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Abstract

The Horn scale was intended to serve as an effective means of inferring the Generalized Quantity Implicatures by Levinson in the 1980s, but many linguists or pragmatists cast doubt upon its universality ever since its appearance in the Neo-Gricean pragmatic apparatus; and what is more, Huang Yan even rejects it in his own study of anaphora though Levinson mainly depends on it to study the same subject.

Generally speaking, there are about three representative viewpoints on the Horn Scale, namely, that of the Anglo-American pragmatists, that of the Continental pragmatists and that of the Chinese pragmatists. The Anglo-American pragmatists proposed that the Horn scale can help interpret the conventional or generalized Quantity implicatures of utterances in that the vocabulary of a language usually is the grammaticalization of certain stereotypical relations in the daily life of human being. As for the Continental pragmatists, they also hold the view that there must be some “regularity” in people’s communication with each other, but the Horn scale is too normative or rational to catch this regularity. Mey insisted on the notion of quantity as an explanation of the Communicative Principle; on the other hand, Jef Verschueren firmly believes in conversationalists’ active choice of strategies in any speaking event. In China, Xu Shenghuan is the first pragmatist who draws our attention to the Horn Scale and Levinson’s three principles. Through his ten articles, among others, Xu not only explains the apparatus of Levinson’s three principles, but also expands on the Horn Scale. However, several other pragmatists disagree with him, and they suggest that the Horn Scale is reasonable or scientific to some extent, but it lacks validity and applicability.

In order to test the validity of the Horn scale, the writer of this paper designed a questionnaire and tested it among 81 students. The result of the experiment suggests that the original hypothesis of the paper is correct, that is, the factor of gender does influence the operation of the Horn scale though the degree of the influence may vary according to different registers. Then the paper centers upon the so-called conventional implicatures put forward by Levinson. It is obvious that if we take the three factors, viz., the speaker’s intention, the recipients’ interpretations and particular circumstances into account, the conventional implicatures can not be inferred simply through the operation of the Horn Scale.

This paper focuses on the limited applicability of the Horn Scale out of consideration for different notions of different speech communities towards ‘quantity’ contained in the scale terms. There are totally six chapters included in this paper. Chapter One is a brief introduction of the notion of the Horn Scale. Chapter Two is a general survey of three viewpoints on the Horn Scale, namely, that of the Anglo-American pragmatists, that of the Continental pragmatists and that of the Chinese pragmatists. Chapter Three mainly focuses on an experiment conducted among eighty-one college students, and the analysis of the result proves that gender differences influence the interpretation of certain Horn Scale terms. Then the writer goes on to illustrate that the so-called conventional implicatures inferred from the Quantity Principle do not hold valid. Chapter Four focuses on a reanalysis of some examples cited by Professor Xu Shenghuan, who is the first pragmatist that systematically introduces the Neo-Gricean Principles and the Horn Scale to China. In this chapter, the writer casts doubts upon the over-detailed stipulations of the Horn Scale, pointing out that these stipulations actually ruin the validity of the Horn Scale. Chapter Five aims at providing an illustration of the influence from the Politeness Principle on the operation of the Horn Scale. The writer tries to prove that the Politeness Principle works in a certain way so that people can not refer to the Horn Scale as an inference apparatus all the time. Chapter Six is the conclusion of the paper, claiming that various pragmatic factors prevent the Horn Scale, as a pragmatic inference apparatus, from being valid.

Keywords: Horn Scale  invalidity  gender  intention  Politeness Principle

论文摘要

语用学家列文森在研究前指代问题时，逐渐将荷恩等级视作语用推理的重要契机，并以此为基础构建了新格赖斯会话含意理论。列文森认为利用荷恩等级可以推导出话语的潜在数量会话含意。然而，很多学者却认为尽管新会话含意能够自圆其说，但它不能够作为会话含意推导的终极参照，其原因就在于荷恩等级并不具有充分的解释力。语用学家黄衍在构建自己的前指代理论时，甚至完全抛弃了荷恩等级。

一般说来， 有三种具有代表性的视角值得关注：英美语用学家的视角、欧洲大陆语用学家的视角以及中国语用学家的视角。列文森作为英美语用学家的代表人物，认为人们日常生活中重要的常规关系都已在词汇中被语法化了，因此他提出可以运用荷恩等级解读话语的规约数量会话含义。对于欧洲大陆的语用学家来说，人们在用语言交际时，确实有某种“规律”可循，但是仅仅靠荷恩等级或列文森三原则来解释会话含义是远远不够的。梅伊在他的“交际原则”中虽然也提到了“量”的重要性，但他更重视的是不同的文化对“量”的不同的表达方式。维索伦则认为在会话过程中，会话双方对于语言策略的选择才是解读会话含义的关键。在中国的语用学家中，徐盛桓是第一个系统地引进荷恩等级和列氏三原则的学者。他不仅对荷恩等级的工作原理作了详尽的介绍，还对其进行了修改和扩充，将数量会话含义推导规则由原来的两条扩充至六条。然而，随着徐氏理论的完善，其他学者的批评意见也接踵而至，即荷恩等级很合理，也具有科学根据，但是不实用。

本文共分为六章。第一章简要介绍荷恩等级的运作原理及具体规则。第二章则是对三种具有代表性的观点的概述。其中，英美语用学家关注的是如何利用荷恩等级使等级含意的推导规范化；欧洲大陆语用学家则坚持关注文化差异在会话含意推导中的地位；而在国内的语用学家中，徐盛桓教授致力于介绍和完善等级含意理论，反对的意见则认为该理论缺乏实用性。本文作者针对荷恩等级的运作，设计了一套问卷。第三章即是对这套问卷调查结果的分析，证明若以性别作为自变量，荷恩等级的运作会受到影响。也就是说，女性受试者和男性受试者在相似的情景中会选择语义强度不同的词项描述同一事件，因此，对于性别不同的会话参与者，根据荷恩等级推导出的规约含意可能也会不同。在第四章中，作者重新分析了徐盛桓教授论文中出现过的例句，旨在表明徐教授对荷恩等级的修订未免有些过于细致，以致于忽视了其他很多语用因素，从而使荷恩等级几乎完全丧失了推导的有效性。第五章中，作者试图从理论上解释荷恩等级缺乏有效性的原因。在言语交际过程中，礼貌原则常常会阻止交际双方严格依据荷恩等级进行语用推导，有时甚至会使交际双方完全放弃荷恩等级。第六章是对全文的总结，即如果将说话人意图、听话人的推论及会话环境三个因素带入会话含意的推导过程，荷恩等级就很难成功运作了。

关键词：荷恩等级、有效性、性别、意图、礼貌原则
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Chapter 1 Introduction: About the Horn Scale

To begin this section, the writer of the paper wants to refer to a sort of jokes which appear like this:

(1) A: “Which month has 28 days?”

B: “February.”

       A: “Don’t you think each month has 28 days?”

The speaker A deliberately plays on the words to confuse B and he succeeds because of the way B interprets the utterance in question, i.e. B takes it for granted that A has provided as much information within his knowledge as he could and the information is necessary but not superfluous. Therefore, when A puts forward the first question, B thereby interprets it as “Which month has only 28 days and no more”, and then the answer certainly is “February”.

B’s reaction just coincides with Paul Grice’s understanding of “how people use language” (Levinson, 2001: 101). According to Grice’s theory, people will cooperate with each other in talk exchanges by holding a common goal in their mind, so the Co-operative Principle appears as an overarching assumption guiding conversations. He further gives four maxims under the principle, namely, the maxims of quantity, quality, relevance and manner. When both the production and interpretation of an utterance occur, linguists (laymen may not observe the maxims so professionally) can throw light on the processing effort by adopting the four maxims. On the other hand, this cooperation does not always happen on the superficial level, it may occur on a deeper level which is hard to detect at the first sight. Taking (1) for example, suppose A is a cross-talker and B is a listener, then it is natural for B to expect some comedian effect from the dialogue between them. Thus, B just lets A guide her through the conversation without any resistance, or in other words, she would not try to calculate his hidden meaning, but cooperate with him by assuming his cooperation as well.

The Co-operative Principle and its four maxims focus on the analysis of daily discourses, and invites non-linguistic knowledge or stereotypical relations to help interpret the implicatures of an utterance, hence broadens linguists’ and philosophers’ eyesight on the problem of implicatures, so in the 1980s, a series of theories was put forward, such as Leech’s Politeness Principle (1983), Sperber and Wilson’s Relevance Theory (1986) and Levinson’s Neo-Gricean pragmatic apparatus (1991). Though they all revise Grice’s principle, they focus on different research subjects: Leech attempts to explain why people flout the maxims; Sperber and Wilson adopt the cognitive perspective; and Levinson has tried to introduce the principles into the anaphora research. It is Levinson who has made full use of the Horn Scale.

Levinson discards Grice’s maxim of relevance, but extends the maxim of quantity into what he calls Generalized Quantity Implicatures, which later on constitutes his Neo-Gricean theory. There are two implicatures under the Generalized Quantity Implicatures—Scalar Quantity Implicatures and Clausal Quantity Implicatures. By Scalar Implicatures, Levinson refers to the Horn Scale (1972) as the basis for inference. Horn Scale is a linguistic scale, consisting of words which are comparable in terms of “informativeness” or “semantic strength”, such as ＜hot, warm＞,＜all, some＞. It stipulates that choosing a weak form on the scale means the negation or ignorance of the strong one (Levinson, 2001: 132). This idea entails Saussure’s hypothesis that there are two kinds of relations within a linguistic state, viz. syntagmatic relations and associative relations. The former refers to the linear order of words’ presence in an utterance or a sentence; and the latter refers to something like a memory repertoire within which words that share some common features are stored (Saussure, 2001:121-122). Thus, if the utterer says “It is warm.”, he/she implicates that “It is not hot” or at least “I don’t know whether it can be described as hot or not” Though the utterer does not mention the word “hot” or the strong form on the Horn Scale, we can still infer the word out of its absence, and this is a typical associative relation. On the other hand, if the utterer chooses a strong form on the Horn Scale instead of a weak one, the implicature is that the weak form can not exhaust what the utterer wants to express, and that is why such a sentence as “It is warm, and actually it is hot” can often be heard. Generally speaking, the Horn Scale indicates that within a certain associative relation, though those words share something in common, they differ in ‘quantity’, and this difference is exposed to be the numbers of lexemes contained in them. For instance, ‘hot’ occupies the strong position simply because it can be analyzed as [+warm, +higher noticeable temperature], so it entails ‘warm’, or in Xu Shenghuan’s expression—hot = warm + higher noticeable temperature (徐盛桓, 1995:12-13). Since the Horn Scale makes it plain that the preference to one word implies that its lexemes meet the utterer’s demand exactly, Levinson draws upon it as the cornerstone of his Quantity Principle, intending to offer a relatively objective explanation to the Generalized Quantity Implicatures. It does work well. In Bernard Shaw’s drama “Major Barbara”, Act I, we can find such a talk exchange between the mother and the son. 

(2) Lady Britomart: Well, you must interfere now; for they are getting quite beyond

                me.

Stephen:[troubled] I have thought sometimes that perhaps I ought; …

(中国对外翻译出版公司, 1999:10)

Here, the mother is compelling her son to shoulder his responsibility as a grown-up man, but her son is still dodging. The playwright Bernard Shaw allocated two words, viz. ‘must’ and ‘perhaps’, on a Horn Scale ＜must, perhaps＞, respectively to the mother and the son to implicate different attitudes and characters—the mother is strong-willed whereas the son is too weak to sustain her hope. Lady Britomart is also aware of her son’s implicatures, so she goes on using “you must…” repeatedly to give him encouragement.

Generally speaking, when people use language, lexicons which contain more lexemes are chosen on the grounds that they can express ‘more’ than those which contain fewer lexemes, and choosing strong terms shows the utterer’s confidence or strong will in achieving certain communicative goals. Therefore the Horn Scale is an interpretation of Saussure’s idea of associative relations in terms of quantity. It is inspired by Grice’s theory, but has been put in the spotlight by Levinson’s three principles.

Chapter 2 A General Survey of Three Viewpoints on the Horn Scale

The paper mentions three viewpoints out of the consideration that the Anglo-American linguists are used to taking a component view towards pragmatics, while on the contrary, the Continental linguists tend to view pragmatics as a particular perspective on linguistics and this divergence, therefore, also affects these linguists’ evaluation of the validity of the Horn Scale. This paper will focus on one or two most outstanding figures belonging to each trend respectively, and in the third section, the focus will be shifted to the opinions of several Chinese linguists to complete the survey work.

2.1 The Anglo-American Linguists’ Points of View

Stephen C. Levinson is the first linguist who successfully draws upon the Horn Scale to establish the Neo-Gricean principles, but his purpose is to apply the three principles to his study of anaphora, or specifically speaking, it is in his study of anaphora that he pays attention to the Horn Scale and establishes his theory gradually. In his ‘general pattern of anaphora’, Levinson actually expresses this idea: the more lexemes an anaphoric word obtains, the more specific its meaning will be, and then it will more likely disjoint the anaphoric reference (徐盛桓, 1994:8-14). He attempts to arrange the reflexive pronoun ‘himself’ and the pronoun ‘him’ onto a Horn Scale as ＜himself, him＞, because the former contains one more lexeme [+reflexive] than the latter does. Then he goes on concluding that when ‘him’ is chosen to substitute ‘himself’, the utterer tends to disjoint the anaphoric reference. Levinson further lists another two Horn Scales, viz. ＜Pronoun, ￠＞ (‘￠‘means zero anaphors), and ＜NP, reflexive pronoun＞. It is obvious that Levinson trusts the Horn Scale with anaphora by reason of quantity decisiveness. Quantity, however, can not be viewed as the only persuasive or permeating force over anaphora; and that is why Huang Yan abandons the Quantity-principle and the Horn Scale in his article “The syntax and pragmatics of anaphora: a study with special reference to Chinese”, which is further supported by Xu Shenghuan’s paper mentioned above. To make matters worse, Levinson even is criticized for abusing the Horn Scale by arranging pronouns, reflexive pronouns and NP onto it. In Xu’s paper, the three types of words have no comparability at all on the Horn Scale. It is pointed out that ‘he’ even contains one more lexeme than ‘himself’ when the two words both refer to the same target, and the Horn Scale thus appear as ＜him, himself＞. What is more, Xu argues that he can never locate an entailment between the two words, whose relationship is highlighted by the Horn Scale. As a result, Levinson’s attempt to apply the Horn Scale to the study of anaphora is in vain.

Ralph Fasold, in his book The Sociolinguistics of Language, also picks up the Anglo-American standpoint generally. “Pragmatics will be treated here…, as it is in Levinson’s book, mostly according to the Anglo-American tradition, although there will be a little discussion of the broader tradition” (Fasold, 2000:119). He lists four logical operators and their language equivalents, namely, conjunction, disjunction, quantifiers and other scalar phenomena, conditionals and ‘invited inferences’. Later, although Fasold adopts ‘Grice’s solution: conversational implicature’ as the title of the next section, he focuses on the Neo-Gricean principles and turns to the Politeness Principle and ‘invited inferences’ to complement the Horn Scale. To him, the Horn Scale justly provides strong evidence that daily discourses actually do not deviate from logic. If a stronger term on the scale is chosen, it is also logically true to conclude that the weaker form is entailed since the weaker one is logically a part of the stronger one. But he highlights the point that his conclusion is drawn under the assumption that all the sentences or the implicatures generated by them should be ‘isolated in a principled way’ (Fasold, 2000: 141). As for some phenomena which can not be explained satisfactorily by the Horn Scale, Fasold introduces another two concepts. 

(3) A couple are visiting their friends’ house. The conversation happens between

 the hostess and the wife.

Wife: If you don’t mind, I’d like to have a look at your kitchen or balcony.

Hostess: Both are O.K..

Wife: That would be fine.

When the wife chooses the lower term ‘or’ on the Horn Scale ＜and, or＞, Fasold would explain, that she does not mean to imply the exclusive use of the word ‘or’, i.e. she actually wants to visit both rooms. Then the reason why she uses ‘or’ instead of ‘and’ is that she manages to be polite by offering enough options for the hostess, thus the inclusive ‘or’ of the Horn Scale should be transformed into an exclusive reading out of consideration of the Politeness Principle.

(4) A boss speaks to his men in the office.

      Boss: If you work overtime this Sunday, I will pay you for that.

‘If’ and ‘iff’ can be arranged onto one Horn Scale ＜iff, if＞, since the former lacks a lexeme [+only if]. Therefore, ‘if’ does not suggest the stricter sense of compulsoriness as ‘iff’ does. Yet, in Example (4), it would be wrong to assume that if these men do not work overtime, the boss will still pay them, though it is logically true. Fasold borrows a term—‘service-for-hire’ event—from Geis and Twicky to illustrate this problem: Example (4) actually draws upon the common sense “no pains, no gains”, especially when money is concerned, so both the boss and his men interpret the ‘if’ as ‘iff’ in spite of the Horn Scale. (It is certain that conversationalists are not required to be aware of the existence of the Horn Scale. But it should be made clear that the Horn Scale does play a role in their conversations—see Fasold, 2000:119-146.)

As for other Anglo-American linguists, they focus more on Levinson’s Principles than on the Horn Scale specifically. There is one point similar in their viewpoints on Levinson’s Q-principle-based theory: it contains the rationality of communication, but it can not be too safely relied on since ‘communication is risky’ (see Gillian Brown and George Yule, 2000: 33; H. G. Widdowson, 2000: 66; Joanna Channell, 2000:98; Robyn Carston, 1989:278).

2.2 The Continental Perspective

Jacob L. Mey and Jef Verschueren are two outstanding representatives in the Continental school. Both of them are in charge of the well-known Journal of Pragmatics, which is a landmark journal in support of viewing pragmatics as a perspective instead of a component part of linguistics. Mey and Verschueren respectively published their most influential books, namely, Pragmatics: An Introduction in 1993 and Understanding Pragmatics in 1999. In spite of the fact that they did not study the Horn Scale systematically in their books, the writer will try to approach the Horn Scale from their pragmatic perspective, which would be very important to support this paper.

In his book, Chapter Three, Mey concludes that “The reason that pragmatics is interested in this phenomenon (implicature) is that we seem to be dealing here with a regularity that cannot be captured in a simple syntactic or semantic ‘rule’, but has to be accounted for in other ways” (Mey, 2001:45). In other words, though language use is variable with contexts, there must be some principles, if not rules, that can explain why people can still understand each other in most cases. Finding out the ‘regularity’ thus catches the pragmatists’ attention—what on earth is the reference point that people refer to in communication? The Horn Scale might be a valuable approach or, more exactly, a valuable attempt. Mey goes on introducing the concept ‘Communicative Principle’ to the readers, which suggests that people talk to each other because they want to communicate. Then he explains that his principle, in essence, is based on the Cooperative Principle, or especially on the maxim of ‘quantity’. That is why, Mey wrote, people tend to provide the “suitable amount of information” (Mey, 2001:70). In addition to this idea, Mey also argues that people tend to be parsimonious when they provide the information required (Mey, 2001:69). Now, if these two ideas are put together, it is not difficult to draw the conclusion that the Horn Scale is reasonable, given its focus on the maxim of ‘quantity’ plus the associative relations it contains. 

According to the Cooperative Principle, people should provide enough information and at the same time remain true by not offering information for which they lack persuasive evidence, so the writer hypothesizes that people tend to offer less amount of information in their utterances than their knowledge allows, which will logically guarantee the truthfulness of their utterances and provide enough information for the recipients of the utterances in question. This phenomenon mostly occurs in answering questions, stating or describing something to others, and especially between two strange persons.

(5) Student A is looking for her eraser. Student B is sitting beside her and has

 noticed that the eraser is in one book. They don’t know each other personally.

A: (to B) Do you know where my eraser is? I can’t find it.

B: Maybe in your book.

It is clear that B knows there is an eraser in the book, and A’s eraser is missing, so B should be confident enough that A’s eraser is the one in the book. But she avoids offering enough information by saying “It is in your book.” Conversely, she chooses to provide less information by adding a weaker form ‘maybe’ on the Horn Scale ＜certainly, maybe＞. She does so because A is a stranger to her and under that circumstance, she should highlight the maxim of quality instead of quantity, thus parsimonious quantity out of her knowledge will ensure the quality. That is why B provides less information than she has known. Generally speaking, through the writer’s understanding of Mey’s arguments, though the Horn Scale does exist and play an important role in conversations, the Quantity Principle based on it may not be so persuasive or complete, and even the original expectations toward the operation of the Horn Scale is not right, either. Mey further draws our attention to three major problems of Levinson’s concept of ‘cooperation’, pointing out that there are intercultural differences which may project different, instead of universal, understandings on the concept (for more, see Mey, 2001:76).

On the other hand, Jef Verschueren emphasizes too much the variability of language use, such as the variable background information or mutual knowledge and the uncontrollable meaning emergence, etc.. Concerning implicit meaning, he mentions three points: “1, the impossibility of complete explicitness; 2, conventional linguistic means to cope with that impossibility; 3, strategies to exploit it in generating meaning” (Verscueren, 2000:26).

By the first point, Verschueren clearly demonstrates that background information is necessary or vital in producing and interpreting an utterance, whether it is shared mutually or not. This statement compels us to seek for the so-called ‘regularity’ of language use which both the utterer and the recipients of the utterance refer to. Therefore, trying to attach the delicate notion of ‘quantity’ with the regularity may not be a futile attempt. 

As for the second point, Verschueren focuses on two concepts, viz. presuppositions and conventional implicatures, on the grounds that both of them suggest the reason why an absolute explicit language use is impossible. To him, conventional implicatures are distinct from ‘logical implications’ or ‘entailments’, considering truth conditions. The latter is completely a truth-conditional semantic problem, whereas the former is linked to the form of the expressions in question. 

(6) I managed to start the engine but I failed.

In this sentence, the word ‘manage’ logically implicates or entails the meaning of ‘try’ since if it is true that if I do manage to do something, then it must be true that I try to do the thing as the intention suggests, which is always true in every situation, so ‘I tried to start the engine…’ is the logical implication of (6). Then, let us examine the word ‘but’. Now under this circumstance, ‘but’ conventionally implicates that the first action unexpectedly brings about the subsequent failure. This results from the conventional meaning of ‘but’—contrast, which suggests a sense of surprise and thus unexpectedness. Verschueren comments on the so-called conventional means nevertheless in a different manner, i.e. he stresses the usage constraints and views the conventional implicatures as functions of the word use but not of the word’s necessary property.

(7) There has never been the case that I manage to start the engine but I will fail.

If we alter Example (6) to be Example (7), the word ‘but’ functions differently and now it contains a correlation between the two clauses, thus deviates from the ‘conventional implicature’—contrast or unexpectedness.

Fortunately, though Verschueren stresses the variability of language use, even of the conventional implicature, he can not deny the scalar implicature of ‘manage’ (Verschueren uses ‘presupposition’ instead of ‘scalar implicature’, but that does not hinder our understanding). “…the specific presuppositions hold no matter whether the sentences are true or false”(Verschueren,2000:29). To this extent, the Horn Scale holds.

Concerning the third point, Verschueren simply illustrates Grice’s Co-operative Principle, including the reasons and effects of breaching the maxims. He also criticizes Grice’s theory in that it has attached “the highest normative value to demands for rationality and efficiency”(Verschueren, 2000:35). Since both language use and contexts are variable, Grice’s theory seems to be lacking in explicatures for some flouting of the maxims. This judgment also suits the Horn Scale.

(8) Professor A is talking to his pupil B about B’s homework.

A: I have heard that your homework is the best in your class.

B: Perhaps.

B noticeably breaches the maxim of quantity by saying so, but it can not be inferred that she is inappropriate in doing so. The Politeness Principle obliges him to choose the weak form on the scale＜certainly, perhaps＞, and the same principle would also prevent A from interpreting B’s answer as a negation of the strong form ‘certainly’. It might as well be suggested that when the Politeness Principle intervenes, or in other words, when out of the limits of the so-called Generalized Quantity Principle by Levinson, the Horn Scale can not work so rationally and efficiently.

2.3 Chinese Linguists’ Points of View

2.3.1 Xu Shenghuan’s Study on the Horn Scale
A most systematic study on the Horn Scale at home will be found in Professor Xu Shenghuan’s article “On the Horn Scale” (《论荷恩的等级》) published in 1995, and the writer will start this section with this research work.

Xu has done two outstanding jobs dealing with the Horn Scale: one is his delicate illustration on and expansion of the Horn Scale; another is his clear and excellent explanation of the circumstances inducing the operation of the Horn Scale.

As a matter of fact, Levinson’s stipulations towards lexical terms of the Horn Scale are not so meticulous. He lists out three rules, respectively: 

A, the strong term must entail the weak form; 

B, the terms must share the same parts of speech; 

C, the terms must be from the same semantic field. 

(徐盛桓, 1995:13)
Xu understands the last two rules as the rules about comparability between the words on a scale, thus he writes that “the verb ‘run’ and the noun ‘man’ do not have reasonable comparability. They can not be compared in semantic strength.”. Then Xu goes on criticizing the third rule, pointing out that the notion of the semantic field is too general to sustain the reliability of the chosen terms’ comparability, so he rectifies the notion to ‘the smallest semantic field’ in case that the terms are not hyponyms on the same level. The so-called smallest semantic field depends on the scale-setter’s definition, 100 meters and 50 meters or running and jumping, for instance. In fact, Xu suggests that Rule B and Rule C should be incorporated into one other rule, that is, S(trong) and W(eak) should be co-hyponyms. But Xu states that in spite of the delicateness of his new stipulation, the original three rules actually can cover a wider scope, so in order to save the lost covering, Xu provides several ‘generalized’ execution rules as a remedy (徐盛桓, 1995:13-14). However, it seems that it is not so necessary to provide the third rule, because Rule A has already prevented the arrangement of two incomparable terms into one scale. How can a verb entail a noun? Or vice versa? Since the writer has mentioned above that the Horn Scale is, in essence, born of Saussure’s associative relations which are comprised of substitutable terms, it would be safe for the writer to suggest that Rules A and B are enough to keep the Horn Scale valid. Firstly, terms with the same parts of speech can substitute each other according to the generative syntax; secondly, terms containing entailment relations are comparable and can be grammatically substituted. As a result, Rule C is in fact an abundant stipulation and should be abandoned.

(9) ? Harry is a boy.→∽(Harry is a child.)

(‘?’ means ungrammatical, ‘→’ means implicate, ‘∽’ means not the case.)

Xu attributes Example (9) to Levinson’s careless Rule C because of the abuse of the notion—semantic field; but the fact is that Levinson overlooked another possible operation of the Horn Scale, i.e. the weak form does not always infer a negation of the strong one, which will be discussed later.

Concerning the second contribution Xu makes to the revision of the Horn Scale, we have to refer to his another article published in 1993 with the title of “Neo-Gricean Conversational Implicature and the Pragmatic Inference”, in which he gives an inference process as follows:

Markedness → Unmarkedness

↓                    ↓

marked           “the Horn Scale” → no

↓                    ↓            ↓

   Manner Principle       yes      Informative Principle

                         ↓

                     Quantity Principle

(徐盛桓, 1993b:8)

It is suggested that the inference be started from the left to the right, and the vertical line take precedence over the horizontal line. From this pattern, it is obvious that the Horn Scale is responsible for inviting two principles of Levinson’s three principles. Thus the central role Levinson endows with it is exposed clearly through the diagram. On the contrary, the inference process offered by Levinson himself starts from Q-principle to M-principle and then to I-principle. But it is not our concern to discuss which pattern is better, since the Horn Scale is always in the spotlight. Within Xu’s pragmatic inference pattern, he suggests six execution rules of the Q-principle, based on the operation of the Horn Scale.

Rule 1. (A(s)├A(w));

Rule 2. A(w)├∽A(s);

Rule 3. A(w)├∽A(x);

Rule 4. A(w)├∽T[A(s)];

Rule 5. (K[A(w)]├K[A(s)] V ├∽K[A(s)] );

Rule 6. F(P)→±P. 

(‘A’ means a sentential frame; ‘s’ means a strong term in a Horn Scale; ‘w’ means a weak term in a Horn Scale; ‘k’ means know; ‘├’ means implicate; ‘V’ means or, ‘x’ means the extra lexemes contained by the strong term; ‘T’ means illustration; ‘F’ means feel, and ’P’ means proposition. ‘±’ means possible.) (徐盛桓, 1993b:9)

Among these six rules, Rule 1 and Rule 5 are Levinson’s originality whereas the rest four rules are simply their expansions. When Levinson sets his two rules, he stresses the epistemically modified inference by focusing on the speaker’s knowledge, i.e. whether the speaker knows A(s) is the case or not. As for Xu’s expansion, the focus is set on the objectivity of the quantity of the lexemes, so it requires the conversationalists’ breaking away from the limits of their subjective knowledge to interpret the utterances in question. The following are examples taken from Xu’s paper.

(10) Mother: Have you finished your summer vacation homework?

Harry: I’ve finished the mathematics.

(11) A: Is there any development in the relationship between John and Mary?

B: Well, Mary likes John.

(12) Reporter: The ‘snowman’ you found is an ape or not?

Explorer: I am sure this is an animal I haven’t seen before.

(13) I know Zhang San is a doctor. ├ Zhang San is a doctor.

I believe Zhang San is a doctor. ├ I don’t know whether Zhang San is

a doctor or not. 

(徐盛桓, 1993b:11)

Xu respectively applies Rule 2, Rule 3, Rule 4 and Rule 6 to the above examples: in Example (10), since mathematics is only a part of summer vacation homework, when Harry adopts the weak form ‘mathematics’ on the Horn Scale instead of the strong one ‘summer vacation homework’, he implies that it is not the case that he has finished the whole homework; in Example (11), since love = like + a feeling of strong affection, B’s choosing ‘like’ implies that it is not the case that Mary holds a feeling of strong affection for John, so what B does deny is not the possible development of Mary and John’s relationship but the affectionate feelings; in Example (12), the explorer can not decide whether the animal is an ape or not, so from the scientific perspective, he has to avoid giving a specific answer by choosing ‘animal’ in place of ‘ape’ out of the Horn Scale ＜animal, ape＞. A vague answer implies uncertainty; in Example (13), the epistemic verb ‘believe’ presides over the clause, and implies a weaker validity of the clause than the one that is presided over by another epistemic verb ‘know’. That is also why Xu sets three sub-rules: 

A, K(P)├P;

B, F(P)├∽K(P); 

C, F(P)├±P.

(徐盛桓, 1993:9)

Xu’s analyses are meticulous but the writer thinks it is unnecessary to go so far none the less. First of all, the writer can not tell the difference between Rule 2 and Rule 3. If a weaker term on the Horn Scale is adopted, it must be true that we attempt to deny the so-called ‘x’ (the extra lexemes contained by the strong term, see page 8, Rule 3). In Example (10), it can not be wrong to conclude that what Harry wants to deny is that he has done all the homework, yet in order to show that he has not been playing all day long, he focuses on what he has done; thus he denies the ‘x’ and further denies the S(trong term). As for Example (11), Xu argues that it can not be stated that Mary does not love John as we apply Rule 2 (A(w)├∽A(s)), i.e. it is wrong to list A(like)├∽A(love). As a matter of fact, this statement can not stand valid, even if there does exist a possible development between Mary and John, B still can not say Mary loves John at present since it is not the case. Generally, Rule 2 and Rule 3 convey the same information, and thus should be merged into one. Secondly, Rule 6 is actually identical with Levinson’s clausal implicatures. Even the examples are so similar that the writer can not regard this as a good rule. What is more, there is such a phenomenon that the utterer prefers ‘believe’ to ‘know’ and thus the Horn Scale ＜know, believe＞ does not hold at all.

(14) A speaks to B who is suspected of spying.

A: I believe you are innocent.

B: Thank you!

On such an occasion, it is so common for people to use ‘believe’ that the word casts off its weaker position but takes on the stronger one instead. Now, the word ‘believe’ can be safely analysed as [+know, +support]. The word ‘know’ here simply works as an epistemic state, having no attachments with evidence or proof. If we replace ‘believe’ with ‘know’, the speaker A obviously lacks an intention of supporting B, or even worse, A may sound threatening or indifferent.

To sum it up, Xu’s detailed rules seem not so indispensable or essential, but rather superfluous and abundant, which are more concerned with the inference process than with the conclusive rules.

2.3.2 Other Scholars’ Opinions

Now, the focus will be shifted to other scholars’ opinions. Except for Professor Xu Shenghuan’s devotion to expand and illustrate the Horn Scale, Qian Guanlian (1994), Xiong Xueliang (1999), Lǚ Gongli (1997) and Shen Jiaxuan (1997), among others, all doubt the effectiveness of the scale. A common suspect is whether the Horn Scale can explain the so-called Scalarized Implicatures if context acts as the fundamental element in pragmatics. Xiong Xueliang (1999: 85) points out, in his book Cognitive Pragmatics, that the Neo-Gricean pragmatic inference apparatus tries to formalize a relatively probablized target—implicatures, which is rather contradictory. Qian Guanlian (1994:218, 220, 223) argues that it is not always true that the more detailed a pragmatic inference is, the better it can be applied to. Conversely, a pure pragmatic inference, he comments, may enjoy a high cognitive value, but it will lose its practical values. In addition, Qian makes it plain that in spite of the fact that language reflects the relations of the objective world, language itself is not the relations, but only carries the relations, so pragmatic inference can not be made from language to language, but should be from language to the outer world instead. 

Chapter 3 The Problematic Universality of the Horn Scale 

It is clear from the first section that the Horn Scale is introduced into the study of implicatures by Levinson with the original purpose to take advantage of it in studying anaphora. Since the Anglo-American pragmatists have adopted the component view of pragmatics, they artificially divide pragmatics into several central topics, such as deixis, implicature, presupposition and speech act, hence the maximal universality of every topic is unavoidable. In other words, the fundamental assumption of the Anglo-American pragmatics must be that each notion that has been adopted to help set up a theory should apply to all possible language uses even with consideration of intercultural differences. That is why Levinson terms his theory as Generalized Quantity Implicatures, and as the cornerstone of this theory, the Horn Scale must first of all be assumed to be universally applicable. But is there any possibility that some variables interfere with this assumption, such as gender, age and class?

3.1 Gender Differences on the Notion of Quantity

As early as the 19th century, Jane Austen depicted several female characters that are gossipy, fussy and tended to overstate everything they commented on. Though it is prejudiced to say that females are thus inferior to males, it is safe to make the judgment that females enjoy a different value orientation concerning language use from that of males. The hypothesis in this paper is that females adopt the Horn Scale terms, or more exactly, the notion of ‘quantity’, in a different manner.
(15) Wife: You always leave your papers about, darling.

    Husband: Really? Didn’t I put them in place yesterday? 

(朱跃,1999:4)

This example clearly discloses the contradictory attitudes of the wife and the husband towards the notion of quantity. The wife specifically chooses a strong term ‘always’ on the Horn Scale <always, sometimes>, whereas the husband understands her utterances as an overstatement and consequently lowers the stronger term down to the weaker one ‘sometimes’. Although both the wife and the husband talk about the same thing, the wife tends to highlight the sloppiness of her husband while the husband tries to defend himself by pointing out a fact which breaches the authenticity of the term ‘always’.

3.2 Data Collection and Analysis

After a general survey, it seems that few linguists would like to focus on the subject of gender differences on the notion of quantity. The reason may be that either it is too obvious to be worth troubling about, or there is no such difference at all. Either of the two reasons is worth studying none the less, because if there is such a difference, then to what extent can the demarcation line possibly be drawn? 

3.2.1 The First Test of the Questionnaire

In order to clear up these doubts, the writer has designed a questionnaire and tested it firstly among 30 university students to examine its reliability. There are generally two sets of multiple-choice questions: the first set is put forward concerning the informal register, and the second one concerning the formal situation. Besides, each set contains two multiple-choice questions that form a contrastive pair, i.e. the subjects’ attention will be caught by a pair of words or expressions which possess different ‘quantity’ of lexemes.

Since it is too difficult to locate enough native speakers of English to fill the questionnaire, the writer has to concentrate on Chinese as the only means of designing it as follows:



The hypothesis is that the factor of gender interferes with the utterers’ choosing certain terms in their utterances, which is especially exposed in their choosing terms on the Horn Scale, and at the same time, registers will influence the difference or, more exactly, the degree of differences as well. Therefore, the writer sets Question 1 and Question 2 against an informal, somewhat daily background, whereas sets Question 4 and Question 5 against a formal meeting; then the writer contrasts Question 1and Question 2 or Question 4 and Question 5 by a Horn Scale <总（是），￠>, which can help focus the subjects’ attention on the varied terms. As for Question 3 and Question 6, the original purpose is to use them to induce the subjects’ authentic utterances to see whether there are differences on account of gender. On the other hand, the writer wants to ensure that the education background or age does not intervene too much on this experiment, so the two factors have been put down as control variables by choosing one class of Further Education College for Adults of Anhui University as the experimental unit, which will ensure the limited transference of age or education. To make a summary, in this testing questionnaire, the independent variable is gender; dependent variable is difference in the recognition of ‘quantity’; the control variables are degree and age; the moderator variable is register. Considering this questionnaire is simply a testing one, the writer will also try to trace out the flaws of the questionnaire and improve it for a large-scale application of it.

There are altogether 30 people who have helped fill the questionnaire, of whom 14 are males and 16 are females, and they are all majoring in English in order to pass the national examination for self-educated people. The 16 females are about 25 years old while the 14 males are around 30.

Taking the result of the test into account, there are 9 females out of 16 and 10 males out of 14 who choose B and A as appropriate to Question 1 and Question 2 respectively. This means that they agree to the original hypothesis that in informal context, females tend to use the strong form more frequently than males do. But as for the second set of questions, namely Question 4 and Question 5, only 3 females out of the 16 and 4 males out of the 14 choose B and A respectively, which also meets the original hypothesis that in formal situations, gender differences almost disappear. The interesting point is that concerning the formal set (Question 4 and Question 5), there are 6 subjects who choose A as the only appropriate answers to the two questions, which means that they think only males will reproach or blame others at a formal meeting, and females are deprived of this authority. Then there are 5 males who choose C in answering Question 4 or Question 5. In fact, option C in all the four multiple-choice questions shoulders the responsibility of null hypothesis that suggests there is no comparability between the two questions, and furthermore suggests nullity of the questions. Therefore, the five males who choose C actually nullify Question 4 and Question 5 while 9 female subjects do so. In other words, 36 percent of the males and 56 percent of the females choose to nullify the second set. 

The multiple-choice questions, namely Question 1, Question 2, Question 4 and Question 5, are attitudinal tests that examine the subjects’ acceptability of certain language use, whereas the open questions, namely Question 3 and Question 6, are performance tests that invite authentic utterances from the subjects. However, in this experiment, it is hard to get at the original hypothesis because the subjects provide almost no valuable clues about the Horn Scale terms at all. It is common for them to use imperatives or rhetorical questions, such as ‘Can’t you put your clothes away’ or ‘Please put the papers in order’. This hints at the nullity of the two open questions, too. Thus the two open questions actually disclose a fact that concerning the written form, gender differences in language use, with the consideration of education background or, specifically, with a higher education degree in this case, appear not so noticeable. 

The following graph is the result of the first test of the questionnaire. Question 1 and Question 2 constitute set 1, while Question 4 and 5 constitute set 2.
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From the analysis above, we can tentatively conclude that males are more likely to admit the gender difference in choosing terms on the Horn Scale than females do. There are 71 percent of males who admit this point since they choose B and A respectively for Question 1 and Question 2, nevertheless only 56 percent of females choose the same answers. This phenomenon indicates that when an utterance is interpreted by the recipients in question, genders of both the speaker and the recipient influence the process and results. When in complaining, female speakers tend to choose strong terms on a Horn Scale, and this situation is more easily recognized by male recipients than female recipients do. At any rate, this conclusion hurts the universality of the Horn Scale to a certain extent in that the male recipients cast doubt on female speakers’ choosing certain terms, which is also the reason why the husband in Example (14) responds to his wife’s utterance in that way.

3.2.2 Different Communicative Strategies Adopted by the two Genders

Furthermore, Lakoff argues that females “are denied the means of expressing themselves strongly, encouraged to use expressions that suggest triviality, and to use forms that express uncertainty concerning what they are talking about” (Ralph Fasold, 2000:103). This argument suggests that wherever male speakers use a term of certainty, females will shift it into an uncertain one, and hence different terms on the same Horn Scale may suit speakers of different genders facing the same talk exchange activity. In other words, females may incline to adopt a weaker term to fill in their utterances and meanwhile wait for the recipients’ reassurance or other kinds of responses. In Jane Austen’s novel—Persuasion, she presents such a conversation in Chapter 12:

(16) (At that moment, Louisa was senseless after an accident. The heroine Anne

    and the hero Wentworth were talking about what to be done. Actually, Anne 

was in charge of the scene.)

…when Anne eagerly suggested,

‘Captain Benwick, would not it be better for Captain Benwick? He knows 

where a surgeon is to be found.’

…

‘Yes, yes, to the inn,’ repeated Captain Wentworth, comparatively collected,

 and eager to be doing something. ‘I will carry her myself. Musgrove, take 

care of the others.’ 
(121-122)
Although Anne is the person who dominates the emergency, she clothes her order in the form of a question, which transforms the tone of authoritativeness into a vague inquiry. On the contrary, Mr. Wentworth is at a loss at the beginning, but his utterances are quite affirmative and decisive, which are in contrast with Anne’s words in spite of the fact that he is actually under her order. This contrast may indicate another difference in adopting Horn Scale terms by the two genders: male speakers may tend to use the leftward terms more than their female counterparts do, especially concerning such scales as <necessarily P, P, possibly P>, <certain that P, probable that P, possible that P> and <must, should, may>. In another novel—Northanger Abbey, Jane Austen presents the following talk exchange:

(17) (Catherine:) ‘My own disappointment and loss in her is very great; but, as

 for poor James, I suppose he will hardly ever recover it.’

(Henry”) ‘Your brother is certainly very much to be pitied at present; but we

must not, in our concern for his sufferings, undervalue yours.’ 

(191, Chapter XXV)

Jane Austen once again contrasts male and female utterances through the adoption of different terms. As a matter of fact, in this chapter, if not throughout the whole book, whenever talk exchanges between Catherine and Henry occurs, Catherine’s choices of terms are unexceptionally weaker than those of Henry’s, i.e. there are more ‘probable’, ‘possible’ and ‘may’ appearing in Catherine’s utterances. Therefore, Henry cannot interpret Catherine’s utterances by observing the Horn Scale too strictly, that is, Henry can not interpret Catherine’s choosing weaker terms as denials of the stronger terms, or rather, he should understand her choices as on equal terms with the stronger ones despite the rule that the assertion of weaker terms implicates a denial of stronger ones.

Concerning this problem, Ronald Wardhaugh refers to Maltz and Borker’s researches in North America. They observe that men and women in that particular area share “different attitudes towards problem-sharing and advice-giving, with women tending to discuss, share, and seek reassurance, and men tending to look for solutions, give advice, and even lecture to their audiences” (Wardhaugh, 2000:319). This observation offers a full explanation of Examples (15) and (16) in that it illustrates female speakers’ tendency to cooperate with other people while males are inclined to dominate the whole situation. That is why in Example (15), Anne chooses to inquire for others’ opinions and Wentworth chooses to give orders firmly; in Example (16), Catherine chooses to seek for reassurance whereas Henry sort of lectures to her about her sufferings. In other words, these illustrations lead to a hypothesis that females are likely to adopt weaker terms on the Horn Scale with the intention to discuss a topic, share an opinion or ask for others’ reassurance, which is in sharp contrast to males’ ambitious inclination to provide a solution, some advice or masculine power over the scene through the use of stronger terms. Therefore, Levinson’s so-called Generalized Quantity Implicatures does not hold on account of the invalid ‘conventional implicatures’ suggested by the Horn Scale. The point here is that no matter what kind of attitudes linguists show to the gender differences in language use, were they moderate or radical, this phenomenon can not disappear at will. It is said that this difference is deeply rooted in our society, and thus men and women live by it naturally. That is why Deborah Tannen says that “gender differences in language become established early and are then used to support the kinds of social behavior males and females exhibit” (Wardhaugh, 2000:319). Males and females are born different and thus use the language differently.

3.2.3 The Second Test of the Questionnaire

To provide further evidence for the above statements, another questionnaire has been designed and filled. The second group of subjects is still of the same age and degree as the subjects are from one class of China-Austrian College and one class of Anhui Education College respectively. Meanwhile, the questionnaire contains more questions than the first one, with two more sets of questions to see the subjects’ attitudes towards another two Horn Scale—<￠, probably>, <￠, maybe>. The following is the second questionnaire.

	性别：---------             学历：------------------                 年龄：------
1．“你总是把衣服到处乱放。”您认为说这句话的人应为（    ）。

   A．男性        B．女性         C．没有人这样说话

2．“你不该把衣服到处乱放。”与上句比较，您认为说这句话的人应为（     ）。

   A．男性        B．女性         C．没有人这样说话

3．在正式会议上，如果您听到这句话：“你总是把文件到处乱放。”您会认为说话人是（     ）。

   A．男性        B．女性         C．没有人这样说话

4．在正式会议上，如果您听到这句话：“你不该把文件到处乱放。”您会认为说话人是

  （    ）。

   A．男性        B．女性         C．没有人这样说话

5．约翰和玛丽正在谈话。请将他们的名字分别写在横线上。

（1）-----------------对---------------说：“这样做也许不好。”

（2）-----------------对---------------说：“这样做不好。”

6．系主任问：“大家都去听讲座了吗？”

（1）男生/女生回答：“都去了。”

（2）男生/女生回答：“大概都去了。”

（请分别选择删除男生或女生。）


There are totally 40 subjects who help fill the questionnaires, of whom 20 are females of about 22 years old and 17 males of about 25 years old. Three sheets are null with the absence of the necessary information about the subjects’ gender, degree and age. The new questions, viz. Question 5 and Question 6, are categorized into response questions in the sense that the subjects are forced to make their choices between two options. These questions help present a clearer vision of the subjects’ attitudes towards language use since their open responses are limited by the structure of the questionnaires.

Of the 17 males, 10 choose B and A for Question 1 and Question 2 respectively, which means about 59 percent of male subjects hold the same opinion with the first 71 percent of male subjects from the Further Education College of Adults. In other words, the second test shows that more than half the male subjects hold the same belief that female speakers tend to adopt the stronger term on a Horn Scale more frequently than male speakers do. As for the second set of questions concerning the formal situations, surprisingly, there are 8 male subjects who choose the null hypothesis (C) as the appropriate options. On the other hand, 5 male subjects choose A and B for Question 3 and Question 4, which suggests they hold the view that males dominate in formal situations. The rest 4 males choose B and A for the two questions, but the percentage is too low to put forward any convincing conclusions. Regarding Question 5 and Question 6 that test gender difference in adopting terms on the scale <￠, 也许/大概>, the hypothesis is that female speakers tend to show their willingness to negotiate rather than give firm statements like male speakers do. In the test, 6 male subjects out of 17 choose to oppose the hypothesis by putting the options ‘约翰,玛丽; 玛丽,约翰;女生,男生’ respectively for Questions 5(1), (2), and Questions 6(1),(2). This result indicates the 35 percent of the male subjects do not agree with the hypothesis, but they hold the view that female speakers tend to show firmness in assertion whereas their male counterparts show compromise. Another 41 percent of male subjects agree with the hypothesis by filling the blanks with the options ‘玛丽,约翰; 约翰，玛丽; 女生and 男生’. The interesting point is that there are 4 subjects who simply contradict the two questions by holding that male speakers tend to adopt the weaker form in Question 5, nevertheless in Question 6, female speakers adopt the weaker form, so the 24 percent of the male subjects nullify the two questions.
Concerning female subjects, the result is largely different. Only 30 percent of the female speakers choose B and A for Question 1 and Question 2 to verify the original hypothesis that females tend to adopt the stronger term ‘总是’ in informal situations, which is far lower than the first group of female subjects from the Further Education College for Adults. Conversely, 40 percent of them choose B as the appropriate answer for Question 1 and Question 2. When they were interviewed by the writer, their answers are roughly the same, i.e. female speakers should be dominant in household work, and thus exclude males’ talking about it. The rest 3 females choose to nullify Question 1 and Question 2. As for Question 5 and Question 6, 13 females decide that female speakers are more likely to choose weaker forms on a Horn Scale, and the percentage is 65%. When they were interviewed, their answers are mostly similar, such as ‘Girls should be gentle and mild.’ and ‘Boys are used to be dogmatic’. 

The following graph is the result of the second test. Now, Question 3 and Question 4 constitute set 2, while Question 5 and Question 6 constitute set 3. The writer neglects the female group in set 2 because the collected data lack persuasive power.
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Figure 2

To sum it up, during the two experiments, there are altogether 81 percent of the subjects who believe that it is a female speaker who chooses ‘总是’ to complain about household work; 58 percent believe that in making a statement, female speakers tend to use weaker forms on a Horn Scale more frequently than male speakers do. 

The following graph is a summary of the first two tests, which shows that about 81% of the subjects agree with the original hypothesis concerning the informal situations, while concerning the formal situations, the percentage declines to 58%.
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Figure 3

Therefore, the experiments partly prove the original hypothesis put forward at the beginning of the section, i.e. as a convention, female speakers enjoy a different linguistic notion of quantity, compared with that of the male speakers. It is discovered that female speakers incline to adopt weaker forms on a Horn Scale in making statements, and on the other hand, they are more likely to choose the stronger term ‘总是’ in complaining about their neglected labor in housekeeping. In this sense, there are two kinds of unexpected interpretations of the Levinson’s version of the operation of the Horn Scale: female speakers’ adoption of the weaker forms in making statements should be interpreted as a negotiative attitude instead of uncertainty; regarding the other situation when female speakers choose to use stronger terms in complaining about the housework, it should be interpreted as a springing-up of their sense of dominance in that field instead of the entailment of the weaker forms accordingly.

3.3 The Invalidity of the Conventional Implicatures

3.3.1 The Individuality of the Communicative Intention

The fact that context plays the key role in pragmatics is obvious. That is why pragmatics deviates from semantics and syntax in Morris’ works in which the notion of context is mostly hidden under the cover of another notion—the interpreters of signs. Since then, the intention of both the speakers and the recipients of utterances has become one of the most important topics for pragmatists. When Paul Grice proposed his Co-operative Principle in the 1960s, his purpose is to prove that daily language use shares the same logic value as the philosophers are trying to trace out of the formal logics. From the linguistic pragmatists’ angle, the Co-operative Principle just offers a brand-new point of view different from that of the early linguists who focused on a pure syntactic generation of meanings, but Grice breaks down the linguistic fence by inferring meanings of utterances through extralinguistic knowledge which is categorized into his four maxims. Hence the intention of both the speakers and the recipients of utterances can be calculated from both linguistic and extralinguistic knowledge. The problem of intentionality is ubiquitous in every book concerning pragmatics. Jef Verschueren thus describes the problem: “Successful communication, or the successful transfer of meanings, is thus seen as a process by which a state of mutual knowledge of a communicative intention is attained with the help of (intentionally applied) principles of cooperation”(Verschueren, 2000:47). The intention of both the speakers and the recipients of utterances is seen as a communicative intention in Verschueren’s point of view who does not make every effort to elaborate on how to figure out the intention with the help of so-called maxims or principles. The realization of communicative intention should be variable from one language user to another in spite of their enjoying the same guideline of cooperation, which is similar to different means people adopt to get to the same destination. If we want to get to Beijing from Tianjin, we can travel either by railway or by bus for instance, and the choice simply depends on the preference of individual people. Therefore, when people decide to convey something by language, it is very natural for them to choose their preferred linguistic forms to construct a sentence.

(18) One day in the dormitory, two students and the writer were looking at a poster

 of a movie star. Since they are both surnamed Wang, they will be distinguished
 as Wang1 and Wang2.

Wang1: “这个女孩长得真不丑。”

Wang2: “是啊， 很漂亮。”

In fact, Wang1 always adopts the term ‘不丑’ in expressing her appreciation of beautiful objects or people, and she explains that this is a sort of pet phrase in her hometown where people are used to using the term this way, so she herself is used to describing all objects or persons that range from not ugly to very beautiful through the simple term. As a result, in her vocabulary, ‘不丑’ is used more frequently than ‘漂亮’, ‘好看’ or other synonyms. Thus in this case, although the two students tend to convey the same idea—the movie star is pretty—to the writer, they simply choose different terms to carry it, which approves of the above conclusion that one single idea can be realized through the adoption of different words.

On the one hand, speakers can employ different means to achieve their communicative intention; on the other hand, the recipients of utterances have to take up the task of figuring out the intention conveyed by the speaker. And the recipients also enjoy the possibility of interpreting the same vocabulary in different ways as they individually prefer. It is believed that human beings possess an ability of refusing ‘semantic vacuum’ and are ready to read meanings into sentences no matter how anomalous the sentences appear at the first sight. This phenomenon can be verified by the acceptance of those postmodern works, in which language is disguised or disfigured to a great extent by the authors, but the readers can still grasp the meaning more or less in idiosyncratic ways through the ‘automatic restoration system’ in their minds. That is also why when Levinson revises the classic Gricean theory into his Neo-Gricean theory, he carefully put down a pair of maxims, viz. the speaker’s maxim and the recipients’ corollary, under each principle to try to include all possible variables into his consideration. Actually, Mey suggests in his book, Pragmatics: An Introduction, that “given that I want to communicate, what I do communicate depends on what I can communicate, given my circumstances, and on what I must communicate, given my partner’s expectations” (Mey, 2001:70). According to Mey, in conveying one’s own ideas or a communicative intention, the speaker has to concentrate on two factors: one is subjectively determined with the consideration of the circumstances then; the other is determined by the recipients’ expectation to receive what kinds of utterances. This idea can be demonstrated thus: the speaker has an impetus to speak, but meanwhile, the circumstances in question hold him/her from darting too far away from what the circumstances induce him to say, and on the other side, the recipients as a whole hold him/her on the grounds that they do not want to receive those utterances which are beyond their expectations. The following example is taken from Mey’s works. 

(19) Not all delegates opposed the motion. 
(Mey, 2001:70)
As for an appropriate context for the sentence to be uttered, Mey supposes that if on a political meeting, it is not required to make an exact vote count or a written ballot, and the carrying of the motion is guaranteed by showing hands of a majority of the participants, then it is suitable for the minutes to be recorded so (Mey, 2001:70). On the one hand, the circumstances, or the purpose of the meeting, ask for the pass of the motion, so the utterance should concentrate on the issue. On the other hand, what the readers of the minutes care about is only about the result of the meeting, i.e. whether the motion is passed or not, so it is well enough for them to read that the motion enjoys a great chance to get approved of. Nevertheless, suppose there is another type of readers who will read the same minutes, and they are the opponents of the motion, then it is mostly possible that the record should be changed into:

(20) Many delegates opposed the motion.

Though Examples (19) and (20) share the same truth condition, they cater to different recipients. Example (19) exposes the other side of the coin, that is, the chance for the motion to be passed narrows considerably, which happens to be the expected result of the second type of readers of the minutes. In this sense, different recipients influence the utterances on the syntactic level, but there also exists another possibility that different recipients will also read different meanings into one simple term or the same phrase.

(21) This poem is written by Wordsworth in 1802 actually.

Regarding the word ‘actually’, the Oxford Advanced Learner’s Dictionary offers two illustrations such as ‘①really, in fact; ②though it may seem strange; even’, but some of the writer’s friends claim that the word just intrudes on their mind as a disagreeable word containing an associative meaning that the speaker utters this word to indicate a fact that the hearers are wrong in their original thought. Therefore, whenever they hear or read the word, they spontaneously envelop it in a negative coat that can be illustrated thus: to suggest that the original ideas are wrong. In this way, they add something more to the word ‘actually’ than other recipients or hearers. Now, it has been determined that both the speaker’s intention and the recipients’ expectations affect the interpretation of an utterance, and the influence may happen on the lexical level and hence the understandings of the same utterance varies from one person to another.

3.3.2 The Invalidity of the Interpretation of the Conventional Implicatures

However, it is also widely accepted that words and phrases have been seen as crystallization of human beings’ experiences from the ancient time, so it is not required to understand each word or phrase by setting it in a particular situation or context each time it is heard. These contexts or situations have been grammaticalized into the words or phrases, and the conventional implicatures of conversations depend on the speaker’s intention to adopt the grammaticalized stereotypical relations without referring to specific circumstances, and at the same time, the recipients of the utterance have to interpret the intention conveyed to them on account of the crystallized relations, and consequently, the third variable—circumstances—is left out in the cold. Concerning the Quantity Principle, a well-known pair of examples cited by Horn is Example (22):

(22) I cut a finger yesterday.

    I cut a nose yesterday.

Horn views the ‘finger’ utterance as talking of one’s own finger since it is not necessary for one to add more attributives to the noun, but the conventional meaning which the utterance carries suggests so. The second utterance is to the contrary in that it requires a more definite attributive term to avoid being viewed as cutting someone else’s nose.
This pair of utterances proves that although the article ‘a’ is a simple word, various stereotypical relations have been grammaticalized into it. In the first utterance, it hints at one part of the speaker’s body, while in the second one, it indicates that the nose belongs to another person. Lexical terms are organizations of experiences gained from life, so the Anglo-American pragmatists believe that they can figure out the regularity hidden behind the ever changing language use, or at least find out the linguistic potentials that have already been woven into these existing lexical terms. Generally speaking, a fact can implicate some conclusion, and a particular situation can implicate the following behaviors, thus when an utterance occurs, a fact or a particular situation is expressed hereby. Therefore, if no specific context interferes with the utterances or the interpretations of an utterance, the implicatures are much easier to be worked out. Chen Jiaying mentions a notion of ‘semantic condition’ (语义条件) in his book Language Philosophy (《语言哲学》) (陈嘉映, 2003:382). Semantic condition refers to the type of condition that enables us to utter the lexical terms appropriately. Meanwhile, due to our being accustomed to it ever since we started acquiring the vocabulary of a language, it is hard to detect it without effort processing. For instance, “Could you pass the salt” grammaticalizes the semantic condition that it suits mealtime, and consequently, whenever we read or hear this utterance, it reminds us of table manners in spite of the specific circumstances.

As mentioned in the first part of this paper, Levinson takes advantage of the Horn Scale to study the speaker’s intention and the recipients’ interpretations, which in essence is the study of semantic conditions. The theory of Generalized Quantity Implicatures study the semantic condition of quantity within some lexical terms and, fortunately, the Horn Scale helps line up some lexical terms in angled brackets, serving as the foundation of the theory. What the semantic condition refers to is sort of collective experience that is explained by Chen Jiaying as “neutral experience” (陈嘉映, 2003:360), which is neither monopolized by the speaker nor purely occupied by the recipients, rather, it is something sedimentary from generation to generation. Chen goes on to state that “although the experience does explain certain terms, the meaning of these terms can’t be restored into experience” (“经验对语词具有解释作用，但‘语词的意义’并不能还原为经验”) (陈嘉映, 2003:360). The Horn Scale, as a result, attempts to queue up some lexical terms by figuring out the hidden experience of quantity behind each term, and Levinson borrows the idea to establish his Generalized Quantity Implicatures. Thus a problem arises. If the hidden experience can not be restored from the use of the terms, then how can the Generalized Quantity Implicatures predict the possible interpretations of an utterance? Fortunately, the hidden experience reflects stereotypic relations that still can be accepted now, and the relations remain an important notion, or the trigger of pragmatic apparatus, or the basis from which implicatures are inferred, hence the Generalized Quantity Implicatures can predict the interpretations in terms of stereotypical relations. 

The conventional meaning, therefore, lies in the interpretations of the speaker’s notion or conception of stereotypical relations. In other words, meaning is attributed to notions or conceptions rather than to lexical terms. When a notion or conception of a phenomenon is formed in our mind, we catch the meaning of the phenomenon and hence the lexical form of it. Just from this point of view, it is asserted that language does not consist of clearly demarcated terms, instead, it concerns with our rather vague perceptual experiences.

(23) I believe you are innocent.

Even if the utterance is precipitated out of any contexts, the conventional interpretation of it would be that the recipient is most likely a suspect, and the speaker is expressing his/her faith in the recipient, who will also read an implicature of support from the speaker out of the word ‘believe’. This indicates that the word ‘believe’ actually gains the additional implicature of support from the whole sentence, compared with another sentence:

(24) I believe John is absent.

In Example (24), it is obvious that the additional implicature is lost in ‘believe’ due to different structures, so the second problem arises, that is, on what level can the conventional meaning be attained? At this moment, it seems that the conventional meaning is set up on account of the complete semantic contents of an utterance rather than simply on the lexical level. In other words, it is the whole linguistic content of Example (24) that decides the fact that the word ‘believe’ does not carry the implicature of ‘support’, not the word itself.

Therefore, there is a mistake in the theory of the Clausal Implicatures, at least in the calculation of the semantic strength of the two words ‘know’ and ‘believe’. According to the Horn Scale, the semantic strength of ‘know’ is stronger than ‘believe’, hence <know, believe>. The examples cited by Levinson are “I know John is away” and “I believe that John is away” (Levinson, 2001:136). He applies the Horn Scale to the two examples and his conclusion is that when the speaker utters the second sentence, then the implicature is that he/she holds that the first sentence can not be evidenced to be true. Nevertheless, if the two terms are viewed from the whole semantic contents of utterances like the way Examples (23) and (24) are viewed, the result will be different. When Example (23) is uttered, it does not hint at the fact that the speaker does not know whether ‘you’ are innocent or not, but rather, it hints at another fact that the speaker will support ‘your’ innocence, and on the other hand, uttering ‘I know you are innocent’ lacks the semantic content of ‘support’ in that the tone even suggests taking pleasure in ‘your’ misfortune. The important fact is that we use language under the guidance of the perceptual experiences which can not be simply explained in terms of quantity, conventional meaning or intention. 

Chapter 4 Doubts about the Operation of the Horn Scale

In the section 3.3, the problems of intentionality and conventional meaning are discussed, and it seems that there are three factors influencing the operation of the Horn Scale, namely, the speaker’s preference, the recipients’ idiosyncratic interpretations and the complete semantic contents of an utterance. In this chapter, the operation of the Horn Scale will be discussed further.

4.1 Doubts about the Process of Inference

Within the Neo-Gricean pragmatic apparatus, Levinson focuses on the Quantity Implicatures. He stipulates that when the Quantity Principle, Information Principle and Manner Principle conflict with each other, the resolution is that the Quantity Principle should be the first one referred to and then the other two are considered. Even within the Quantity Principle, it is necessary to let Clausal Implicatures take precedence over Scalar Implicatures (见何兆熊, 2000:178). As a matter of fact, this order reminds us of the process of pragmatic inference, that is, whenever an utterance is conveyed, the recipients first of all will try to get the literal meaning, and then they will try to catch the conventional meaning, and finally they will set the utterance into the particular circumstances at that moment to understand the particular conversational implicatures of it. Since Quantity Principle and Information Principle care about the literal and conventional meanings of utterance, while Manner Principle cares about the particular implicatures, the Neo-Gricean pragmatic apparatus conforms to the process mentioned above. If the above statement is illustrated in another way, it will be like this:

 conversational implicatures = conventional implicatures + particular circumstances in question

Thus, if the Horn Scale does carry the conventional comparison between every two points on one scale, then it is reasonable for the recipients to get at the particular implicatures conveyed by the speaker through the reference to the Horn Scale and the circumstances then. This hypothesis is strong enough at the first sight, but the operation of it seems not so smooth.
 In the first place, the Horn Scale, as an idea, is good enough as a linguistic theory, but as a pragmatic apparatus, its stipulations are too detailed to be adopted successfully. When the Anglo-American pragmatists turn to it, they view male English as the center or source on the scale, and therefore, neglect other cultures unconsciously. The experiments designed in section 3.2 guide the subjects’ attention to female Chinese (when the writer uses the term ‘male English’ or ‘female Chinese’, she does not mean that there are some sharp and irreconcilable demarcations of gender within the two languages. The intention here is to focus on the gender differences in the adoption of certain terms on the Horn Scale), which forces the subjects to read the conventional meanings of each term adopted by different genders, and the outcome is that females do adopt different Horn Scale terms or display a tendency to use different Horn Scale terms to convey the same communicative intention than those used by males. On this level we can conclude that the Horn Scale does not serve pragmatics as a theory with the maximal universality as the Anglo-American pragmatists hope so. Too detailed stipulations will lose their generalization and thus lack convincing power. “…using language must consist of the continuous making of linguistic choices, consciously or unconsciously, for language-internal (i.e. structural) and /or language-external reasons” (Verschueren, 2000:55-56). The fact is that making choices means subjectivity which must be varying all the time, whether interpersonally or personally. This variation moulds varying conventional meanings of certain lexical terms or sentence structures. In the procedure of making choices, the speaker’s choosing strategies is more important than choosing specific linguistic forms, and the choices may be conscious or unconscious (Verschueren, 2000:56). Although it is hard to define the notion of ‘speech community’, it is safe to claim that different speech communities make different linguistic choices, such as in the female speech community, the word ‘always’ contains the conventional meaning of complaining about household work in informal context, nevertheless in the male speech community, the word is not adopted so frequently with the same implicature, hence the Horn Scale <always, ￠> loses the comparison of informativeness in female speech community. Another example is the scale <漂亮，不丑> which loses the comparison of informativeness in some parts of Anhui Province. Consequently, the Horn Scale functions as a set of empty brackets requiring temporary queuing up of different terms in accordance with variant speech communities. That is also why the Continental pragmatists only search for a minimal universality, giving up the rather risky notion of maximal universality.

4.2 The Criticism of Xu Shenghuan’s Six Rules

However, Professor Xu Shenghuan even has pushed the maximal universality of Quantity Implicatures and hence the Horn Scale forward in his series of articles, which has been introduced in the first part of this paper. It is clear that Xu’s cardinal contribution is that he explains and expands the executive rules of the Neo-Gricean pragmatic apparatus. However, regarding the subject of this paper, the attention will only be focused on the part concerned with the Quantity Principle. The writer will mention his six rules again in case the readers have forgotten.

1. A(s)├A(w); 

2. A(w)├∽A (s);

 3. ∵ A(w)├∽A(s)  ∴ A(w)├∽[A(w)+A(x)] 

├ A(w)+∽A(x)  

├∽A (x);

 4. A(w)├∽T[A(s)]   A(w)├±A(s);

 5. K[A(w)├ K[∽A(s)]  ├∽K[A(x)];

 6.设V={F1, F2, …, K1, K2, …}  (i). K(p)├p  (ii). F(p)├∽K(p)  (iii). F(p)→±p.
(徐盛桓, 1993:9)

This demonstration is rather detailed compared with the original Levinson’s version, but on the other hand, criticisms are much sharper. (For more, see the survey part of this paper.) Firstly, Rule 3 (F(p)├∽K(p) or F(p)→±p) is unnecessarily true. The worst point of Xu’s detailing is its exclusion of the possible, if not certain, interaction of words in one utterance.

(25) 我知道张三是先进工作者。├张三是先进工作者。

    Cf.我猜想张三是先进工作者。*├张三是先进工作者。

In Xu’s explanation, since the scale of <知道,猜想> exists, then if the speaker chooses to utter the second sentence, the implicature must be that the first does not hold, i.e. I do not have enough evidence to claim that Zhang San is an advanced worker. But if we compare this pair with the following pair, this stipulation collapses.

(26) 我知道外太空有生物。*├外太空有生物。

    Cf.我猜想外太空有生物。*├外太空有生物。

Here, no matter which sentence is chosen to be uttered, what the speaker conveys is less than a fact. Therefore, as long as the embedded statements lack enough evidence, the Horn Scale <知道,猜想> can not be valid because the two terms are equal in implicating the speaker’s belief without convincing proof. But why sometimes the speaker would rather choose to utter the first instead of the second in spite of his subjective knowledge? Now, we have to turn to Verschueren’s suggestion that the choice of strategies is more important than the choice of linguistic forms. When the speaker chooses the word “知道” to state a false fact, his/her strategy must be that he/she wants to assert a firm, or even the strongest, belief onto the recipients. What is more, it is not safe to conclude that Example (26) does not carry a conventional meaning because there are no any particular contexts to interfere with the interpretation.

(27) 张三经常迟到。├张三有时迟到。

    Cf. ‘母亲’这个词有时带给我们温暖的联想。*├∽‘母亲’这个词经常带

给我们温暖的联想。

Example (27) is quoted from Xu’s article, and the relationship between the two utterances is entailment in that the first one contains the strong term “经常”, which entails the weak term “有时”—<经常，有时>. Thus the utterance of the second sentence will negate the appropriateness of the first, i.e. “张三有时迟到”├K∽ “张三经常迟到” Nevertheless, the same terms carry different semantic strength in Example (27), in which the adoption of ‘有时’ in the first sentence rather indicates an understatement than the negation of the implicature. We might as well hypothesize that the adoption of understatement will always oppose the arrangements of terms on the Horn Scale by reason of the stronger semantic strength imposed on the weaker points by the speaker. Therefore, some rhetoric means will also affect the operation of the Horn Scale.

(28) 甲：想学开汽车吗？

    乙：开过几次了，正等机会再开。

(29) 在人生的道路上，我尝试过各种痛苦的体验。

In order to exemplify Rule 1, Xu cites Example (28) to explain that from the use of ‘开过’, the recipients can infer the implication of ‘尝试’, then goes on to get at the Quantity Implicature that the speaker wants to learn driving in terms of a Horn Scale <尝试，想>. Unfortunately, the term ‘尝试’, in essence, does not contain the same implicature as Xu adopts in (28), which means that the meaning it carries in (28) should not be viewed as its conventional meaning. In Example (28), it is rather the second part of the answer (正等机会再开) determines that the answer is a positive one to the question, but not the first part that determines it. In other words, if the second person simply answers “I have tried several times”, and withholds the second part “I am waiting for more chances to drive”, then the first person can not interpret for certain that the answer is a positive one. As in Example (29), the reader of this sentence can not safely interpret it as “I want more bitter experiences”.

4.3 Doubts about the Over-detailed Horn Scale Stipulations

As a matter of fact, though it is not necessary to imagine a particular context each time we try to understand a term, it is quite certain that the grammaticalized contexts can be read out of the terms conveyed to us despite the truthfulness of the reading. This reading can not escape the ‘contamination’ of the language user’s subjectivity, thus too detailed stipulations just fall into the trap of semantics and at the same time deviate from the pragmatic road. According to the Horn Scale, the negation of the weak term can lead to two results:

1) The negation of the strong term on the same Horn Scale;

2) The confirmation of the strong term on the same Horn Scale.

Xu Shenghuan has pointed out that the second result actually manifests a kind of linguistic skill which make the utterance more appealing. He goes on to cite an example to illustrate his point—“John, if I may say, is not my good husband or the children’s good father—he is both” (徐盛桓, 1995:15).

The writer has interviewed about 20 college students of the English Department from the Further Education College for Adults about the understanding of the utterance “John, if I may say, is not my good husband or the children’s good father” and almost 4/5 of the interviewed students understand the utterance as “Maybe John is both a good husband and a good father” With the spreading of the works by authors of the 1980s’ Generation, it seems that more and more young people have began to accept the new adoption of Quantity Principle, i.e. the negation of the weaker point actually leads to a confirmation of the stronger one. This negation of conversational implicatures instead of negating the lexical meaning will add a humorous effect to the utterance and thus uncovers the speaker’s intelligence. Meanwhile, if the recipients can get hold of such a reading skill, they can also share the same joy in merging into the wise use of the language, and maybe that is why this ‘new’ use of language becomes fixed as the ‘conventional meaning’ in some speech community. This phenomenon can be covered in Verschueren’s proposal of ‘choice of strategies’, but it can not be explained by the detailed stipulations of the Horn Scale, or more exactly, the Neo-Gricean pragmatic apparatus. “On the other hand, making choices that do not seem fully appropriate to the current purposes, may ultimately expand the usability and meaning of the chosen forms” (Verschueren, 2000:60-61).

We have been discussing the contradiction between the speaker’s choosing strategies and the detailed stipulations concerning the Horn Scale and further with the Quantity Principle, but now, the focus will be shifted to the recipients’ interpretations of utterances in question to see what kind of relationship occurs between the interpretations and the operation of the Horn Scale. As mentioned in the section 3.2.1, it is clear that a specific speech community will weave its identity into the conventional meaning of certain lexical terms, such as the interpretation of the term  ‘always’ uttered by female speakers. In other words, though the husband in Example (14) hears his wife’s adopting the strong bound ‘always’ on the Horn Scale, he does not infer that the speaker’s statement is the strongest term within her knowledge in accordance with the Recipients’ Corollary listed by Levinson. On the contrary, through the husband’s answer, we can see that he casts doubt on the appropriateness of the wife’s choosing such a strong term. In other cases, when female speakers choose weaker terms on a Horn Scales to make statements, the interpretations are different from the stipulated readings accordingly, such as the outcome of the experiments suggests in section 3.2.1. Levinson also notes this phenomenon by suggesting a new maxim—the Principle of Informativeness. “There therefore seems to be an independent principle or maxim, which we may call the principle of informativeness, that in just some circumstances allows us to read into an utterance more information than it actually contains—in contrast to Quantity, which only allows the additional inference that (as far as the speaker knows) no stronger statement could be made” (Levinson, 2001:146). One problem, however, exists as when and how the new principle applies to the analysis of conventional implicatures. Here, the suggestion is that maybe the factor of speech community can be taken into consideration, but of course, this only can answer the question partly.

Concerning the choice of strategies, on the one hand, the speaker is dominant in choosing strategies, but on the other hand, the recipients hold the initiative in interpreting the implicatures. Thus the implicatures read out of the examples (24) to (29) also contribute to the recipients’ cooperation in accepting the speaker’s strategies or not. What is more, there seems to be no need to interpose anything between the utterance and the interpretations of it since between the two no gap exists, or in other words, the recipients’ interpretations or understandings of an utterance are rather immediate and mostly unconscious. In his late years, Wittgenstein viewed the understanding or interpreting process as a natural, immediate process (陈嘉映, 2003:208). The unconscious and immediate interpretations of utterances actually come from the recipients’ particular or peculiar understandings of the world and hence the linguistic forms, but of course, the problem of so-called private language is left out of this paper due to the writer’s limited philosophical knowledge.

(30) 甲：约翰同玛丽谈恋爱有进展吗？

    乙：玛丽是喜欢约翰的。

Simply looking at Example (30), different recipients will read different implicatures out of the utterance. This example is cited by Professor Xu Shenghuan to explain that asserting the weak term on a Horn Scale does not implicate a total negation of the strong point, but rather implicates the negation towards the additional semantic content ‘x’. As a result, Xu explains that the answer in Example (30) does not claim that Mary does not love John, instead, they still enjoy a chance to develop their relationship. However, the same utterance strikes the writer with a different impression: if the additional semantic content of ‘strong affection or deep tender feelings’ contained by the strong point is negated, then the strong term is negated at any rate. It is impossible to contain the implicature of the strong term while negating its additional semantic content. In this example, the inference is that the speaker hints at Mary’s not falling in love with John despite the possible development of their relationship, which differs from Xu’s inference that Mary’s love to John can not be denied.

(31) 甲：什么时候注册？

     乙：肯定在九月。

(32) 甲：多少人买了打字机？

     乙：（我知道）三分之一的人买了。

Example (31) is another example quoted from Xu Shenghuan’s article in which he infers from the term “九月” that the second speaker lacks the knowledge of the exact date, and thus implicates the negation of knowing A(x). Besides, Xu suggests that Rule 3 does not apply to this utterance, but Rule 5 suits it instead. The writer’s understanding of this example is, however, somewhat different. When the speaker 乙focuses on the term ‘肯定’, it may indicate his/her rather strong guess instead of a definite knowledge of the date but no concern is shown about the exact date. By this reason, the writer still can apply the general rule (A(w)├∽K [A(s)]) instead of the detailed one (A(w)├K∽A(x)). As for Example (32), there can be read into it a conventional meaning which does not coincide with that of Example (31) at all. The answer can as well suggest his knowledge that the rest 2/3 have not bought the typewriter since the tone seems very confident and natural, so the implicature may be that K[A(w)]├K∽A(x) instead of the implicature that K[A(w)]├∽K[A(s)].

(33) 记者：你发现的“雪人”是不是猿猴？

    探险家：可以肯定，这是一只我以前从未见过的动物。

(34) 记者：我们觉得你既像一位小姐那样年轻纯情，又像一位夫人那样雍容

稳重。请问你是小姐还是夫人？

     女士：谢谢你，我按女性的生活方式生活。

Xu Shenghuan then cites these two examples to illustrate Rule 4. His explanation is that both the explorer’s and the lady’s answers drop a hint at the suggestion that they would not give an account of the questions put forward. When the two examples are compared, it is obvious that the two answers contain different implicatures in that the explorer is wanting in the exact knowledge of the animal whereas the lady actually purposefully hides her identity behind the superordinate ‘lady’. Therefore, Example (33) can be, or even should be analyzed by the general rule, i.e. K[A(w)├∽K[A(s)], but Example (34) has to be analyzed by Rule 4—A (w)├∽T[A(s)]. 

By adopting the Quantity Principle, there exist two situations, viz.
① indicating the speaker’s state of knowledge—i. K[A(w)]├∽K[A(s)]; ii. K[A(w)]├K∽[A(s)]; 

② indicating the speaker’s use of certain strategy—K[A(w)]├∽T[A(s)]. 

Other rules put forward by Xu Shenghuan seem too detailed to be valid, which hurts the Horn Scale to a certain extent. That is the reason for Professor Qian Guanlian to state that “Pure pragmatic apparatus formula carries a cognitive value instead of the executive value” (纯粹的语用推导公式有认识价值，却无使用价值。) (见钱冠连, 2001:220). To be more exact, an excessively detailed inference apparatus even will obscure the so-called cognitive value as we have been illustrating till now. 

Chapter 5 The Interference from the Politeness Principle

This chapter focuses on the interactions between the operation of the Quantity Principle and other pragmatic principles established by the Anglo-American pragmatists. 

In his book Understanding Pragmatics, Jef Verschueren argues that “Norms of politeness, in particular, often do not allow for fully informative utterances, unmitigated truth or complete clarity” (Verschueren, 2000:36). And the example he cites is as follows:

(35) Debby: Go anywhere today?

    Dan: Yes, we went down to Como. Up by bus, and back by hydrofoil.

    Debby: Anything to see there?

    Dan: Perhaps not the most interesting of Italian towns, but it’s worth the trip.

    …

    Jane: What do you mean when you say perhaps not the most interesting

          of Italian towns?

    Jack: He means certainly not the most interesting…

    Dan: Just trying to be polite…

Dan understates the negative evaluation of the town Como out of consideration of politeness, whose strategy is just similar to B’s adoption of the term ‘perhaps’ in responding to A’s praise in Example (7) (section 1.2.2). Specifically, according to Professor Xu Shenghuan’s revision of Leech’s Politeness Principle, the speaker can choose from two strategies, namely, the positive strategy—to utter appropriately moderate, respectful and kind words, and the negative strategy—to utter appropriately mediating words. Under the former circumstance, the speaker has to save the recipients’ positive face by the means of getting on intimate terms with the recipients, and the most frequently adopted phrase is ‘you know’, such as Example (36) taken from He Zhaoxiong’s book.

(36) I really had a hard time learning to drive, you know. 
(何兆熊, 2000:232)
Whenever the phrase is used thus, it conveys the implicature of approach-based politeness termed by Brown and Levinson. It is for sure, however, that it must be unconventional for the speaker to say “I really had a hard time learning to drive, you possibly know” though the two phrases share the similar literal meaning. In order to shorten the distance between the recipients and himself/herself, the speaker choose the relatively strong form instead of inserting the weak one ‘possibly’ into the phrase. This phenomenon is similar to Question 5 and Question 6 which are designed to test whether female speakers tend to adopt weak form in making statements, and the outcome shows that more than half the subjects agree with the positive answer. Consequently, the possibility of adopting certain points on the Horn Scale implicates a conventional meaning that does not hint at an entailment of the corresponding weak ones or the negation of the corresponding strong ones, nevertheless, the adoption suggests conventional interpretations, leaving the Horn Scale unworkable at all. The following are similar examples in this category.

(37) You have my deepest sympathies on the death of your mother.

(38) I shall be most interested in your experiences after that.

(39) I couldn’t agree more.

On the other hand, concerning the negative strategy, the speaker has to save the recipients’ negative face through self-debasing and not disturbing other people’s freedom of behavior, which can result in the protection of other people’s privacy and self-determination ability. When adopting this ‘avoidance-based’ strategy, the speaker should try his/her best to use mild, pleasant or indirect words or phrases to save the recipients’ face, which even requires a vague expression of the semantic content.

(40) I don’t suppose I could possibly ask you for a cup of flour, could I?

(41) Could you possibly do me a favor by passing me the salt?

The implicatures of these two examples can not be read as Quantity Implicatures despite the fact that there is the weak point ‘possibly’ taken from the Horn Scale <certainly, possibly>. A conventional interpretation of the word ‘possibly’ is that it suggests a roundabout way of requiring for something, and not hints at the speaker’s epistemic state that he/she does not know the validity of the strong point or that the strong point is known to be invalid. This interpretation, furthermore, is too direct or instantaneous to be interfered with any consideration toward the Quantity Principle or the Horn Scale. On the whole, utterances can not be viewed totally in isolation, and the so-called conventional meanings are no more than the type of contexts or circumstances grammaticalized into certain lexical terms or expressions. As the Politeness Principle is taken into consideration, the Horn Scale has to be left out.

The conclusion here is drawn as this: if the speaker tends to center on conveying semantic contents of an utterance, then the Horn Scale might be considered, and thus it functions at any rate. Therefore, the reason why the Politeness Principle destroys the operation of the Horn Scale may be that it does not necessitate a clearly conveyed semantic content. In other words, the operation of the Politeness Principle dims the operation of the Horn Scale. Suppose there is a student who is scheduled to meet the Dean at 10 o’clock, but he arrives at the Dean’s office five minutes early, then the Dean says the following sentence:

(42) Dean: I thought we had an appointment at 10. 
(何兆熊, 2000:119)
The Dean makes a statement by adopting the weak point ‘thought’ on a Horn Scale <know, thought> to convey an illocutionary act of criticizing the student’s early visit. This utterance can not be viewed as containing a conventional meaning on the grounds that it can not stand valid if isolated, but the particular context decides the particularized interpretation: as far as the Dean is concerned, the student should know the fact that he ought not to be early for the appointment. Though the speaker uses the weak form ‘thought’ out of consideration for politeness, his initial intention is to criticize the student by explicitly conveying the statement to him/her, so in this example, Politeness Principle can not dim the operation of the Horn Scale. This illustration shows the irregularity of the operation of the Horn Scale under the interference of Politeness Principle.

Chapter 6 Conclusion

The operation of the Horn Scale, in a summary, is not so strict as Levinson has expected it to be when he adopts it in building up his Generalized Quantity Implicatures. Although the Horn Scale is only able to infer potential implicatures instead of actual ones, it can not escape or avoid the three factors that are basic in pragmatics: the speaker’s intention, the recipients’ interpretations and the particular circumstances. And a specific experiment or test has been designed and carried out among 73 college students, the outcome of which suggests the invalidity of this inference apparatus.

Specifically speaking, the design of the questionnaire is stimulated by the notion of ‘speech community’ from sociolinguistics. But the focus is set upon different adoptions of the Horn Scale terms by different genders because of the writer’s limited time and ability. It is possible that in complaining about the housework, female speakers tend to adopt stronger terms to impose their unpleasantness on the recipients; in making statements, however, they shift to adopt a negotiative tone by using weaker terms, thus, both of the two situations deny the operation of the Horn Scale. As for the so-called conventional implicatures, it is defined as “non-truth-conditional inferences that are not derived from superordinate pragmatic principles like the maxims, but are simply attached by convention to particular lexical items or expressions” (Levinson, 2001:127), then the problem of intentionality arises abruptly. The speaker of an utterance may be affected by the regional dialect, and thus his/her means of conveying the communicative intention might be different from that of other speech community members. Since human beings are supposed to refuse the ‘semantic vacuum’, it is also not difficult for them to use language at will to convey the so-called ‘conventional implicature’ (see section 3.2.2 and 3.3). Of course, what the writer is trying to show is not the attempt to deny the existence of conventional implicatures, but as far as the Horn Scale is concerned, the inference is not always in accordance with what the speaker expects the recipients to catch even without the interference from any particular contexts. On the other hand, the interaction among words within the same sentence can affect the recipients’ interpretations as well. The recipients of an utterance tend to respond with immediate and direct interpretations, so no maxims need to work at all, or even, it will change the operation of certain rules set according to the Horn Scale (see Chapter 4). The reason why the Horn Scale does not function so effectively as it has been expected to be, and why Huang Yan discards it in his study of anaphora, may be provided in part by the function of the Politeness Principle as the writer suggests in Chapter 5.

The Horn Scale is a valuable way of arranging certain terms in order on the basis of Saussure’s idea of syntagmatic relations and associative relations within a linguistic state, but it is not reliable in that the notion of quantity varies with different pragmatic factors. As Professor Qian Guanlian criticizes the too detailed revision of the Neo-Gricean pragmatic apparatus for its narrowness, the Horn Scale is too narrow to allow of other pragmatic factors. 
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Appendices

The First Questionnaire

性别：-------       学历：----------------------       年龄：-------

1．“你总是把衣服到处乱放。”您认为说这句话的人应为（    ）。

A．男性     B．女性     C．没有人这样说话

2．“你不该把衣服到处乱放。”与上句比较，您认为说这句话的人应为（    ）。

A．男性     B．女性     C．没有人这样说话

3．如果您不喜欢您的家人乱放衣服，您会怎么说？

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

4．在正式会议上，如果您听到这句话：“你总是把文件到处乱放。”您会认为说话人是（    ）。

A．男性     B．女性     C．没有人这样说话

5．在正式会议上，如果您听到这句话：“你不该把文件到处乱放。”您会认为说话人是（    ）。

A．男性     B．女性     C．没有人这样说话

6．如果您在正式会议上，看到与会人乱放文件，您会怎么说？

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
The Second Questionnaire

性别：---------             学历：------------------                 年龄：------
1．“你总是把衣服到处乱放。”您认为说这句话的人应为（    ）。

   A．男性        B．女性         C．没有人这样说话

2．“你不该把衣服到处乱放。”与上句比较，您认为说这句话的人应为（     ）。

   A．男性        B．女性         C．没有人这样说话

3．在正式会议上，如果您听到这句话：“你总是把文件到处乱放。”您会认为
话人是（    ）。

   A．男性        B．女性         C．没有人这样说话

4．在正式会议上，如果您听到这句话：“你不该把文件到处乱放。”您会认为说话人是（    ）。

   A．男性        B．女性         C．没有人这样说话

5．约翰和玛丽正在谈话。请将他们的名字分别写在横线上。

（1）．-----------------对---------------说：“这样做也许不好。”

（2）．-----------------对---------------说：“这样做不好。”

6．系主任问：“大家都去听讲座了吗？”

（1）．男生/女生回答：“都去了。”

（2）．男生/女生回答：“大概都去了。”

（请分别选择删除男生或女生。）
攻读硕士学位期间发表论文清单：

1．鲍曼，《从接受理论看诗词翻译》，发表在“安徽大学学报（增刊）”2003年，第6期，第216—219页。

性别：-------       学历：----------------------       年龄：-------


1．“你总是把衣服到处乱放。”您认为说这句话的人应为（    ）。


A．男性     B．女性     C．没有人这样说话


2．“你不该把衣服到处乱放。”与上句比较，您认为说这句话的人应为（    ）。


A．男性     B．女性     C．没有人这样说话


3．如果您不喜欢您的家人乱放衣服，您会怎么说？


-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------


4．在正式会议上，如果您听到这句话：“你总是把文件到处乱放。”您会认为说话人是（    ）。


A．男性     B．女性     C．没有人这样说话


5．在正式会议上，如果您听到这句话：“你不该把文件到处乱放。”您会认为说话人是（    ）。


A．男性     B．女性     C．没有人这样说话


6．如果您在正式会议上，看到与会人乱放文件，您会怎么说？


------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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