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BXPLICIT AND IMPLICTT WAYS OF ENHANCTNG COMMON
GROUND IN CONVERSATIONS

Andreas H. Jucker and Sara W. Smith

1 .  ln t roduct ion l
A statement from Stalnaker which he presented as a truism some
twenty years ago may serve as our  s tar t ing point :

C o m m u n i c a t i o n ,  w h e t h e r  l i n g u i s t i c  o r  n o t ,  n o r m a l l y  t a k e s  p l a c e  a g a i n s t
a  background  o f  be l i e f s  o r  assumpt ions  wh ich  a re  shared  by  the  speaker
and  h i s  aud ience ,  and  wh ich  a re  recogn ized  by  them to  be  so  shared  t . . . ] .
The  more  common g round  we  can  take  fo r  g ran ted ,  the  more  e f f i c ien t
o u r  c o m m u n i c a t i o n  w i l l  b e .  A n d  u n l e s s  w e  c o u l d  r e a s o n a b l y  t r e a t  s o m e
f a c t s  i n  t h i s  w a y ,  w e  p r o b a b l y  c o u l d  n o t  c o m m u n i c a t e  a t  a l l  ( S t a l n a k e r
t9 '74U 9911: 472).

In this paper we want to explore the notion of common ground a n d
i ts theoret ical  status,  and we want to i l lustrate how conversa-
t ional ists at tend to their  common ground, how they negot iate,
maintain and enlarge it. This is part of a larger claim that much of
language use consists of  inter locutors '  negot iat ion of  common
ground. This may happen, as we shal l  i l lustrate below, on a fa i r ly
exp l i c i t  tu rn -by- tu rn  leve l  when in te r locu tors  in te r rup t  each o ther
to establish the correct identity of a referent or when they ask each
other to conf i rm assumptions, and i t  happens impl ic i t ly  on a
sentence-by-  sentence leve l  as  in te r locu tors  s igna l  th  e  i  r
assumptions by their  l inguist ic choices.

I . I  C o m m o n  g r o u n d
The concept of  shared bel iefs and assumptions and i ts impact o n
communica t ion  have been d iscussed by  many wr i te rs  under  many
di f ferent names and in di f ferent theoret ical  f rameworks,  as f  or
instance pragmatic presupposi t ions (Stalnaker 197 4119911, Caff i
1994);  mutual  knowledge (Smith 1982; Gibbs 1987; Perner and
Garnham 1988) ;  shared assumpt ions  (Sperber  and Wi lson  1986) ;
scr ipts (Schank and Abelson l9 l1) ;  and common ground (Clark
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1992;  G ibbs  1987) .  I t  i s  no t  our  in ten t ion  to  rev iew these no t ions  in
detai l  in th is context .  The term "mutual  knowledge" is probably the
most  common o f  these.  However ,  Sperber  and Wi lson  (  1986:  l9 f  ) ,
fo r  ins tance,  a rgue very  s t rong ly  aga ins t  the  concept  o f  mutua l
knowledge on the grounds that inter locutors can never have a n y
cer ta in ty  about  each o ther 's  knowledge and be l ie fs .  Mutua l
knowledge, according to Sperber and Wilson, must be certain,  o r
e lse  i t  does  no t  ex is t ;  and s ince  i t  can  never  be  cer ta in ,  i t  can  never
ex is t  (Sperber  and Wi lson  1986;  fo r  oppos ing  v iews see Gibbs  1987
or  Perner  and Garnham 1988) .  Sperber  and Wi lson  on ly  a l low fo r
assumpt ions  tha t  in te r locu tors  can have about  each o ther 's
assumptions. We take i t  to be uncontroversial  that  inter locutors can
never  have u l t imate  cer ta in ty  about  each o ther 's  assumpt ions  o  r
knowledge. But the term "knowledge" does not prejudge the issue.
We sha l l  use  i t  occas iona l l y  to  re fe r  to  the  se t  o f  assumpt ions
enter ta ined by  an  in te r locu tor .  Some o f  these assumpt ions  w i l l  b  e
s t rong,  o thers  on ly  weak,  and they  w i l l  inc lude assumpt ions  about
the addre s see '  s as s u mpt i  on s.

We use the term "common ground" to refer to those
assumpt ions  wh ich  are  en ter ta ined by  bo th  par tners  in  a
conversa t ion  and wh ich  they  assume to  be  so  shared.  Obv ious ly ,
such assumpt ions  are  eas ie r  to  judge under  some c i rcumstances
than o thers ;  there  is  a  cont inuum f rom the  s i tua t ion  in 'wh ich  bo th
par tners  a re  jo in t l y  observ ing  a  common and sa l ien t  event  to  the
s i tua t ion  in  wh ich  one must  make judgements  based o  n
assumpt ions  about  another  person 's  p resumed ear l ie r  exposure  to
an event (cf. Clark 1992).

Bes ides  de termin ins  whether a partner has been exposed to
in fo rmat ion ,  a  speaker  must  make assumpt ions  about  the  l ingu is t i c
contex ts  in  wh ich  tha t  in fo rmat ion  w i l l  be  access ib le  to  the  par tner ;
e.9. ,  what choice of  nouns and modif iers wi l l  ident i fy a referent?

For  in te r locu tors  who share  a  common cu l tu re ,  much common
ground comes f rom cu l tu ra l l y -shared ac t iv i t ies ,  o r  sc r ip ts .  a  s
descr ibed by Schank and Abelson and others.  A text  l ike th e
fol lowing act ivates a scr ipt  that  f i l ls  in the gaps in the descr ipt ion of
e v e n t s .

(1 )  John went  to  a  res taurant .  He asked the  wa i t ress  fo r  coq  au
vin.  He paid the check and lef t .  (Schank and Abelson 1917: 38)

To a large extent,  a speaker works f rom assumptions based o n
judgements  about  membersh ip  in  soc io -cu l tu ra l  ca tegor ies .  Peop le
f rom a  western  count ry  a re  assumed to  share  much cu l tu ra l
knowledge,  inc lud ing  such scr ip ts  as  the  res taurant  sc r ip t .  Even
s t rangers ,  i f  they  rea l i se  each o ther  to  have a  s imi la r  cu l t r " r ra l
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background,  can take  a  cer ta in  amount  o f  shared cu l tu  ra l
knowledge for granted. A car dr iver looking for a street in a n
unfami l ia r  town w i l l  assume tha t  a  man coming ou t  o f  a  loca l  shop
wi l l  know the locat ion of  the street and wi l l  be able to give h e r
direct ions how to get there.

I n d i v i d u a l s  w h o  h a v e  s h a r e d  a n  e v e n t  s u c h  a s  a  d i n n e r  t o g e t h e r
w i l l ,  o f  course ,  make assumpt ions  about  each o ther 's  knowledge o f
tha t  event .  However ,  as  we sha l l  see  la te r ,  a  shared exper ience i  s
i tsel f  no guarantee that partners wi l l  be able to ident i fy t  h e
re levant  common ground.  Mak ing  judgements  about  w h  a  t
in fo rmat ion  a  par tner  w i l l  remember  and under  w h  a  t
c i rcumsta l tces  i t  w i l l  be  access ib le  requ i res  qu i te  e labora te  soc ia l
and metacogn i t i ve  judgments .  Whi le  par tners  may o f ten  be  ab le  to
depend on  imp l ic i t  s igna ls  to  convey  and conf i rm the i r  assumpt ions ,
they may also need strategies for  the expl ic i t  negot iat ion of  e v e n
known conrmon ground.

In t imates .  such as  fami ly  members  or  c lose  f r iends .  obv ious ly
share  a  lo t  o f  common ground wh i le  non- in t imates  ( typ ica l l y
acqua in tances)  share  less  common ground and d is tan ts  ( typ ica l l y
strangers) share very l i t t le common ground other than a fuzzy set
o f  bas ic  cu l tu ra l  knowledge.  But  we want  to  a rgue tha t  even
in t imates  must  cons tan t ly  negot ia te  and renegot ia te  the i r  common
g r o u n d .

We propose to demonstrate that  a) int imates are able to carry out
much o f  the i r  negot ia t ion  th rough imp l ic i t  means,  bu t  b )  even
int imates must of ten resort  to expl ic i t  negot iat ion strategies w h e n
their  assumptions do not appear to be met,  and c) in order for  these
negot ia t ions  to  be  success fu l ,  par tners  must  bu i ld  on  th  e  i  r
acknowledged common ground. Final ly we would argue that,  a s
par tners  negot ia te  and exp lo i t  the i r  common ground,  they  thereby
enhance i t  so that  i t  becomes both more certain and more accessible
for future use.

We sha l l  i l l us t ra te  our  a rgument  w i th  ex t rac ts  f rom a  four -par ty
dinner table conversat ion between two sisters in their  late f i f t ies o r
ear ly  s ix t ies  and the i r  respec t ive  husbands.  The record ing  w a  s
m a d e  n o n - s u r r e p t i t i o u s l y  i n  1 9 8 5 .  M A  a n d  h e r  h u s b a n d  W A  h a v e
just  returned frorn a v is i t  to Austral ia.  They have invi ted BE and DA
for  d inner  to  te l l  them about  the i r  t r ip .  The en t i re  conversa t ion
covers a range of  topics,  but  most of  them relate direct ly to MA and
wA's recent t r ip and to advice they give BE, who plans to t ravel  to
Austral ia in the near future.

Th is  conversa t ion  is  a  good example  o f  an  in te rac t ion  be tween
int imates.  These four people have known each other for  a very long
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t ime, they share many exper iences, and they have had simi lar
conversa t ions  on  many prev ious  occas ions .  There  are ,  there fore ,
al lusions and hints which are incomprehensible to the unini t iated.

In addi t ion,  a l l  four of  them share the same cul tural  background.
They l ive in the same region of  England, they belong to the same
social class and to the same age group.

However,  even for them there is a lot  to be negot iated. MA and
WA, who jo int ly te l l  several  stor ies about their  exper iences i  n
Aust ra l ia ,  o f ten  have to  rees tab l i sh  the i r  common ground in  some
areas in order to negot iate some of the detai ls needed for th e
current conversat ion.  Several  of  the fo l lowing extracts wi l l  show
very  c lear ly  tha t  even shared exper iences  do  no t  guarantee  mutua l
knowledge in  the  s t r i c t  sense because the  speakers  may remember
di f ferent detai ls or thev may remember the same event in a
di f ferent way.

I  . 2  B a s i c  m o d e l
We claim that var ious aspects of  language exist ,  not  only to convey
informat ion or to express social  re lat ions,  but also to help us create
mode ls  o f  each o ther 's  p resumed knowledge (c f .  Smi th  and Jucker
I  99s  ) .

Ordinar i ly ,  conversat ional ists provide each other wi th a var iety of
cues that assist  in the on- l ine detect ion of  common ground a n d
faci l i tate the constant adaptat ion of  their  language to i t .

The basic choice of  whether to make an assert ion or ask a
quest ion depends on the assessment of  whether the speaker or
hearer is most l ikely to have the target informat ion,  as tn Jul ie l ikes
ale vs.  Does Jul ie l ike ale? A var iety of  syntact ic choices also convey
assumpt ions  about  H 's  knowledge.  Tag ques t ions  (Houck  l99 l )  w i th
ei ther r is ing or fa l l ing intonat ion,  for  instance, (Jul ie l ikes ale,
doesn ' t  she  ?  vs .  Ju l ie  l i kes  a le ,  doesn ' t  she . ) ,  convey  assumpt ions
about the relat ive certainty wi th which the speaker or the hearer is
assumed to have access to relevant informat ion.

Forms of  reference, such as def in i te or indef in i te (Pr ince 1981 ;
Jucker 1992), the use of proper names in various forms, the use of
pronouns, or the amount of  e laborat ion of  a noun phrase al l  convey
assumptions about the hearer 's abi l i ty  to ident i fy and access th e
r e f e r e n t .

The h igh- r i se  ques t ion  contour  in  Eng l ish  is  employed to  "convey

that the proposi t ional  content of  the ut terance is to be added to
speaker and hearer 's 'mutual  bel iefs '  ( those shared by speaker and
hearer and bel ieved by them to be so shared),  and to quest i  on
whether the hearer can relate that  proposi t ional  content to the
contents of  the hearer 's own (unshared) bel iefs" (Hirschberg a n d
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Ward 1995 401).  In the fo l lowing exchange, for  instance, the cal ler
instructs the DJ to add the informat ion that she comes from Skokie
to their  mutual  bel iefs or common ground, and at  the same t ime she
asks him whether Skokie is fami l iar  to him, i .e.  whether i t  is  part  of
h is  p r iva te  be l ie fs .

(2 )  Ch icago rad io  s ta t ion  DJ:  Good morn ing  Susan.  Where  are  you
cal l ing f rom? Cal ler :  I 'm cal l ing f rom Skokie '?

F ina l l y ,  a  var ie ty  o f  d iscourse  markers ,  such as  - )oa  know (Sch i f f r in
1 9 8 7 a ,  1 9 8 7 b ) ,  a c t u a l l y a n d  i n . f a c t  ( G r e e n  1 9 8 9 ) .  a n d  w ' e l l  ( J u c k e r

1993.  Sch i f f r in  1987a) ,  convey  assumpt ions  tha t  the  u t te rance is
e i t h e r  c o n s i s t e n t  o r  i n c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  H ' s  p r e s u m e d  k n o w l e d g e  a n d
b e l i e f s .

(3 )  Ju l ie  l i kes  a le .  you  know.
(4)  Ac tua l l y ,  Ju l ie  l i kes  a le .
(  5 )  Wel l ,  Jul ie l ikes ale.

Whi le analyses of  speci f ic  structures and discourse markers h a v e
often invoked common ground as a part ia l  explanat ion for  a

l ingu is t i c  cho ice ,  these ana lyses  appear  no t  to  have been in tegra ted
into an overal l  model or used for an overal l  analysis of  actu al

conversa t ions .  Our  paper  w i l l  a t tempt  to  demonst ra te  some o f  the
strategies speakers use in conveying and conf i rming t  h e i  r
assumpt ions  about  each o ther .

We want  to  focus  on  the  par t i c ipant ' s  a t ten t ion  to  her  par tner 's

knowledge, and therefore we use the term "negot iat ing common
ground"  to  re fe r  to  the  means by  wh ich  par tners  s igna l  the i r

assumpt ions  about  each o ther 's  knowledge.

2 .  lmp l ic i t  negot ia t ions  o f  common ground

We want  to  i l l us t ra te  the  imp l ic i t  negot ia t ion  o f  common ground

wi th  th ree  examples :  persona l  p ronouns,  de f in i te  noun phrases  and

tag  ques t ions .  References  to  peop le  a re  pervas ive  in  everyday

communica t ion .  In  many cases  no  negot ia t ion  about  the  ident i t y  o f

the  in tended re fe ren ts  i s  needed,  e i ther  because they  are  eas i l y

ident i f iable or because they are not sal ient  enough and serve as a

mere  background to  more  impor tan t  i ssues .  In  the  re la t i ve ly  b r ie f

excerpt ,  there were 16 personal  referents introduced only by f i rst

name.  and none o f  them appeared to  be  prob lemat ic .  For  example ,

one speaker referred in passing to a person ident i f ied only as "Bi l l . "

Both  par tners  appeared to  take  i t  fo r  g ran ted  tha t  the  l i s tener  was

able to use the context  to determine which of  a l l  the Bi l ls  in the
world and even which of  a l l  the Bi l ls  they knew in common was

being referred to.  The use of  such reference conveys strong
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assumpt ions  about  the  par tner 's  ab i l i t y  to  use  the  common ground.
The acceptance of  such reference conf i rms that assumption. Other
peop le ,  e .g .  the  headwai te r  and the  "g i r l s "  (s ic )  who served a  mea l ,
are referred to by their  ro les,  so that commonly held scr ipts such a s
the  res taurant  sc r ip t  make ident i f i ca t ion  o f  them poss ib le .

2 .  1  P e r s o n a l  p r o n o u n s
Pronouns are used freely and in such a way as to exploi t
assumpt ions  about  in te r locu tors '  knowledge,  as  fo r  ins tance i  n
ex t rac t  (6 ) :

( 6 )

5
6

t l
- 8

9
1 0
1 1

but  when v /e  saw th is  we thought  weJ- I  maybe th is  i s  &

&  w o r t h w h i l e  . .  ( 0 . 5 ) ,

h a n g l n g  a b o u t  f o r ,

M A :  [ m m ]
B E :  t m h m l
W A :  s o  w e  w a i t e d  f o r  t w e n t y  m i n u t e s .
M A :  y e a h  < t h e >  t h e y  a s k e d  u s  t o  s i t  d o w n  a n d  w e  &

&  w a i t e d  w h i l e  t h e y  . . ( 0 . 1 ) ,
a  t a b l e  b e c a m e  t . . ( 0 . 6 ) 1 ,

B E :

M A :  f r e e .
tmhml

MA uses the pronoun the,v to refer to the staf f  of  the Chinese
restaurant;  however,  i t  does not refer anaphor ical ly to a more
expl ic i t  noun phrase ear l ier  in the conversat ion,  and nei ther does i  t
refer exophor ical ly to a referent in the physical  surroundings of
speaker  and l i s teners .  Pragmat ica l l y ,  the  re fe rence is  u  nprob le rn  -

at ic.  The only maximal ly relevant interpretat ion is the one in which
the  pronoun the  v -  re fe rs  to  those peop le  in  a  res taurant  who he lp
customers f ind a seat.  MA addresses her account to BE and I)A,
whom she knows to  be  fami l ia r  w i th  the  se t -up  o f  the  average
Chinese res taurant  in  a  count ry  o f  the  Western  wor ld .  The
interactants use a Chinese restaurant scr ipt  (cf .  Schank and Abel  son
1911) .  They  a l l  know each o ther  very  we l l  and can there fore
predict  fa i r ly  accurately to what extent the others are fami l iar  wi th
this scr ipt .  Fox (  1987 :  67) descr ibes such references as " f i rst
ment ions  whose re fe ren ts  be longed to  a  genera l  c lass  o f  re fe ren ts
which was evoked by a f rame." She points out their  s imi lar i ty to
"frame-evoked def in i te NPs."  But both of  them are problemat ic for
her theory,  in which the use of  anaphor ic pronouns depends on the
h ie rarch ica l  s t ruc tu re  o f  conversa t ions  (c f .  Jucker  1995 ) .

( 1 )  1  w A :  a h  L i l ' s  s o n ,

2  w a s  l i v i n g  w i t h  t h e m  w h e n ,

3  l w h e n  w e  w e r e  t h e r e  w i t h ]  J e n n y .

4  B E :  I  t h a t  ' s  r i g h t  m m ]  ,
r )  5  t h e y ' r e ,
r )  6  m o v i n g  i n t o  a  h o u s e  a r e n ' t  t h e y .



Enhancing common ground in conversations

7  W A :  y e a h

tJ -IJE: INNM

9 WA: nun
L 0  . . .  ( 1 . 8 )
L l  B E :  g o t  a  l i t t l e  b o y  t o o  h a v e n ' L  t h e y  B e n .
1 2  W A :  o h  y e s  t .  . 1  ,
1 3  B E :  [ m m ]
l z 1  h r ^  ,  - i ^ ^  l i | -  t  l e  h o r zf  a  v v n .  V s l y  r I I U L  r  ! L L f  e  v v f  .

I )  l J t :  n ] . C e /

1 6  W A :  o h  [ g o r g e o u s ]  y e a h .

1 7  B E :  [ m m ]  ,
1 8  I  b e l i e v e  t h a t ' s  h i s  s e c o n d  m a r r i a g e  i s n ' t  i t ?

1 9  W A :  a = h ,
2 A  y e a h  [ X - X X  m e n t i o n e d ]  t h a t  . .  ( 0 . 7 ) ,

2 1  B E  '  l y e s  X X X X ]

2 2  W A :  ' c o u r s e  s h e ' s  m u c h  y o u n g e r  t h a n  h e  i s ,

2 3  h e  h e ' s  . . ( 0 . 6 ) ,

2 4  I  s h o u l d  t h i n k  f o r L y ,
) c ,  n n m i n c  r r n  f n r  f n r F r r

s y  L v ,  v l  l

2 6  [ t h e  s o n ] .

2 1  B E :  [ ] i k e  R i c h a r d ' s l  a g e  s o r t  o f  t h i n g .

In l ine I  of  extract  (7)  WA refers to Li ly 's son. In the next turn,  BE
refers to " they" ("They're moving into a house, aren' t  they.")  and, a
few l ines later,  "got a l i t t le boy too haven' t  they Ben."  A few l ines
later,  reference is made to "his second marr iage" and then t  h a t
"she 's  much younger . "  Whi le  there  is  no  syn tac t ica l l y  de f ined
referent for  e i ther " they" or "she,"  the Hearer readi ly interprets
"they" as referr ing to the son and his wi fe as a uni t  and "she" a s
re fe r r ing  to  the  son 's  w i fe .  Aga in ,  S  is  convey ing  and H conf i rming
that both can ident i fy the fami ly constel lat ion relevant to the topic.

2  .2  Def in i te  noun phrases
The example above shows that def in i te referr ing expressions such
as  pronouns need no t  be  l i censed syn tac t ica l l y  o r  semant ica l l y .  The
same is t rue for the other prototypical  type of  referr ing expression,
the def in i te noun phrase. I t ,  too,  can be used for referents that  can
be inferred only wi th the help of  an appropr iate scr ipt  and are
there fore  on ly  p ragmat ica l l y  l i censed.  Ex t rac t  (8 )  shows such a
def in i te  noun phrase tha t  i s  used w i thout  be ing  l i censed
s v n t a c t i c a l  I  v :

( 8 )
X >  f r e s h  t a b l e c l o t h s

w a s n ' t  a  g r o t t y  o 1 d

I n o  ]
a n d  t h e  t h e  g i r l - s  c a m e  a r o u n d  w i t h ,
i r n I  I  o r z q  h o : l - o . l  i r n l  I  o r r q

c a r r y i n g  f o o d  . .  ( 0 . 7 ) ,

1
2
3
4
5
6

r ) 7

8
9

M A :  a n d  t h e n  w e  t o o k  o u r  s e a t s ,

t h e y  h a d  < a  n i c e  t a b l e c l - >  < X  p u t

&  o n  e v e r y  t j - m e ,

I  m e a n  i t  w a s  a  n i - c e  r e s t a u r a n t  i L

&  p l a c e  t . . . ( 1 . 6 ) 1 ,
B E :

M A :
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In l ine 7 MA uses the def in i te noun phrase the gir ls to refer to the
wai t resses  in  the  Ch inese res taurant ,  bu t  the  noun g i r l s  has  no t
been used before,  and nei ther have they been referred to wi th any
other noun phrase. The only potent ia l  coreference would be t  h e
pronoun they  in  l ines  7  and 8  o f  ex t rac t  (6 )  quoted  above.  But  i t  i s
not very l ikely that  MA and WA were ushered to their  seats by the
same wa i t resses  who a f te rwards  came around w i th  heated  t ro l leys .
In fact ,  the pronoun they is used three t imes in the account of  MA's
and WA's  v is i t  to  the  Ch inese res taurant .  In  each case,  " they"  seems
to  be  de f ined pragmat ica l l y  as  " those peop le  a t  res taurants  who
play that ro le."

Quirk et  a l .  (  I  985 :  261) use the term " indirect  an aph or i  c
reference" to refer to cases l ike th is.  A noun phrase refers back to
another  one w i th  wh ich  i t  i s  assoc ia ted  w i thout  be ins  core feren t
with i t .  They give the fol lowing example:

(e) John bought a bict ,c le,  but  when he rode i t  one of  the wheels
came off.

The re fe rence o f  the  whee ls  i s  es tab l i shed th rough the  prev ious
ment ion  o f  the  noun phrase a  b icyc le .  The addressee o f  th is
ut terance wi l l  share wi th the speaker the assumption that bicycles
have whee ls .  The speaker  can there fore  in t roduce them as  g iven
and uniquely ident i f ied.  Not ice that  the use of  the def in i te art ic le i  n
the  phrase the  whee is  imp l ies  tha t  a  re fe rence is  made to  a l l  the
whee ls  assoc ia ted  w i th  the  b icyc le .

In  (8 )  we wou ld  have to  a rgue tha t  the  g i r l s  i s  an  ind i rec t
anaphor ic  re fe rence to  the  noun phrase a  n ice  res taurant .  However ,
in th is case i t  seems unl ikely that  the gir ls refers to al l  t  h e
wa i t resses  assoc ia ted  w i th  th is  res taurant .  Syntac t ic  o r  semant ic
accounts are at  a loss to explain pronoun usage and def in i te art ic les
as  they  are  exempl i f ied  in  (6 ) ,  (7 )  and (8 )  The re fe rence o f  e i ther
the pronoun or the def in i te noun phrase cannot be establ ished on
the basis of  the l inguist ic context  (anaphor ical ly)  or  of  t  h e
ex t ra l ingu is t i c  con tex t  (exophor ica l l y ) .  I t  has  to  be  es tab l i shed o  n
the basis of  a scr ipt  which the speaker assumes the l is teners to
h a v e .

Semant ica l l y  and svn tac t ica l l y ,  MA leaves  ou t  a  lo t  o f
in fo rmat ion ,  bu t  in  te rms o f  re levance theory ,  she  is  op t ima l ly
re levant  by  do ing  th is .  The wa i t resses  were  no t  impor tan t  enough
to warrant an expl ic i t  introduct ion.  The fact  that  there w ere
wai t resses  does  no t  y ie ld  any  contex tua l  e f fec ts  fo r  the  l i s teners .
Their  presence can be taken for granted within the Chinese
res taurant  sc r ip t .  Th is  means tha t  we need pragmat ic  p r inc ip les  to
account for  the correct  interpretat ion.  The l inguist ic form of a n
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ut te rance,  there fore ,  does  no t  un iquery  de termine i t s
c o n t e n t .

2 . 3  T u g  q u e s t i o n s
Tug ques t ions  appear  to  serve
obv ious ly  common ground sa l ien t
t o p i c :

severa l  func t ions .
in the context  of

p r o p o s i t i o n  a l

S o m e  m a k e
t h e  c u r r e n t

(  l 0 ) 1  B E :  t h i s  l o v e l y  t h i s  r o a s t .  p o r k  M a r i o n ,
2  b e a u t i f u l ,
3  n i c e  p i e c e  o f  p o r k .
4  DA:  excuse me rabb i
s  . . .  ( 4 . 0 )
6  B E :  i t ' s  F r i d a y  < @  i s n , t  i t  @ >  e  @
1  . . . ( 2 . r )
8  D A :  F r i d a y  a n d  w e ' r e  e a t i n g  p o r k ,
9  good heavens

In extract  (  10),  BE compl iments the cook on the meal and in
part icular on the qual i ty of  the meat.  DA, her husband, cracks a
joke. They are eat ing pork on a Fr iday.  But for  four seconds nobody
reac ts  un t i l  h is  w i fe  f i l l s  in  the  re levant  p iece  o f  background
informat ion which is needed to interpret  DA's ut terance in l ine 4.
The fact  that  i t  is  Fr iday can hardly be new to anybody but BE
bel ieves i t  to be necessary to make that informat ion sal ient  so the
others  can in te rpre t  her  husband 's  u t te rance.

Other  tag  ques t ions  reques t  con f i rmat ion  o f  the  speaker 's  be l ie fs
in the face of  some apparent di f ferences of  opinion, as for  instance
in  ex t rac t  ( l l ) .  A f te r  there  had been some jok ing  arounc l  about  the
type of  music Li ly composes, BE seeks the groups's agreement on a
posi t ive v iew of  the music,  perhaps as a means of  providing a
closure to the topic:

( l l ) B E :  o h

< n a >  I  k n o w  f r o m  h e r  l e t t e r s  s h e  L e l l s  m e  L h a t  s h e ' s  &
&  v e r y  m u c h  e n L h u s e d ,
s h e  l o v e s  c o u n t r y  m u s i c .
w e a h  t h a f  ' q  r i  n h t  e  n r r n r r \ /  f  : n d) , u q r r  L r r s u  D  r r . ' ; - r e  _ r  r q r , u  w e s t e r n  s t y l e  . . . ( 1 . 2 ) l

[mm= mm mm]

w e l - l  a c t u a l l y  e r m  t h a t  g o e s  d o w n  a  g r e a t  b u n d l e  &
&  r n  A u s t . r a l - i a  d o e s n ' t  i t .

( (  s o u n d s  o f  p e o p l e  e a t i n g r ( 3 . 6 )  ) )
oh  yes

Fal l ing  in tonat ion  tags  are  used to  seek  conf i rmat ion  o f  p rev ious ly
held bel iefs,  see l ines 6 and I  I  of  extract  (12),  whi le r i  s ing
intonat ion is used when S is less certain than she bel ieves H to be.
see l ine  18  o f  the  same ex t rac t  (c f .  Houck  1991) .

1
2
3
4
5
6
1
8
9

1 0
1 1
L 2

M A :

B E :

M A :
B E :

M A :

M A :
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/ 1 ^ \

\  1 2 )  I  W A :  a h  L i f ' s  s o n ,
2  w a s  l i v i n g  w i C h  t h e m  w h e n ,

3  l w h e n  w e  w e r e  t h e r e  w i t h l  J e n n y .

4  B E :  I  t h a t  '  s  r i g h C  m m ]  ,
5  t h e y ' r e ,

r )  6  m o v i n g  i n L o  a  h o u s e  a r e n ' t  t h e y .

7  W A :  y e a h

u uil : rnnm

9 WA: mm

1 0  . . .  ( 1 . 8 )
r )  1 1  B E :  g o t  a  l i t t l e  b o y  t o o  h a v e n ' t  t h e y  B e n .

1 2  W A :  o h  y e s  t .  . 1  ,
1 3  B E :  [ m m ]
1 4  W A :  v e r y  n i c e  l i t t l e  b o y .

1 5  B E :  n l c e ?

1 6  W A :  o h  f g o r g e o u s ]  y e a h .

1 7  B E :  [ m m ]  ,
t  1 8  I  b e l i - e v e  t h a t ' s  h i s  s e c o n d  m a r r i a g e  i s n ' L  i t ?

Thus, in each case, the tag quest ions help convey assumptions about
the speaker 's bel iefs concerning the hearer 's knowledge and bel iefs,
and they of fer  the hearer the opportuni ty to conf i rm or deny those
a s s u m p t i o n s .

3.  Expl ic i t  negot iat ions of  common ground
In the fol lowing we want to i l lustrate how conversat ional ists,  and i  n
part icular how fami ly members,  at tend to the expl ic i t  and open
negot iat ion of  common ground. We shal l  i l lustrate four di f ferent
types. First ,  establ ishing correct  referents;  second, negot iat ing k e y -

lexical  i tems; th i rd,  negot iat ing story detai ls;  and fourth,  assessing
a s s u  m p t i o n s .

3  .  1  Negot ia t ing  in tended re fe ren ts
Ext rac t  (13)  shows a  lengthy  negot ia t ion  sequence in  wh ich  the
inter locutors t ry to establ ish the intended referent.  WA wants to
offer BE one of MA's hats to take to Australia. He refers vaguely to d
hcr t ,bu t  MA seems to  suspec t  tha t  he  re fe rs  to  one par t i cu la r  ha t ,
v iz.  her dear old black hat.  WA's phrase , , -e l l  I  know another one
af te r  her  f i rs t  non-verba l  reac t ion  ind ica tes  tha t  her  assumpt ion
was r igh t .  There  is  some obv ious  common ground wh ich  remains
h idden to  the  ana lys t .  Apparent ly  there  is  a  ha t  wh ich  is  very  dear
to MA but which WA would gladly get r id of .  They both know this
hat,  and they know each other 's feel ings about i t .

From this point  onwards i t  becomes an issue to establ ish t  h e
correct reference of the other hat. MA suggest one possible referent,
the Austral ian one. But WA denies th is referent and descr ibes i t  a s
the one that goes blop. At th is point  MA conf i rms that she has
understood the intended reference by descr ib ing r t  as the nice one
that Ruth gave me. Hal fway through this negot iat ion sequence, DA
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p icks  up  the  "Aus t ra l ian"  ep i the t  and jok ing ly  descr ibes  t  h  e
intended referent as the one with corks.  But in spi te of  th is,  and in
spi te of  the speed of  th is passage and the fact  that  several  people
speak a t  the  same t i rne ,  the  in te r locu tors ,  and in  th is  case in
p a r t i c u l a r  M A  a n d  h e r  h u s b a n d ,  W A ,  n e g o t i a t e  t h e  i n t e n d e d
re feren t  qu ick ly  and success fu l l y .

/ l  a  \( - L J )  1  B E :  n o w  I  h a v e n ' t  g o t  a  h a t !
2  W A :  n o  I  t h i n k  w e  c o u l d  o f  f e r  h e r  a  h a t  [ f  t h i n k  . . .  ( L . 2 \  ,
3  M A :  [ a a o o h = &
4  W A :  I ' 1 1  g e t l  w e l l  I  k n o w  a n o t h e r  o n e .
5  M A :  n o l  l
6  M A :  m y  b 1 a -  m y  m y  d e a r  o l - d  b l a c k  h a t  [ n o  w a y ]  .
7  B E :  [ n o  I ' m ]  n o t  g o n n a  &
8  W A :  [  (  ( c l e a r s  t h r o a t )  )  ]
9  B E :  & [  l t a k e  y o u r  b l a c k  h a t ]  l .

t  1 0  W A :  [ l n o  t h e  o t h e r  o n e ] 1 ,
1 1  l t h e  o t h e r  o n e  . .  ( 0 . 8 ) ,  t h e  o t h e r  o n e ] .
12  MA:  [o ld  Thomas o-  ever ] , 'where l  every  t ime I  pu t  &
1 3  a  i t  d o w n  o n  a  c h a i r  [ [ h e  h e ' d  c o m e ] l  r u n n i n g  t o  m e ,
1 4  W A :  [  [ @ @ @  < @  o h  y e a h  @ > ] .
1 5  M A :  a n d  g i v e  i t  t o  l m e  a n d  I  h a d  t o  p u t ]  m e  h a t  o n  &
1 6  B E :  [ @ @ @ ]
1 7  I { A :  & w h e r e v e r  [ I  w a s ]  .

t  1 8  W A :  [ t h e ]  o t h e r  o n e  i s  p e r f e c t .

1 9  . . .  ( 1 . 4 )

i  2 0  M A :  w h i c h  o t h e r  o n e ?
-  2 I  t h e  A u s t r a f i a n  o n e ?

2 2  . . .  ( 1 . 3 )

t  2 3  M A :  [ e r ]  t h e  t h e  [  l b l u e ] l - -
2 4  W A :  [ n o ] .

t  2 5  D A :  I  t i s ]  I  t h a t  t h e  o n e  w i - t h  c o r k s ?
t  2 6  w A :  t h e  o n e  l t h a t  g o e s  b l o p ] .

2 7  B E :  [ < @  n o ]  i t  h a s n ' t  g o t  [  [ c o r k s  r  X X  @ > ]  l .
r  2 8  M A :  [  [ o h =  y e s  t h e  n i c e ] l &
-  2 9  &  o n e  t h a t  R u t h  g f a v e  m e .

3 0  W A :  y e s .

3 1  M A :  y e s  I  c o u l d  I  c o u l d  l e n d  t h a t  t o  y o u ,

3 2  t . . ,  I ' v e  n e v e r  e v e n  w o r n  i t  b e f o r e l ,
3 3  B E :  l c o u f d  y o u  l e n d  m e  y o u r  h a t ? ]
3 4  M A :  I ' v e  [  [ n e v e r  e v e n  w o r n  i t ]  I  .
3 5  W A :  [  [  i t ' s  p e r f e c t ]  I  p e r  I  f e c t  h a t ]  .
3 6  B E :  [ r e a l l y ? ]
3 7  h I A :  y o u ' I l  n e e d  a  h a t  t h e r e ' s  n o  d o u b t  a b o u t  i t .

Thus.  bo th  the  in i t ia l  m isunders tand ing  and the  subsequent  repa i r
direct ly resul ted f rom their  dependence on their  common ground.

3  .2  l {egot ia t ing  key- lex ica l  i tems
One par t  o f  negot ia t ion  invo lved in  communica t ion  is  es tab l i sh ing
contex t -spec i f i c  in te rpre ta t ions  o f  key- lex ica l  i tems.  Every  lex ica l
i tem can have many di f ferent referents,  and for each potent ia l
referent several  d i f ferent lexical  i tems could possibly be used. The
intended interpretat ion of  a lexical  i tem can therefore only b e
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estab l i shed in  a  par t i cu la r  con tex t .  E ,xamples  (14)  and (15)  i l l us t ra te
t h i s .  I n  ( 1 4 ) ,  t h e  c o n v e r s a t i o n a l i s t s  a r e  l o o k i n g  f o r  a n  a p p r o p r i a t e
lexical  i tem. MA descr ibes the object  and expl ic i t ly  asks h e r
in te r locu tors  fo r  the  name o f  th is  ob jec t .  I t  i s  in te res t ing  tha t  four
d i f fe ren t  names are  suggested .  WA suggests  hormon ica  a  n  d
harmon ium,  DA o f fe rs  e lec t ron ic  o rg( rn ,  wh i le  BE jok ing ly  suggests
the  nonce fo rmat ion  I i lec t ron ic .  The te rms harmon ium a  n  d
elec' t ronic organ are mutual ly exclusive.  One of  them must be wrong
but  they  bo th  f i t  MA's  ra ther  imprec ise  descr ip t ion .  Apparent ly  the
po in t  does  no t  war ran t  any  fu r ther  d iscuss ion .  A l l  the  par t i c ipants
h a v e  a n  i d e a  o f  a  k e y b o a r d  i n s t r u m e n t ,  w h e t h e r  i t  i s  a  h a r m o n i u m
or an electronic organ. and this seems to be qui te adequate for  the
p u r p o s e s .

( 1 4 )  1  M A :  a n d  s h e  s i t s  t h e r e ,

2  I  d o n ' t  k n o w  i f  i t ' s  - - ,

3  y o u  c a l l  i t  a n  o r g : a n /
-  4  w h a t  d o  y o u  c a l l  t h e = s e  p i - a n o = s ,
-  5  t h a t  . .  p l a y  l i k e  o r g a n s ,

6  i t h a t  y o u  p r e s s  d o w n l

7  D A  :  I e ] - e c  -  t h e y  a r e  l
B  W A :  I h a r m o n i c a s ]
9  D A :  I t h e y  a r e  - -  e ] - e c -  e l - e c t r o n i c  o r g a n s l

1 0  W A :  [ < X  t h e y  [  [ a r e ]  I  n o t  h a r m o n i c a s  X >  h a r m o n i u m s l  .

1 1  B E :  [ [ i s  i t J J

1 2  @ @  < @ l i l e c t r o n i c @ >

13 MA: hnt

1 4  . . .  ( 1 . 1 )

1 5  D A :  e - L e c t r o n i c  o r g a n

1 6  M A :  o h  y e s  s h e ,

I ' 7  s h e  f a m u s e s ]  h e r s e l f  v -  v a s t l y  o n  t h a t  a n d ,

In  (15)  MA wants  to  re fe r  to  one o f  the  charac ters  in  her  Ch inese
res taurant  s to ry .  She has  a  c lear  menta l  mode l  o f  h im but  she  does
not know what the exact lexical  label  is  for  h im. Was he t  h e
manager or the head-waiter? She asks her husband. who shares the
exper ience of  the Chinese restaurant story and can therefore b e
expected to be able to supply the correct  label ,  to conf i rm h e r
suggest ion of  manager.  Even though he does conf i rm this lexical
i tem, MA cont inues the story and refers to th is character vaguely a s
headwai te r  o r  manager . In  sp i te  o f  the  apparent  lack  o f  success  in
establ ishing the correct  lexical  i tem (cf .  l ine 9),  the conversat ion can
proceed smoothly s ince both descr ipt ions ident i fy th is character a s
the person in charge.

( 15  )  r -  MA :
2  . .  ( 0 . 6 )
3  w e l l  . . . ( 1 . 5 ) ,

4  we had two or  th ree

5  o f  d i f f e r e n t  t h i n g s

[ y -  o -  o n  t h e  t a b l e ]

I o t s ,
: q  1 - h o r z  r r r a r a  a ^ m i n c  r n r r n d
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6  a n d  t h e n  t h e  t h e  L h e =
t  7  w a s n ' t  i  I  f  h e  m a n a c r e r  V J i l l i a m ?  t .  .  ( 0 . 5 ) l

8  l r IA :  l yeah]
9  M A :  L h e  t - h e  h e a d w a i L e r  o r  l - h e  m a n a g e r ?  c a m e

1 0  &  b e c a u s e  h e ' d ,
I . l  h e -  , ' \  ' r ' i o u s  i y  w h e n  w e  . a m e  i n  w o  w e r e n ' I
f 2 .  s o  l h e  w a s l  t a k r n g  a n  i n t e r e s t

o v e r  t o  u s  &

C h i n e s e ,

I n  ( 1 6 )  M A  a n d  W A  n e g o t i a t e  t h e  c o r r e c t  i n t e r p r c t a t i o n  o l '  s t r u n d .
I s  t h e  a r c a  n c a r  t h e  h a r b o u r  c a l l c d  t h e  ^ s t r o n d  o r  i s  t h e  s t r a n d
somewhere  e lse ' /  Th is  i s  impor tan t  fo r  the  d iscuss ion  s ince  t  h  e
locat ion of  the beach is def ined in relat ion to the strand. I t  turns out
tha t  WA and MA were  re fe r r ing  to  two d i f fe ren t  th ings  by  the  te rm
,s t rond,  and in  thc  end they  agrec  about  the  loca t ion  o f  the  beach,
r v h i c h  w a s  r e a l l y  w h a t  t h e y  w a n t e d  t o  t e l l  B E .  M A  a n d  W A  u s e  t h e i r
sharcd  knou ' lec lge  in  o rder  to  enhance the i r  comlnon groL lnd .  MA
rel 'ers to "rvhere thc harbour is where we went oLrt  wi th thc b o a t
tha t  t ime, "  and aca in  to  "where  Rose used to  go  and swim."  These
descr ip t ions  can on ly  he lp  WA in  the  ident i f i ca t ion  o f  the  loca t ion
because he  shares  thc  exper icnce o f  the  boat  t r ip  a l luded to ,  a  n  d
because he  knows where  Rose used to  so  and swim.

( 1 6 )  1
./,
3
4

r ) 5

6
1

r 8

9

i 0
rr ,1 1

I 2

1 3
1 4

1 5

I t l A :  y e s  t h e r e  a r e  [ s o m e  b e a c h e s  o f  f  t h e ,  s t r a n d  -  ]
\ V A :  l I  r h i n k  t - h e r e  a r e  s o m e  b e a c h e s ,  c h e y ' r e  &

u  I t  h e y ' r e  E h e y  t h e y '  a r e  r e c l a i m i n g  a  , " t ' h o l e  l o t  o l  l a n d
B E :
rvlA :

r ^ l l  .

B E :

M A :

B E :

M A :

Ir lA:

[ o  f  f  t h e  s t r a n d ' ?  y e s  ]  .
y e s  b u t  t h a r - ' s  n o t  w h e r e  t h e  s t r a n d  i s
t h a t ' s  d e a -  n e a r e r  w h e r e  t h e  h a r b o u r  i s

w h e r e  w e  w e n t  o u t  w i t h  t h e  b o a t ,  t h a t  t i m e .

[ t h a t ' s  w h e r e  t h e  s t r a n d  i s  n r 1 .  d e a r ]  .

l t h e  s t r a n d  y e s  r t  h a s  t h e ]  [  [ t h -  t h e  s t r a n d ]  l
[  [ y e s  b u t  t - h e  s t r a n d ]  L

t  h >  l I ' r n l  : a l k i n l  a b o u t -  w h e r e  R o s e  u s e c l  E o  g o  a n d  s w i m  &

I m m ]
i i s  [ l r s  r r g h t  . . ,  l ' i g h t  t h e  w a y  a l o n g  ( H ) ] 1 ,

[ l o h  y e a h  a t  t h e  e n d  o f  t - h e  s t r a n d  y e a h  X X X  &
&  y e a h  t - h a t  b e a c h  i s  t h e r e l l  .

W e  h a v c  p r e s e n t e d  e x t r a c t  ( 1 6 )  a s  a n  e x a r n p l c  o f  n e g o t i a t i n g  a  k e y -
l e x i c a l  i t e m  i n  t h e  c o n v e r s a t i o n .  B u t  i t  m i g h t  a l s o  h a v e  b e e  n
d i s c u s s e d  u n d e r  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  h e a d i n g .  i . e .  n e g o t i a t i n g  s t o r y  d e t a i l s .
In  th is  case MA and WA are  t ry ing  to  c rea te  a  menta l  map o f  the
area.  wh ich  inc ludes  the  harbour .  thc  s t rand,  the  p lace  where  Rose
used to  go  swimming and the  beach.  In  th is  endeavour  i t  i s  par t l y  a
lex ica l  p rob lenr  to  es tab l i sh  the  cor rec t  re fe ren t  fo r  the  te rm s t ranc l
bu t  i t  i s  a lso  a  ques t ion  o f  ge t t ing  the  de ta i l s  o f  the  map r igh t .

3 .3  l lego t ia t ing  s to ry  de tu i l s
E x t r a c t  ( 1 7 )  s h o w s  i l n  e x a m p l e  i n  w h i c h  M A  c a n n o t  r e m e m b e r  t h e
e x a c t  d a t e  o f  t h e  C h i n e s e  r e s t a l r r a n t  s t o r v .  S h e  t h i n k s  i t  m i e h t  h a v e
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been Ncw Year 's  Day,  bu t  WA asser ts  tha t  i t  was  New Year 's  E ,ve .
T h u s  t h e y  m u t u a l l y  e s t a b l i s h  a  d e t a i l  o f  t h e i r  s t o r y ,  w h i c h  i n  t h i s
case does  no t  invo lve  lex ica l  p rob lems.

( I 1 )  1
2
3
4
5
6

r t l

8

9
t 1 C

t 1 1

L 2

1 3

L 4

1 5

L 6

( 1 8 )  t -  M A :
2
3
4
5
o 11[ :

1
8
9  W A :

r 1 0

M A :  a n y w a y  .  .  ( 0 . 6 )  ,
a n d  t h e n  w e  h a d  t h i s  l o v e l y  l o v e l y  c o l d  l u n c h  a
&  a t  h o m e  . . . ( I  . 2 \ ,

t h a t  R u t h  l a r i  a r a : n  j c a r t  r  . .  ( I . j l ) ,

B E :  l y e a h ]
M A :  a n d  e r  . . .  ( 1 . 4 ) ,

w a s  r t  N e w  Y e a r ' s  D a y ?  t h a t ?  . . ( 0 .
R u L h  a n d  - -

n o  i t  w a s n ' t  i t  w a s  t - h a t  l u n c h  w e
&  w a s n ' t  i t  w h e n  . .  ( 0 . 7 ) ,

w h e n  < V a n e - >  y o u  a n d  m e  a n d  D a v i n a
C h i n a t o w n  a n d  R u t h  I a n d  - - ] ,

[ N e w  Y e a r ' s ]  E v e
o h  t h a t  w a s  N e w  Y e a r ' s  E v e  . .  ( 0 . 6 ) ,
t - h ^ r ' q  r i  a h t -

u h a L  w a s  a n o t - h e r  c i - m e .

8 ) ,

h a d  a n o t h e r

w e n t  L o

t h a t  r v a s

, - , ,  c
u q y  d

i l - . 1 )

W A :
MA:

3 . 4  A s s e s s i n g  a s s u m p t i o r t s
Ex t rac t  (18)  conta ins  a  passage in  wh ich  one o f  the  par t i c ipants .  MA,
l e a v e s  t h e  c o n v e r s a t i o n  l o r . j u s t  o v e r  3 0  s e c o n d s .  [ n  t h e  m e a n t i m e ,
two o f  the  remain ing  par t i c ipants ,  tha t  i s  her  s is te r ,  BE,  and WA.
MA's  husband,  s ta r t  a  shor t  conversa t ion  regard ing  sorne  o f  the i r
j o i n t  a c q u a i n t a n c e s  a n d  r e l a t i v e s  i n  A u s t r a l i a .  T h e  i n t e r e s t i n g
fea ture  about  th is  sequence is  the  fac t  tha t  no  new in lo rmat ion  is
exchanged bc tween the  two.  WA s tar ts  w i th  a  comment  on  L i l ' s  son ,
w h o  w a s  s t i l l  l i v i n g  w i t h  h i s  p a r e n t s  w h e n  W A  a n d  M A  v i s i t e d
them.  BE.  to  whom th is  i s  p resumably  d i rec ted ,  no t  on ly
acknowledges th is  p iece  o f  in fo rmat ion  bu t  exp l i c i t l y  con f i rms i t  b  y
s a y i n g  T h u t ' s  r i g h t .

B E .  t h e n ,  p r o v i d e s  v a r i o u s  p i e c e s  o f  i n f o r m a t i o n  i n  a  r a t h e r
ten ta t i ve  way:  t l tey 'ys  mov i r tg  in to  u  house uren ' t  the t ,? ;  the1,  go t  t t
l i t t le  boy  too  haven ' t  the t ,? ,  and I  be l ieve  th is  i s  h is  second
m o r r i o g e  i . s n ' t  i t ?  T h e  t a g  q u e s t i o n s  a n d  t h e  p r e f a c e  w i t h  t  b e l i e v e
make clear that  she does not present these pieces of  informat ion a s
relevant for  WA. but she asks him to conf i rm them.

6 o r h 2 6 c  .  I  n n  o u l  L h e r e  a n d  o e i -  i f
J L  

L

< X  c r a c k l i n g  X >  u p  t h i s  c r a c k l  i n g ,
o t h e r w i s e  y o u  w o n ' c  b e  a b l e  t o  r e c o r d
o h ,

I o n e  m o m e n t ]

I m m h l
< q \ i  r h i q  i e  - ^ r g e O U S  S V > . . ( 0 . 7 ) ,t v  

J v 4

< S V  I ' m  e n ' i o v i n g  t h i s  S V > . . .  ( 3 . 5 ) .

a h  L i l ' s  s o n ,

w a s  l i v r n g  w i t h  t h e m  w h e n ,

w h i - 1 e  I ' m ,

a n r z i - h i  n n ( 2 . 2 )
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1 1  [ w h e n  w e  w e r e  t h e r e  w j - t h ]  J e n n y .
1 2  B E :  I  t h a t  ' s  r i g h t  m m ]  ,
1 3  t h e y ' r e ,
1 4  m o v i n g  i n t o  a  h o u s e  a r e n , t  t h e y .
15 I,VA : yeah

ro .u.[ , :  mrun
I /  WA: ITIM
1 8  . . .  ( 1 . 8 )

1 9  B E :  g o t .  a  l i t - t .  l e  b o y  t o o  h a v e n , t  t h e y  B e n .
2 0  W A :  o h  y e s  t .  . 1  ,
2 1  B E :  [ n r n ]
2 2  \ N A :  v e r y  n i c e  l i t t l e  b o y .
. / .  i  t l I t :  n l c e  /

2 4  W A :  o h  l g o r g e o u s ]  y e a h .
2 5  B E :  [ m m ]  ,
2 6  I  b e l i e v e  t h a t ' s  h i s  s e c o n d  m a r r i a c r e  i s n ' t  i t ?
2 7  W A :  a = h ,
2 8  y e a h  [ X X , \  m e n r i o n e d ]  t h a t  .  .  ( O  . l  y  ,
2 9  B E '  l y e s  X X X X ]
3 0  W A :  ' c o u r s e  s h e ' s  m u c h  y o u n g e r  t h a n  h e  i s ,
3 1  h e  h e ' s  . . ( 0 . 6 ) ,
3 2  I  s h o u i d  t h r n k  f o r t y ,
3 3  c o m i n g  u p  f o r  f o r t y ,
3 4  f t h e  s o n l  .
3 5  B E :  [ ] i k e  R o b e r t ' s l  a g e  s o r t  o f  t h i n g .

Thus, BE and wA do not exchange any informat ion that is new to
e i ther  o f  them.  They  assess  the i r  assumpt ions .  They  s t rengthen the
cer ta in ty  o f  ex is t ing  assumpt ions  and they  es tab l i sh  the i r  common
ground.  BE has  fa i r l y  weak assumpt ions  and checks  whether  wA
shares  these assumpt ions  and can there fore  s t rengthen or  conf i rm
t h e  m .

Th is  k ind  o f  ta lk  may be  ca l led  phat ic  because an  impor tan t
func t ion  o f  these u t te rances  seems to  be  to  keep the  communica t ion
channe l  open.  They  keep ta lk ing  wh i le  MA is  away.  Bur  t  h  e
conf i rmat ion  o f  assumpt ions  may a lso  serve  a  very  impor tan t  soc ia l
(o r  in te rpersona l )  lunc t ion  o f  ma in ta in ing  a  fee l ing  o f  in t imacy .

4 .  C o n c l u s i o n
Int i rnates such as s ib l ings,  marr ied couples or c lose fr iends typical ly
share  a  lo t  o f  common ground.  There  are  a  lo t  o f  assumpt ions  wh ich
they  know each o ther  to  share  because o f  the i r  common cu l tu ra l
contex t  and because o f  many shared persona l  exper iences .  Even
when re fe r r ing  to  shared exper iences ,  they  may need to  de termine
whether  they  have the  same representa t ion  o f  them,  and they  may /
need to  make d i f fe ren t  aspec ts  o f  them access ib le  and re levant  fo r  I
t h e  p a r t n e r .  (

However ,  we be l ieve  the  examples  above demonst ra te  some o f
the  means in t imates  have a t  the i r  d isposa l .  F i rs t  they  use  a  number
o f  imp l ic i t  means to  s igna l  and conf i rm the i r  assumpt ions .  Refer r ing
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express ions ,  fo r  ins tance,  a re  imp l ic i t  means o f  negot ia t ing  common
ground.  The dec is ion  to  use  fo rms such as  f i rs t  names,  persona l
pronouns,  o r  de f in i te  noun phrases  is  based on  the  speaker 's  be l ie f
t h a t  t h e  a d d r e s s e e  w i l l  b e  a b l e  t o  u n i q u e l y  i d e n t i f y  t h e  i n t e n d e d
re feren t ,  and i t  bo th  exp lo i ts  and enhances  the  assumed common
g r o u n d .

Communica tors  use  tag  ques t ions  to  spec i fy  imp l ic i t l y  how they
assess  the i r  common ground tha t  i s  to  say  whether  they  be l ieve
the i r  in te r locu tors  to  share  some assumpt ions  or  no t ;  o r  they  can
use tag  ques t ions  as  reques ts  fo r  con f i rmat ion ,  wh ich  a lso  enhances
the  common ground be tween the  conversa t iona l i s ts .

The examples  above a lso  demonst ra te  tha t  even in t imates  m a  y
be required to negot iate their  common ground expl ic i t ly  by ta lk ing
about the correct  references of  referr ing expression, by asking each
other to supply a lexical  i tem for an intended referent,  b y
n e g o t i a t i n g  s t o r y  d e t a i l s ,  o r  b y  a s s e s s i n g  e a c h  o t h e r ' s  a s s u m p t i o n s .
However.  when they do So, they are able ident i fy and bui ld o n
prev ious ly  es tab l i shed common ground.

We be l ieve  such e lements  p lay  a  c r i t i ca l  ro le  in  the  immedia te
interpretat ion of  ut terances and also in the creat ion of  a model of
the  par tner ,  to  be  used in  p lann ing  and in te rpre t ing  fu tu re
u t t e r a n c e s .

A p p e n d i x  A
Transcr ip t ion  convent ions  based on  du  Bo is  (  1991)

T]NITS
In tona t i on  un i t
Truncated in tonat ion un i t
Truncated word

SPEAKERS
Speech over lap

TRANS ITIONAL CONTINUITY
t .  I N A I

Cont inu ing
Appeal

LENGTHENING
T . o n r r J _  h  o r- - - - - r ang

PAUSE
Long
Medium
Shor t
Latch ing

VOCAL NOISES
Voca l  no i ses
Inhala t ion
Exhala t ion
G lo t t a l  s t op

{  r ; a r r i  a r t r .  r r > f  t t r n  I
(  v s ! r

l - I
L I

=

: . . ' * '

( 0 )

( )
( H )
(Hx  )

9o



Laughter
QUALITY

Laugh qual i ty
Quot-a t ion qual i ty
So t to  voce
Loud
Mu l t i pJ -e  qua l i t y  f ea tu res

TRANSCRIBER'  S PERSPECTI IE
Resea rche r ' s  commen t
Uncer ta in  hear ing
Indec iphe rab le  sy l1ab le

SPECIALTSED NOTATIONS
Durat ion
In tonat ion un i_ t  cont inued
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G

< @  @ >
< Q  Q >
<SV SV>
< L  L >
< Y < Z  Z > Y >

( (  ) )
<X X>
X

( N )

&
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