fact that our sentence
is a question having "may" as its modal, we know that it has to do with
a permission-requesting situation. From the fact that it is a question
rather than an assertion, we know that it is the addressee, and not the
speaker, who has the authority role. And from a2 general understandinag
of permission-qranting situations, wve know that the person having
authority is distinct from the persons who need and seek permission to
enter, and that therefore the pronoun "vwe" must be being used in the sense
which is exclusive of the addressee. (For many people this araument is
not convincing, because they can imagine a situation in which one person
asks another "May we go in?" meaning “Do you now give you and me
permission to enter?™ These people would not disaaree witn the analysis ’
of the question at hand, but would disagree on the contribution of "may"
to the conclusion about the exclusivity of "ve".)

We turn now to the third word, the main verb of the sentence, the
word "come". We notice first of all that it is an action verb, and
therefore the activity it identifies qualifies as something for which it
makes sense to speak of granting permission. If our sentence were some-
thing 1ike *May we understand you proposal?” we would have had to reject
it as a well-formed pragmatic-"may" question, since one does not speak
of needing permission to understand something. As an action verb,
furthermore, it is not an "achievement™ verb. If our sentence were "May
we succeed on this project?”, it would have to be rejected as & pragmatic-
“may" guestion, since "succeed", as an achievement verb, refers to
carrying out an activity which leads, fortuitously, to a particular

consequence; and one does not speak of needing permission to have qood
Tuck. :

The verb “come”, secondly, is lexically simple with respect to the
type of activity it designates. In this way it is unlike a verb like
"swim", which has associated with it both the idea of motion and an
understanding of a particular manner of motion. 1f ocur sentence were
"May we swim in?", we would have had to point out that this sentence can
be used under two distinct conditions in a permission-seeking situation.
“uppose, “or illustration, that the speaker and his companion were
swimmine in a body of water that entered a cave, and they were addressing
a person zuardina the entrance to the cave. In that case there could be
no cuestiin of their needina permission to swim -- they are already
swimming -- ind they are merely askina for permission to move into the

A R
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cave while swimming. The sentence, in that casz. would have heavy
stress cn "in", Suppcse, on the other hand. tna:t tne speaker znd
his compaznion have already been araznted permissior to enter the cave,
and they wish to know whether they may do this by w2y of the stream.
that is, by swimming into it. In ihat cace, it is already under-
stood that they have permission to move into the zave, and what they
are seeking is permission to do this by swimmina. And in that case
the sentence would have heavy stress on "swim".

The verb "come", | suggested, does not have this sort of lexical
complexity, and so there is not the same sort of ambiguity with
respect to which aspects of the situation are those for which permissicn
is needed. The question we are examining, you will recall, has heavy
stress and rising intonation on the final word "in". In the sentence
with the double-tarreled verb "swim" the de-stressing of the main verb
is associated with a presuppasition, namely, the presupposition that
"we" zre already swimming. The de-stressing of the lexically simple
"come", on the other hand, has no analogous presupposition associated
with it.

The verb "come"” nas other sorts of complexities, however, and
this is where we return to the topic of deixis. As it happens, the
description of the presuppositional structure of motion sentences
containing this verb reguires reference to all three tyoes of deixis --
person, place, and time.

First, a digression on time. In speakina of temporal indications
in the semantics of natural lanquages, it is necessary to distinguish
the coding time, roughly, the time of the speech act, from the
reference time, the point or period of time that is beﬁng referred %o
or focused on in the sentence. {There i3 more, but that can wait.)

We can see how both of these types of temporal concepts can figure

in the description of a single sentence by considering the sentence
“John was here last Tuesday". The reference time is reflected in the
choice of temse on the verb and is indicated by the phrase "last
Tuesday". The coding time is involved in the interpretation of "last
Tuesday" as, (say) the Tuesday of the calencar week which precedes
the moment of speech, and in the interpretation of "here™ as meaning
"the place where the speaker finds himself at the time of pronouncing
‘the sentence”.

The role of deictic categories in the interpretation of sentences
with our verb "come" may be observed with sentences of the form:

X came to Y at T

+here X is the moving entity, ¥ is the destinztion, and T is the
reference time. For this examole I have put T in the past for ease
of expcsition. [t havrens that sentences of the form “X came to ¥
as T" are appropriate just in case anv of the following conditions
obtatns:

-0 124
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{1} The spes

2+ coding tima: |
addressee is gt v

2t coding time; {2} The addressee is at ¥
ezker is 2t Y at reference time (T): {(2) The
snce time (7).

To see that this is so, take "Jshn", "the office™, and “"yesterday
‘merning” as values of X, Y and T respectively. A sentence like “John
came to the office yesterday morring” is appropriate under any of the
four conditions just indicated. That is, it is a sentence that I can
say appropriately if I am in the office when I say it, if you are in the
office when I say it to you, if I was in the office yesterday morning
when John came, or if you were in the office yesterday morning when
John came. (This description does not cover all uses of the motion-
verb "come", It has special uses when the motion referred to is motion
on the part of both speaker and hearer, a use in which the destination
is thought of as somebody's "home base", and in 2 special and very
interesting use to which it can be put in third-person narrative. We
will get to all that eventually.)

Sentences with the verb "come" are, then, potentially ambiguous
in four ways, in an unusual sense of ambiguity related to what users of
the sentence can be said to presuppose. It is not true that every such
santence with "come" is ambiguous in these four ways, however, because
limitations on these appropriateness conditions appear when we substitute
for the X and Y of the formuia expressions of person deixis and place
deixis, respectively. For example, if I say, "I came there yesterday
morning”, it cannot be that I am there now, because "there” is by definition
a place where I am not now Tocated, and it cannot be that I was already
there yesterday morning when I came. Only interpretatiuns {2) and
(4) are possible.

But now what are we to say about our sentence "May we come in?"?
We have seen, from the fact that we are dealing with permission-
granting "may" in an interrogative sentence, that our pronoun "we" 1s
exclusive of the addressee. That same conclusion could also have been
reached by noticing its occurrence with the verb "come®. "Come" is
a verb of locomotion which indicates a change of location from some
point of origin to some destination, this latter conceived of as a
place where the speaker or addressee is at the time of the speech act or
at the reference time. In a permission-seeking utterance with the
modal "may", there is lacking a definite reference time, and that
leaves open only these possibilities that refer to the participants’
location at the time of the speech act. Since the pronoun "we" has to
include the speaker and does not have to include the addressee, we are
forced to cornclude that "we" is-exclusive: since the addressee must
be at the place of destination in order for the use of this sentence
to be appropriate, he cannot be included in the group seexing to nove
toward that destination. Again our analysis supports the picture we
had at t'=2 beginning: of A on the outside, speaking on behalf of himself
and C, also on the outside; and addressing the insider, B. (There is
a possibility for our question that I have not yet mentioned, and that is
the possibility that it is uttered in a context in which the preceding
discourse has provided a {future) roference time. Understood in that
w3y, the situation with A, B, € and £ that I set up at the beginning
will have to be modified. On this new interpretation, it is not required
that B be inside E at the time of the speech act, but only that A assumes
that B will be inside E at the tir2 o, the movement of A and C into.E{)
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Fillinore, 11

The Enalish verb "come", like its partner “"go", is one of the few
verbs of motion which recuire a destination complement in syntactically
complete sentences. In our case the destination complement has the
form "in", which we may take as an ellipsis for something like "into
the place”. Since "in" 2s a destinztion particle means s.vnething
paraphraseable as “to a place which is jnside", its occurrence in this
sentence can be said to ascribe to the destination which the speaker
kas in mind the informetion that it is a part of the interior of some
sort of enclosure. This is different from whatever interpretation we
would have given if our demonstration sentence had been something like
"May we ccme up?", "May we come through?” cr "May we come over?" or
the 1ike. The information that the destinaticn is in some sort of an
enclosure, together with the informaticn that the addressee is at the
time of the speech act located at the destination of the movement, is
what imposes the understanding that the movina entities have as their .
point of origin a location which is not within that enclosure, and this
contributed to our picture of the speaker and his companion being
outside of an enclcosure, the addressee being inside it.

The iilocuticaary act potantial of a sentence must be studied in
the context of the systams ¢f rules or conventions that w2 might
choose to call discourse rules, a subset of which might be called
conversation rules. We have seen, in what has already been said about
the 1llocutionary force of our example sentence, that it is not to be
construed as a request for information, but as a request for the
addressee to "perform" in some way. It is usable as a way of gettina
the conversational partner to perform the needed permission-granting
or permission-denying act. In the sense that a question 1ike "Shall
we come in?" can be taken as a request for a command, the question
"May we come in?" can be taken as a request to get one's interlocutor
to arant permission, Because of its role in a changing interpersonal
situation, a complete description of the sentence must specify the
various social and physical conditions which must be satisfied in order
for it to be used appropriately. For various reasons these may be
stated as belief conditions which must be satisfied by the utterer of

the sentence in order for us to acknowledce that it has been uttered in
good faith.

We have agreed that the speaker must believe that the addressee is
inside £, that he and his companion are outside E, and that B is a
person capable of authorizing admission into E. WHe will also agree, I
believe, tiat in the most straightforward interpretation of a permission-
seeking sentence, the speaker wants to do what he is askina permission
to do, and that he believes he needs to get this permission before he
can properly do what he wants to do. By considering these various
types cf appropriateness conditions for utterances, we are able t2
recocnize various ways in which utterances of the sentence can be said
*0 ve deviant. The sentence can be uttered mistakenly, in case the
soeazker's keliefs are incorrect, or it may be uttered insincerslv, in
case tne belief conditicns arz not satisfied or in case the sceaxker does
16T rezily cesire wnat his utterina tne sentence implies that ne desires.
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:ir dizcaurse 2ngivss, I oczlizve, wnare we can make most

rizitles which govern the acproorizteness of utterance
is thers *that these orinciples can be used to make
4t the aopropriateness and the "force" of utterances

Consider our sentence. A may be mistaken in his belief that he is
cutside the enclesure E, and this will become apparent to him, and to
us, if B's response is, "Well, fellows, it looks to me like you're
already in."” A may be mistaken in his belief about the location of B.
l'e will realize that if he hears, from an unexpected direction, the
reply "Yoohoo, here I am; go right on in.” A may be mistaken in his
belief that 8 is the proper authority, and this he wili learn if he
hears B say, "Don't ask me." And A may be mistaken in his belief that
he needs permission to enter, and he will find that out if B's answer
is something like, "Cf course, why do you ask?".

This is the place to mention Robin Lakoff's recent work on “why"
and "well". [Robin T. Lakoff, "Questionable answers and answerable
questions,” mimeo. (1971}.] "Why", on Mrs. Lakoff's analysis, is the
responder's way of rejecting the need-to-say “conversational implicature"
sssociated with the previous participant's utterance. A will know that
it was not necessary for him to ask for permission if B's answer is
"Why, yes." On the other hand, if B answers the question or performs
the requested speech act grudgingly or hesitatingly, he expresses that
by choosing the word "well". This will become clear if, on asking
"tlay we come in?", we hear the answer, "Well, yes.,”

The sentence can be used "insincerely™ in two ways. It may be used
politely, in which case the assumptions associated with the sentence
atout the social dominance {on this occasion) of the addressee are
intended as a polite social gesture; or the sentence may be used ironically,
as in cases where the suggested dominance relation is clearly contra-
dicted by the realities of the situation. The word "insincere” is not
a particularly happy way to characterize the polite use; I refer merely
to the fact that the belief conditions about the status of the addressee
are not exactly satisfied. An example of the ironic use can be seen in
the situation in which prison wardens address the question to a prisaner
in his cell, or in the case of a pair of aagressive encyclopedia
salesmen who have already entered the living room.

The conversation rules of the language govern not only the
conditions under which it is appropriate to perform the permission-
requesting utterance of the type we have been examining, tut they must
also catermine the principles by which a speaker of English is able to
reccqgnize appropriate responses to the rsquest. If the question is
used in absolutely ifs most straightforward wavy -- a rare occurrence,
I would auzss -- the normal affirmative znswer would be something like
“Okay" or "Yes, you may".
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llotice that there is something stightly rude about these ans.2r:
(at least it seems so to people who do not live on the east coast):
it is interesting to consider why this should be so. The questioner
is saying something like "I would like to enter the place where you
are, and I am asking you to ¢ive me permission to do that.” OQne
would think that an answer that means, in effect, "I hereby grant
you the permission that you requested” shculd exactly satisfy the
request, but the fact is, it does so in an unpleasina way. In the
social dialect of English that most of us probably feel most comfort-
able with, one of the things we attempt to maintain in conversational
interaction is the maskina ef stratification. The questioner, in
asking "May we come in?", is exposing his desire to enter the
enclosure containing the addressee, and is imputing a status of
authority for this occasion to the addressee. ‘hat the straight-
forward answer “Yes, you may" dees is acknowledge this status
difference, and that is what would make it seem rude in a community
where conversational politeness is expected. 0ddly, a polite answer
to a request for permission is not a permissign-granting utterance
at all, but is a command. More polite than the answer "Yes, you may"
are answers like "Yes, please do," or "Come in, Ly all means." If
cne wonders why a command is more polite, in this context, than a
permission-cranting utterance, cne way of looking at it is this. In
making the request, /A has exposed to 8 his desire to enter E; on
ordering A to enter, 8, by return, is exposing to A B's desire to
have A enter E, and this is because of appropriateness conditions
associated with commands. The more polite answer, in spite of the
fact that stratification masking is not explicitly achieved, is the
one which shows that B not only tolerates but desires the admission
" to E on the part of A and C.

(There is something which this account leaves out. It seems that
commands are not invariably the more polite way to answer a request
for permission, but only when the activity in question could be
construed as an inconvenience to the permission-qranter. A polite
reply to "lay I leave now?" is not "Please leave, by all means.")

That a command can serve technically as an answer to a request for
permission is related not oniy to the appropriateness conditions for
commands having to do with the speaker's desires, but also to the fact
that there is a Joqical entailment relationship between commands and
permission-qrantings. The theory of well-formed conversations, if it
is to show in a principled way what sorts of thinas qualify as answers
to gquestions, must include or have access to a set of meaning postulates
for natural language that would indicate, for example, the entailment
relationship between expressions containing the pairs of concepts
QENUIRE and PERMIT, DESIRE and TCLERATE, or NECESSARY and POSSIBLZ. I
c-edict that such matters will not go neglected this summer.

. have spcken so far about the performative interpretation of our
sample sentence. In its non-performative sense, our avestion comes as
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¢ rzouyest for infommzison rathIr Tner 2s 2 raouest for action.  in Che
ngr-cerforrztive inizrorziziion, tne guesticn means “Do vou know
wneEIner w3 na2ve od2rmission to come in?". (] bsiieve there are many
szzzrers ¢f Enclisk who do not have tris use of "mav".) The main
diffarence in tne situation which welcomes the sentence on the inter-
opretation we are now giving it 1s that A believes B to have information

rather than avthority and that the sentence js uttered in an informa-
tion-seeking rather than a permission-seeking situation. The discourse
principles associated with possible answers to "May we come in?" wnen
construed non-performatively are, I think, fairly easy to determine,
and 1 won't say anything about them except to point out that the
response "Ckay" would show that the answerer construed the guestion as
a performative.

So far I have been considering only that phonetic rendering of our
guestion which has heavy stress and rising intonation on the last word,
and I promised to say something about other possible renderings of this
particular string of words. 1 already pointed out differences in stress
placement potential between our sentence and the question "May we swim
in?". I said that for that sentence, when the word ™in" is stressed,
the presupposition is made that the speaker and his companion are already
swimming, and that when the word "“in" is stressed, it is presupposed
that they have already been given permission to enter. The verb "come",
2s 1 pointed out, does not give us this option, because this word is 2
pure motion word that does not have associated with it any notion of
means, redium or manner of movement.

I assume that there are two functions of contrastive stress: one
of these has to do with presuppositions that can be constructed out
cf the destressed portion of the sentence, by means of a dummy or
indefiniteness marker filling the constituent represented by the
contrastively stressed element; the other occurs in utterances that
a speaker is repeating because his addressee did not hear or did not
believe what was said the first time, with the heavy stress assigned to
the constituent which th2 speaker is trying to be clear about. for our
sentence, the second of these functions allows the placement of heavy
stress on any of our four words. In the first function, heavy stress
may occur on any of the words except "come", but most naturally, I
suppase, on the pronoun.

Let m2 now summarize the various kinds of facts which must, I
suggest, be included in a fully developed system cf linguistic description.

(1) The linguistic description of a lanquage muyst cratacferize for
each lexical item in the languacge

{a} he grammatica) cerstructions in which it can occur,

(9] he grammeticel prccesses to whick it is sutject in
-3¢ch relevant centext,

-

e nrammatical processes which its presence in a
hsiruction determines, and

n + 50
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(d) informaticn abcut speechk act conditions, conversatior
rules, and semantic interpretation which must be
associated in an idiosyncratic way w1th the lexical
item in question;

(2) it must provide the apparatus which characterizes

(a) the grammatical structures of sentences on the "deep”
or most abstract level, and

(b) the grammatical processes by which abstract linauistic
structures are processed and become surface sentences;

{3) it must contain a component for calculating the complete
semantic and pragmatic description of a sentence given
its grammatical structure and information associated with
these lexical items;

(4} it must be able to draw on a theory of illocutionary acts,
in terms of which the calculations of (3) are empowered
to provide a full account of the illocutionary act
potential of each sentence;

{5) it must be able to draw on a theory of discourse which
relates the use of sentences in social and conversational
situations; and

(6} it must be able to draw on a theory of "natural logic" by
means of which such judgments as the success of an
arqument or the appropriateness of elements in conversations
can be deduced.

1 assume, incidentally, tnét these requirements can be stated, with
essent1a]1y the same content, in the 'generative semantics' frame-
work.

In this Tecture I have argued that there are princinles of
linguistic description which should be geared in some way to
deictically anchored sentences. Very little of previous linquistic
tneory has paid attention to this phenomenon. In my succeeding
lectures | will emphasize the deictic aspects of langquage, exploring
in turns notions of space, time, movement, the ongoing discourse, and
the reflexes in language of the identity of the participants in a
conversation and their relationships to each other. My goal in %his
lecture series is to show how the phenomena of deixis impose a
number of serious empirical, conceptual and notational problems for
grammatical theory.

234

\$



Fillrere, 37

that is taken as the backaround or settinc for time indications in
the clause -~ and let's call that the reoference time., The simplest
illustration of this distinction is the So-called perfect con-
struction, seen most clearly in one use of the past perfect, as
in "John had retired three years earlier." Here, the reference
time is associated with the tense on "had" and can be interpreted
only by knowing the discourse context of the sentence; the event
of John's retiring is placed at three years earlier to the
reference time. This and other matters relating to tense notions
will be discussed Yater, after some questions of deictic time

have been settled. [ may not live up to this promise.

In my next lecture I will begin the discussion of deixis.

Things to read:

David Crystal, "Specification and English tenses,” Journal of
Linguistics 2.1 {1966), pp. 1-34,

Geoffrey Leech, Towards a Semantic Description of English, Longmans
(1969), chapter 7.
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