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Introduction

1.1 Discourse perspective

Perspective initially refers to the standpoint in perceiving, one of the basic
properties of visual perception. The perceptual standpoint in relation to the object
perceived directly affects the resultant perception, so perspective as the perceiver’s
position in space or time is indispensable for the construal of first-order entities.
Out of such perceptual experience, perspective is employed as a synonymous term
for “point of view” in speaking and writing. The notion is used to highlight a
speaker’s subjective stance towards the entities in his utterance, as one and same
entity can be viewed, evaluated or construed from more than one viewpoint. As
stated by Ensink & Sauer, for something to be represented (in communication, or
in texts) it implied a point of view from which it is represented (2003: 9). Strictly
speaking, perspective is a ubiquitous phenomenon as few can speak or write
without taking a certain vantage point, which affects a speaker/writer’s choice of
language forms at all levels.

Being aware of its important role in language production and comprehension,
many linguists employ the notion “perspective” to investigate diverse language
phenomena. For example, it is used by Caenepeel (1989) in relation to aspect,
Clark (1990) in language acquisition and Cornelis (1997) in passive structure, to
name but a few. Irrespective of the diversity in the precise sense of perspective, the
studies on perspective effect on language performance demonstrate that perspec-
tive is thoroughly pervasive in language.

So far, a series of linguistic studies have been conducted on the relation be-
tween perspective and language forms at different levels. First of all, perspective is
considered as a syntactic notion; syntactic perspective is found to directly affect
the choice of verb and grammatical subject (Siewierska 1991). For example, the
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verb buy would be used to describe a commercial event when the speaker is em-
pathically identified with the buyer. With respect to lexical choice and grammati-
cal structure, Kuno’s empathy perspective study (Kuno 1987) is systematic and
comprehensive. He defines empathy as “the speaker’s identification, which may
vary in degree, with a person/thing that participates in the event or state that he
describes in a sentence” (1987: 206). He employs an analogous term “angle of
camera” to illustrate the empathic variation in different grammatical structures

and particular choice of lexical encoding. For example:

[1.1] Mary’s husband needs her only when he is hungry.
(Kuno 1987: 209)

The speaker of [1.1] expresses more empathy with Mary than with her husband by
referring to the wife with an independent pronoun her and a proper name Mary
and to the husband with a dependent description Mary’s husband. In this way,
Mary is treated as a person while the husband is treated as the role of a husband.

Besides empathy, more general aspects of perspective have been studied with
a view of deictic center, as any description of an event, activity, process, or state
implies a deictic center involving time, space and person. So various temporal,
spatial and personal deictic expressions and even some verbs of motion like come,
g0, borrow, lend, give, take are taken as perspective markers signaling deictic an-
choring (Fillmore 1982).

In cognitive linguistics, perspective is taken as an essential cognitive opera-
tional mechanism in construing for conceptualization, though an array of related
terms' have been employed. Typically, in Cognitive Grammar, Langacker (1987:
122-26) associates the idea of perspective with two interconnected and inseparable
aspects: vantage point—the viewpoint from which something is represented, and
orientation—the resulting specific representation of objects once a particular van-
tage point is taken. Langacker uses vantage point as a metaphorical specification
of a more general concept of reference point: the conception of one entity for pur-
pose of establishing mental contact with another (1993: 1). Perspective, as a basic
cognitive mechanism for conceptual construal, is employed to explain a variety of

grammatical structures in Cognitive Grammar, mostly at the clause level.

1 Somewhat similar and overlapped terms are point of view, viewpoint, reference point, starting point, empathy, attention,
subjectivity, etc. Langacker’s viewing arrangement, reference point, window of attention, Talmy’s imaging system,
fictive motion and Lakoff & Johnson’s conceptual metaphor all highly value the role of perspective.



Chapter 1  Introduction e

Beyond the above-mentioned lexical and syntactical studies, at the discourse
level, perspective has been applied to describe a wide range of discourse phe-
nomena. In this regard, literary studies of narrative perspective, or narrative
“point of view”, a term more commonly adopted, are the early attempts. Despite
its frequent occurrences in literary criticism, “point of view” is far from unani-
mously defined. It is variously employed to refer to vantage point from which a
story is told or the narrator’s ideological position in making judgments or evalua-
tions. Diverse notions such as perceptual, conceptual and psychological point of
view in different planes are often talked about under the term narrative “point of
view” (Fowler 1986; Simpson 1993; Lanser 1981). On account of the elusiveness of
the term, Genette (1980) the structural narratologist distinguished between “who
speaks” and “who sees”, and he coined a new term “focalization” exclusively re-
ferring to the focalizer’s perception at story level. Regardless of such definitional
ambiguity of the notion, literary scholars share one aim in common in examining
point of view in narrative discourse: measuring narrative distance or narrative
control over the story. Generally, they are more interested in writing techniques or
thematic implications than in language performance.

In view of the elusiveness of the notion of “perspective” in various disciplines,
clarification of the term adopted in the present study is believed a prerequisite.
Basically, we follow Cognitive Grammar in defining “perspective” as a vantage
point in construing during the process of speaking and writing. And we are also
concerned with the interrelations between “vantage point” and resultant concep-
tualization (i.e. orientation). However, we differ from the practices in Cognitive
Grammar (CG) in many aspects. In CG, perspective is primarily used to explain
structures at the sentence level. Langacker’s work largely examines data compris-
ing individual sentences. Although suggestive for discourse? analysis, it provides
only a broad indication of how perspective shift affects discourse management
(Langacker 2001). The present study will make full use of the cognitive sense of
perspective as a mechanism of construal to conduct discourse analysis. Specifically,
we attempt to integrate discourse elements with cognitive operations into a uni-
fied framework by investigating perspective’s effect on language performance,
particularly on reference choice. And we will use narrative fiction as our primary
data for theoretical exploration. However, perspective in narrative discourse is far

2 “Discourse” is used interchangeably with “text” in this thesis, to refer to a stretch of language occurring at
super-sentential levels. However, “discourse” is preferred, predominantly used on account of its dynamic
connotation.
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broader and more complicated than syntactical perspective. So the present study,
following Sanders & Redeker (1993: 69), narrowly defines “discourse perspective”
as “the introduction of a subjective viewpoint that restricts the validity of the presented
information to a particular person in the discourse”. In other words, discourse per-
spective in narrative discourse is the character’s subjective vision embedded in the
narrator’s discourse reality. This definition is close to the narratological concept of
“focalization” that is defined as subjective vision distinct from narration (Genette
1980; Bal 1985). “Subjective” means the vision, perception or conception bound to
a subject, specifically, to character in the fictional story world rather than to the
narrator. In this line of thinking, the narrator’s and character’s subjectivity® should,
at least theoretically, be distinguished in narrative fiction, hence the painstaking
efforts made by literary scholars for categorical distinction (Chatman 1978, 1986;
Genette 1980; Bal 1984, 1985, etc.). But there is no easy way to handle them with-
out resorting to systematic linguistic theories.

The present study will take cognitive linguistics as its primary theoretical
framework combined with other cognitively oriented studies like cognitive dis-
course analysis (e.g. Emmott 1994, 1997b, 1999), cognitive narratology (e.g. Flud-
ernik 1993) and cognitive stylistics (e.g. Stockwell 2002; Semino & Culpeper 2003)
for explorations of the desired distinctions on the basis of language performance,
in particular on reference performance in discourse. The major goal is whose vi-
sion is represented where and how.

1.2 Discourse perspective representation

Discourse perspective as embedded subjective vision in discourse is an em-
bracing notion, as in terms of experience per se, subjective vision is embodied in

diverse types of mental experience such as speech, thought, perception, sensation,

3 The notion of subjectivity is widely used under distinct labels and in diverse context (Shen [#] 2001). However, in
linguistics, it is generally defined in terms of the role the speaker plays in linguistic production. Finnegan defines it
as “...expression of self and the representation of a speaker’s point of view in discourse—what has been called a
speaker’s imprint” (1995: 1). In Langacker’s Cognitive Grammar, subjectivity is described as pertaining “to the ob-
server’s role in viewing situations where observer/observed asymmetry is maximized” (1985: 107). The more in-
volved a conceptualiser is in conceptualizing as offstage subject, the more subjective the conceptualization is. This
cognitive view of subjectivity is in consistence with the above-mentioned general sense: the involvement of a sub-
ject in a discourse. In this dissertation, such a cognitive view is adopted. One point worthy of mention is that sub-
jectivity in language is not simply about representing the speaker’s imprint; rather it is about the representation of
some designated experiencer’s imprint, which may or may not coincide with the identity of the speaker. What we
are most concerned with is the linguistic representation of character’s subjectivity, called by Mushin (2001: 11) “dis-
placed subjectivity”.
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emotion and so on. The study of discourse perspective representation (DPR) is
concerned with the linguistic ways to represent a character’s mental experience in
discourse. But so far only speech and thought, the high-leveled mental activities,
have received extensive attention in multiple disciplines, while others, which are
more implicit, are largely ignored and assumed to be marginal. The present study
is meant to close this gap by broadening the scope of traditional speech and
thought representation* (abbreviated as STR). Initially, grammatical rules con-
cerning various forms of STR, particularly direct and indirect speech and thought,
are taught within the paradigm of prescriptive grammar within which all the
other forms are assumed grammatically transformed from the original direct
speech. Traditionally, a tripartite model including direct, indirect, and free indirect
speech/thought was proposed on the basis of grammatical criteria. Unsatisfied
with the sentence-based mechanical transformation practice in prescriptive
grammar, many scholars turn to investigate diverse STR performances at the dis-
course level, such as Fowler (1986), Leech and Short (1981), Fludernik (1993), to
name only a few. These studies mostly developed within the literary realm claim
that syntactic criteria are not always criterial for STR renderings, and that seman-
tic/functional/pragmatic considerations can sometimes override syntactic criteria
(Semino et all 1997: 36). Accordingly, a scale model is proposed to cover more
speech and thought representation categories by advocating that STR is a contin-
uum. This is an obvious improvement over the former tripartite one for its inclu-
siveness and semantic orientation. And yet again these studies are predominantly
preoccupied with explicitly marked speech and thought, leaving aside those im-
plicit ones less explored.

The study by Leech and Short (1981) casts new light on categorizing STR on
the basis of explicit linguistic categories; for instance, the past tense and third per-
son pronoun are assumed to be indicators of free indirect speech. However,
their study is more descriptive than explanatory, leaving why those linguistic
forms suggest free indirect reading intact. And their primary concern is the

stylistic effects of diverse forms of speech and thought representations interre-

4 An array of terms often interchangeably used in literature: presentation, representation, report. Somewhat overlapped,
and yet the three terms emphasize different aspects of what is involved. Report is more concerned with the matches
or faithfulness between anterior discourse and a posterior one, so report is mainly used to deal with non-fictional
discourses, while representation emphasizes the nature of re-production, i.e. a re-presentation of others’ speech and
thought, as argued by Fairclough (1982) even in the case of direct speech or free direct speech, the reporting of
speech is a re-presentation, because the writer can choose “what parts of the speech reported to include, in what
order, and within what discoursal matrix”(quoted Short 1991: 77). To be in the same line with this re-production
view, this dissertation prefers the term representation to other terms.
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lated to “mind styles”.

Irrespective of the linguistic orientations underlying those aforementioned
studies within the literary realm, a purely linguistic study based on systematic
linguistic theories is conducted by Banfield (1982), who initiates a brand-new start
to bring the study of STR into the linguistic paradigm. Her linguistic analysis over
free indirect discourse, in her words, “represented speech and thought,” deepens
the understanding of the subtle phenomenon. However, she sets her foot in rigor-
ous transformational grammar, and proposes a series of rules to explain the lin-
guistic organization. Her strict formalistic approach fails to provide accounts for
many data in authentic discourse.

In view of these previous studies, the present research proposes that new
vigor be injected into the traditional study of STR to overcome the limitations of
descriptive inadequacy and provide a unified account for how rather than what.
Specifically, representations of other types of mental activities reflecting charac-
ter’s subjective vision should be integrated into the scope, as in literary discourse,
character’s implicit perceptions also comprise a large portion of subjective vision,
besides explicitly marked speech and thought. On this account, a more embracing
term “discourse perspective representation” is adopted to substitute the conven-
tional “speech and thought representation”. Moreover, attention should be di-
verted from exhaustive descriptions about the linguistic criteria for categorizations
to explanatory analysis over the constructional nature and processes in discourse.
In this fashion, a unified theoretical explanation is likely to work out and provide
an account for various manners of linguistic representations of subjective vision in
narrative discourse. However, constructed DPR is explicitly manifested by miscel-
laneous linguistic elements, such as reference, tense, mood and modality, deixis
and syntactic structures as well; cognitive analysis over all of them would be
overwhelmingly overloaded for a single research, so it is preferable to single out
one of them for illustration. Finally, analytical study over the construction of DPR
in authentic discourse would be impossible to carry out without taking text types
into consideration. This point has been well confirmed by empirical researches (e.g.
Sanders 1994, 1996; Short 1991, 1997, 2002), according to which the choice of
representational mode has much to do with text genre>.

For instance, Sanders’ studies (1994) of various perspectivization phenomena
in two narrative genres—news reports and biblical narratives—reveal that biblical
narratives show many but only simple cases (direct mode) of perspectivization

5 In the thesis, genre roughly equals to text (discourse) types.
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compared to oral stories and fictional narratives, whereas in news reports, highly
subjective perspective types such as direct and free indirect mode are in contrast
with the objective/informative function of this text genre. Similarly, corpus com-
parative studies of fictional and non-fictional, typically newspaper texts, made by
Short conclude that categories commonly found in fictional narratives are not
evenly distributed in non-fiction and the categories based on fictional discourses
are not sufficient to account adequately for all the data in newspaper corpus. Short
(1991) convincingly suggests that an intricate relationship may exist between a
speaker/writer’s selection of a particular mode of speech representation and his
own position and attitudes vis-a-vis the text’s topic. In line with these studies, we
hold the assumption that the choice of DPR representational mode is one way to
control readers’ viewpoints and mental models, which in turn has much to do
with discourse generic structures or discourse conventions.

Considering all these factors, the present study, meant tentatively to be ex-
planatory rather than descriptive, intends to explore the backstage cognitive op-
erations for variations in representing character’s subjective visions by adopting a
cognitive linguistic approach. In this respect, we are in agreement with those
scholars who openly claim that representation of others’ speech and thought (sub-
jective vision in general) is essentially a process of re-production on the part of a
representeré motivated by various communicative purposes (Fludernik 1993;
Thompson 1996; Tannen 1987). For lucid exploration, a typical linguistic ele-
ment—reference will be singled out to demonstrate the constructional nature of
DPR. In this respect, reference serves as a window for us to peep into the nature
and processes of DPR construction. By investigating the cognitive operations un-
derlying various referential forms, it aims at demonstrating that diverse linguistic
representations of character’s subjective vision are not derived or grammatically
transformed from a source utterance; instead they are cognitively constructed by a
representer driven by discourse communicative purposes. In cognitive analysis of
reference, other language elements such as mood and modality, tense and deixis
will also be taken into account, for they are concomitant linguistic devices to ref-
erence, which are jointly instructional for DPR construction. So as to the discourse
type, we choose stream-of-consciousness (hereafter SOC) fiction, which is pre-
sumed to typically display the subtlety and complexity of DPR construction in

narrative fictional discourse, and in which the reference forms are heavily affected

6 This is a key term coined in this thesis for consistency with the notion of re-presentation. It refers to the person who
represents another’s subjective viewpoint; in the case of narrative fiction, it primarily refers to the narrator.
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by perspective location.

1.3 Discourse perspective representation in stream-of-
consciousness fiction

The choice of stream-of-consciousness fiction as the discourse genre for our
investigation from a cognitive linguistic perspective is motivated by two reasons.
In the first place, SOC fiction is the typical type that makes overwhelmingly ex-
tensive use of various DPRs and gives supreme priority to the non-intrusive rep-
resentation of character’s subjective viewpoint. The SOC novels distinguish them-
selves primarily by their predominant concern with characters” “consciousness”,
the inner reality ranging from inchoate pre-consciousness to rational mental ac-
tivities. Emphasizing exploration of the psychic being of the characters, SOC nov-
els resort to creative techniques distinct from conventional realistic novels, among
which the integration of “objective”” narration with less explicitly signaled sub-
jective perspective representation is a typical one. Different from conventional
realistic novels or even common psychological novels such as written by Henry
James psychological novels, SOC novels unfold themselves along constant dy-
namic perspective switches from narrator’s to character’s or from one character’s
to another’s. Regardless of the predominance of subjective figural perspectives,
narration is not completely dispensed with in SOC fiction. Either in James Joyce’s
Ulysses or Virginia Woolf’s To the Lighthouse and Mrs. Dalloway, the pervasive sub-
jective perspectives are all embedded in a third-person narrative medium. As
stated by Cohn (1978: 16), “wherever the monologue® technique appears in Ulys-
ses, it alternates with narration.” In this light, a schematic pattern can be traced
underlying the seemingly chaotic and incoherent surface across long stretched
discourse. Close scrutiny reveals that character’s workings of consciousness tend
to be triggered by entities in the physical “reality” (fictional reality) world and
they weave in and out roughly in the following pattern:

7 Here “objective” highlights narrator’s description of the situation in fictional world at narrative level. It does not
bear the implication of photographic record of the facts. Narration is also construed on the part of the narrator. It is
contrasted with “subjective” as in the phrase “subjective vision” in the definition of DPR, which means a given
representation is connected to a subject in the fictional world. In this line, a statement is objective when it is not
bound to a subject in discourse.

8 “Monologue” is a literary term for directly (or free indirectly) represented DPR.
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Figure 1.1 Schematic patterns of narration and DPR in SOC fiction

In the figure, n: and pi respectively represent narration and DPR representing cer-
tain character’s perspective at given narrating time #. Shown by the figure, “objec-
tive” narration constantly alternates with representations of characters’ subjective
viewpoints. And the different shaped spirals represent the radial property of
character’s consciousness triggered by reality. Here one point deserves attention: pi
and pin1 do not necessarily refer to one and same character’s subjective visions at
successive times. They may be different characters represented successively. The
pattern is only a generic schema; the actual switches are somehow more subtle
and intricate. With these constant alterations or movements, what is present is
juxtaposed to what is seemingly absent, exterior physical happening to interior
mental flowing. In representing character’s mental experience, including both the
outward perceptions and the inward sensations, SOC fiction deconstructs the for-
mer clear-cut boundaries between “outside”, the world of facts or actuality, and
“inside”, the visions perceived by the inner eyes. Consequently, the former clear
demarcations among speech and thought or narration and dialogue are blurred;
they are interwoven and mingled together, which escalates the complexity and
perplexity of SOC discourse. To make matter more complicated, the shifts are less
explicitly marked than those in conventional realistic or psychological novels. In
this type of discourse, context-based cognitive operations over linguistic markers
such as reference forms are believed to play a critical role in discourse perspective
attribution in particular and coherent mental representation in general.

In the second place, SOC discourse is deliberately chosen for the exploration
of DPR construction for another reason: a common ground in their pursuit shared
by SOC novelists and cognitive linguists. Irrespective of their divergence in disci-
pline, the SOC novelists and the cognitive linguists share something in common in
respect of the basic tenets about the roles of language and the truth of reality. The
SOC novelists are reformers and explorers to disclose the relations between con-
sciousness and language expressions, naturally in the way of experimental literary
practice. A central problem persistently haunting them is how the linear language

can be used to capture the capricious nature of mind, especially the unconscious-



@A Cognitive Approach to Discourse Perspective Representation

ness, which, by definition, is devoid of language. They creatively employ language
as signs for triggering readers’ reproductions and interpretations of the repre-
sented consciousness. To those writers, language is a system of symbols which can
be manipulated to simulate or symbolize rather than photographically record the
process of mental activities. Linguistic expressions in SOC fiction are taken as
stage directions for an imaginative reconstruction of the intended content
(Steinberg 1958/1973). For example, Joyce uses the following linguistic expressions
to suggest Bloom’s preverbal visceral sensations: startled by the fear that Boylan,
who will surely become his wife Molly’s lover that afternoon, might infect her:

[1.2] That quack doctor for the clap used to be stuck up in all the green-
house...just the place too. POST NO BILLS. POST NO PILLS. Some
chap with a dose burning him.

Ifhe...

O!

Eh?

No...No.

No, no. I don't believe it. He wouldn’t surely?

No, no.

M. Bloom moved forward raising his troubled eyes. (Ulysses: 193)

Here the italicized expressions simulate Bloom’s ongoing consciousness. The ellip-
tical syntax, such as If he... suggests the abrupt, unexpected occurrence of the
thought as Bloom is caught up short. O! and Eh? are the analogues of visceral
sensations as his fear expresses itself pre-verbally. These analogous expressions
are signals invoking reader’s imaginative reconstruction of the startled response
based on their common embodied experiences. It is just on the common human
experience that Joyce relies for simulation of Bloom’s inner preverbal startled state.
Such practical treatment of language in conveying meaning somewhat coincides
with the theoretical views about the relation between language and meaning held
in cognitive linguistics, wherein linguistic forms are believed instructions for con-
structing interconnected domains with internal structure: “Language does not
carry meaning, it guides it” (Fauconnier 1994: xxii).

As for the truth of reality, the SOC writers find that the traditional materialist
writers fail in capturing the true essence of life. In their view, the reality of life

does not lie as much in the absolute outside facts as in man’s mental experience,
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his subjective interpretation of the outside world. So fiction as a recreation of the
complexities of experience can be employed to comprehend and delineate the es-
sence of life in terms of the numerous impressions received by the mind. Virginia
Woolf describes her view of life as “a luminous halo, a semi-transparent envelope
surrounding us from the beginning of consciousness to the end”. She calls upon
writers to “record the atoms as they fall upon the mind in the order in which they
fall. ...trace the pattern, however disconnected and incoherent in appearance”(1948:
189-190). Their preoccupation with character’s psychic being is driven by their
philosophical views about reality. Deeply influenced by modern psychological
theories on human'’s experience and consciousness, they no longer believe in the
“naive realism”, a common-sense assumption about our perceptual experience,
according to which man’s vision is just the unmediated photographic picture of
the objective world. Instead they adopt “projectivism”: all perceptual experience is
nothing but mental projection into external space (Dainton 2000: 15-17). This view
of perceptual experience reveals the general idea of experiential realism. It is in
line with this experiential realism that the SOC writers construct their fictional
world with characters’ mental experience as the focus and medium to explore the
nature of life. Similarly, the cognitive linguists take experiential realism as their
philosophical foundation. They are in strong objection to the entrenched pre-
sumption of objectivism in traditional linguistic paradigm, on which language
provides symbols directly referring to the entities in the objective reality indicated
by the “referential model of language”, (Silverstein 1977: 149, quoted Epstein
2002a: 73). Cognitive linguists discard the absolute objectivism and believe in what
Putman (1988) calls internal realism, which does not deny the existence and role of
reality out there in the world, and yet man’s subjective cognition or interpretation
of the reality admittedly plays a significant role in the representation of the world.
In this view, any representation involves not only re-presenting but also interpre-
tation of the reality. This view is apt to explain the nature of subjective construal
that we can construe certain situations alternatively. In brief, cognitive linguists, in
a fashion similar to the SOC writers, highly value man’s subjective construction of
reality. Certainly they are different in orientations: the SOC writers apply it to
their practical writings with creative techniques, while cognitive linguists apply it
to theoretical studies of language.
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1.4 Reference

As previously mentioned, reference in the present study is primarily em-
ployed as a manifestation of dynamic DPR construction, a perspective marker in
discourse. Some preliminary clarifications concerning what we mean by reference
must preface the main discussions. Above all, we adopt a cognitive view about
reference. Against the traditional view that reference is the relation between the
linguistic expression and the object in the extra-linguistic reality to which the ex-
pression refers, the cognitive view of reference emphasizes the role of
speaker/conceptualizer in construing the entity the reference form refers to. In this
light, Werth (1999: 156) claims, “speakers refer so that, in the first place, they can
establish some particular entity in a mental representation, and then maintain the
same entity in the minds of the addressees”. Thus reference forms are linguistic
designations of entities in the conceptualizer’s mental representations®. Defined as
such, then the notion of reference contains two inseparable aspects: deictic and
anaphoric in discourse communication. There is no clear-cut boundary line be-
tween them; they only differ in emphasis depending on many contextual factors.
The deictic character of linguistic form to an entity is analogous to pointing in in-
teractive communication, serving to anchor the entity in relation to some reference
point, guiding the addressee to single out and establish appropriate mental repre-
sentations about the referent. This process of pointing and designating is termino-
logically called grounding by Langacker (1987, 1990a, b, 1999, etc.), incorporating
discourse participants and discourse situation into a whole.

The deictic nature of reference is typically manifested by nominal grounding
predicates such as demonstratives, personal pronouns, definite or indefinite arti-
cles, etc. Beyond that, the deictic construal of the referent is also manifested in
lexical choice of the designation or epithetic modifications. Cognitively, the deictic
aspect of reference is substantially epistemic in the sense that it has not so much to
do with the real objective qualities of the referent as with the conceptualizer’s sub-
jective representation. For an instance, even a man is physically proximal to the
conceptualizer; s/he can still designate the man by that man, that guy, or that idiot.
These sorts of designations surely convey the subjective stance of the
speaker/conceptualizer towards the referent. It implies that examination over ref-

9 Here “representation” refers to the imagistic conceptualizations in mind, while in the term DPR, it refers to linguis-
tic expressions of conceptualizations. These two senses are interrelated, and yet they are substantially different.
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erence forms in discourse assists in clarifying who is the possible backstage con-
ceptualizer, i.e. in relation to what the referent is construed. It is in recognition of
the epistemic nature of reference that we are tempted to conduct systematic inves-
tigations of the reference forms in DPR with a view of identifying whose subjec-
tive viewpoint is represented and how; and beyond that we intend to go further to
answer why such a manner of construal is adopted. Out of this concern, our
analysis will be initially preoccupied with nominal referring expressions before
turning to the role of the anaphoric reference to DPR construction in long stretches
of discourse.

As to the anaphoric aspect of reference, it has been a major concern of studies
at the discourse level. And it is believed to be an important avenue for exploring
the character of discourse structure and underlying functional principles. The
term “anaphora” means carrying back; it is used to describe a relation between the
antecedent and one or more co-referring expressions within a discourse. Accord-
ingly, the interpretation of an anaphor is assumed to be determined by a nearby
antecedent; and correspondingly anaphoric relations are understood as relations
between linguistic items within discourse. This static textual view of anaphoric
reference is problematic as it misses the nature of reference. An anaphor does not
refer back to the antecedent; instead, it co-refers to the mental representation of
the entity already activated by the antecedent. Meanwhile, specific choice of an
anaphoric form among a pronoun, zero, or a full nominal phrase (NP) in discourse
is equally deictic in nature, depending on epistemic construal of the conceptual-
izer, motivated by many factors revolving around communicative purposes. In
this way, we say both the deictic and anaphoric reference forms are epistemically
construed, evoking the existence and relative location of the backstage conceptu-
alizer.

On the basis of the preceding understanding of the nature of reference, we are
justified to presume that investigation over individual reference forms in context
would be hopefully instructive for local viewpoint attribution by evoking the an-
chor for the referent, while the tracking of reference continuity or reference dis-
tribution co-referring to the same entity across sentences and/or segments would
facilitate the tracing of viewpoints maintaining or shifting at the macro level. With
such expectations, the present study will treat the two aspects of reference sepa-
rately, which does not mean we theoretically advocate clear-cut separation of these
two, but just for the sake of analytical convenience for our enterprise of DPR con-

struction in long authentic discourse. In a word, reference performance in dis-
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course is believed adequately illuminating for our DPR construction and categori-

zation by investigating the backstage construal of the referent in question.

1.5 Obijectives of this study

We have two general objectives: 1) to establish a cognitive model for DPR
construction in fictional narrative discourse to demolish the transformational fal-
lacy, 2) to use a language element to provide illustrations for the model, to dem-
onstrate the effect of perspective taking on language performance.

First, to be specific, unsatisfied with the limited scope of traditional studies of
speech and thought representation and their descriptive ad hoc treatment, we in-
tend in this study to depart from them in several ways. First, we are no longer
confined to the explicit simple types of speech and thought as representations of
embedded characters’ subjective viewpoint; we enlarge the scope by embracing
other implicit types such as implicit perception into the domain of DPR. Further
elaborations on the components and structures of DPR will be offered in Chapter
3. In this way, the term “DPR” is more comprehensive than the former “STR”, and
a great many “marginal” and subtle data are incorporated into the scope. The
present study takes a broader view with regard to character’s subjective viewpoint
incorporating various forms of mental activities into one umbrella term “con-
sciousness”. We are concerned with manners of consciousness representation in
narrative fictional discourse, specifically, their cognitive construction and distinc-
tive attributes from narration. We attempt to answer the following questions: at a
given moment of discourse, who is speaking? Who is thinking? Who is responsi-
ble for the validity of the information and in what sense, the content or expression?
What respective roles do the narrator and character play in the linguistic repre-
sentation? These questions are interrelated and all are concerned with the most fun-
damental problem: the constructional path of characters’ mental states in fiction.

Second, we redirect our attention from descriptive differentiation of DPR
types to explanations over their backstage cognitive operations and motivations.
We set our feet firmly in the cognitive linguistics for unified theoretical explana-
tions. A cognitive model will be built to explicate diverse access paths responsible
for variations in DPR categories. Against rigorous categorization on the basis of
formal criteria, we propose DPR varies along a scale from reportive to expressive;

correspondingly DPRs constitute a continuum along which the degree of perspec-





