o v R CBIRE BT OREIHEIC O LT

"o ®# =

WHEBR T, KEOEEENCELEORE LR S L Bbh 2 m U REE I Y
HEL AT ENRTE D, REOBFEFLCOVTOMRE (CcoBRmOBN, e, JBHE2E
) BHEVThbR T E S THDo bod b IIUTARTHRES WIS BEBIRO
B & TS DR LicZ & TH o Lo LHEOKEO S HEMAIL, H
KThbo EHRINTLLERELDLHE, ZZTEDDBT B bPE R v F VRS
2 (the London school of linguistics) $ZD—2CTH %5, LUFw v FVFEIROIRET
# (contextual theory) 122 T& S\ o f%, J. R Firth oA FO, 5T T
%o

FHFL v v FVvERE W AALAESE D Bronislaw Malinowski #2842 -5
sierdt Firth ofgEOL e v FYREAPLEFEE L CEXLSEEEO 7L — 7 TH
5o Firth (ZRENC KT 5B EFEFEFM & UTHESL LI ATH %o Firth o=->nx
TR, HAAA v P DEARVERIEE L T COEFESROBERCER Lz &, IREESR

ZEIYEE YOS EREOMTISA L2 &, % L T prosodic phonology T# %,

(Bazell el al., 1966 : Preface), Firth OJR#MEHGIIL & b & Malinowski DA A

FLILDTHLZ LI MbRT 5. L L Firth 55 (Palmer, 1968 : 94) % I
' Robins (1964 : 41-2) M - TWWAB T &b 45 X 51, Malinowski & Firth >
13 context of situation OMLEAA R UBW CHH Lichid Cil/cv o Malinowski I, \»
EIRE IR 2 L AN TG L E 5 & Uicoext L, Firth R EEERAY T L
L5 e LT D&% M\ oo Malinowski ORIELRERN T, G4 UBBREIC DT
DEBEOSALH IR (features) 7B D » T Do £ LTI T, HFiEw 1
2 2 Pd Tl Bl { e b —IERITIT b s L 5 o & C particularism & #E¥ X
#ute (Carroll, 1953 :239), Z vy L Firth © context of situation 1% - & Sy
ThH

Malinowski 75 context of situation &\~ 5 JHEE% 1L Ud T » 720k, Supplement to
Ogden’s and Richards's The Meaning of Meaning B\ ~CTHH (cf. Malinowski,
1966 : Introduction, p. xi), FE% < & B do ¥ 1HANC DV T, context ORESILILIE
HhuEs Sinw &R, 3B (words) A0k s situation (LEEFBICEEFR L0
LLCHA ST gL TeEiswnwE B B L TWw 3% (Malinowski, 1923) LT, =
FBORRIChEFTFET A 4«03 bk LOBREOPE L —FiTbhlls b bo bbb
cultural context ##ET 5HEMAHEFA Lo (L2 Ls Zhit, Malinowski 1132{k4
RO PHRBID I8 BEREF 2 Ho) Malinowski & & T, context (XFEDORTHD
SHEOMRBE O LI LT, HEONBIBRIFE, b 2RO FREUNOFE, ToMmIEEE s
EFEEROD 5 FENIE BFEIFIED L ERLE R T 5o % situation &3
DIk, EHEMIREE (perceptual context) ek b F FEFROIFEMMBRMA (YRR,
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B REEEEINE O TE X OV OB HBEW /M S) kLU Malinowski OF 5
context of culture # 4 & 1s (cf. Malinowski, 1966 : Introduction, p. xi)e

ThELEEOMRMEE V- OFEZHIMB LOMBTHHZLEED & Th v B
Wik, B AR R RS NCBRD L5 4 OBEBOBEORICI S D TH Do L DR Tk,
Malinowski DIRIEZHEED b DI EE LD, TlhebbHBRENME o = HIEK L
Firth ofk##id Malinowski OZh & D HRELE A, 2 © T AD SRS AD
BRI B BT o SR AME © ZEMACHE s £k, Malinowski o325 64
U BREL DY DEE LA EREEEO HE DL MBNERLV 5 LIS TH
5H5o MAEDOKEEFEERC LAWY (37cb b competence-dominated linguistics)
b A R et B B & S L, Journal of Linguistics B I H OO A
BTCEHBHETHH Do —T, EWEKIL R v F vIREHEFEOIRMEL exhaustively
i@ describe "TE 7L bR describe XX Tiki/eu & LT WA, Z e LT
i3, B X BT exhaustiveness (TEM CH LD 2 5 Kb H 5 (Gregory, 1967 :
179 72 W W EEE R AN, situation 7o & SR A 8BS B 5o situation
DFEHOAT T WhIERETRICE CELE L I LAY ChDo FREFEMNBALD
FThE, BICEERS L ORI\ situation & B2 HRETH B,

BRENEL L ERDEINLLOE LT H I LIXMARTHLY, B4 L B
KEBLZLIHOELTRAEH LOBERAENTL 20 F STV L TH D, WTTRIC
LTh, B0 B CTIREZ 0 L COXEEORE~NER R 3B bk ie s
ThbH Do BIHEOEWIEGNREELH EDEE L TIR2S L& L8 (RE) ok
HEIREE (DX 5L D) HNEL bR T AT TH B, BRAENBEROMELRYS 15
Il h, X BT discourse <2 presupposition X FEJET A L oW is b &, REEOEIEIZEE L
T LD LI DI L EBICAET TH Do L HlchiEr v FVRREEHIHEL LIS
OIBOFH R L, B> G XLokd THH 5o Oy 5HEE
BoRo#m™~ & LTk, 7o & 24¥ Halliday (1967 & 1968) 11EEETH 5% Dakin (1970)
LB CT Do BILH HHBEDM 7o 2 &R IHE LI (‘John stopped.”) & Z D -7z
WA (3 359 (=& 21f ‘John's brakes jammed.’) & OBHEIZ DTk~ T Lo
ZE)O

Firth R OWEE TERFAZDODHLPLGPDO Vv~ B AR LD & Lo 1ok 243,

“Malinowski and Gardiner both make great use of the situation theory,
and I, too, have developed its application in descriptive linguistics, though in

a more abstract and general form as one of several levels in linguistic

analysis, all of which should be congruent.” (Palmer, 1966 : 147)

ERARTZe L L, ILHEFINS X 5, £ oFHEMGHIRFCR IR T\
Lo Firth HHEBRZTORMKHIES o T B L DERTHL &, fod 2iE Firth (1957 :18)
Tli¥, ‘the sort of purely formal and contextual technique’ 7% Straumann (1935)

b IR T4 T & &, headlinese <2 block language O L 5 /e BT %E @ O = 8EH)
L5 ZEHFER LT b & © contextual technique TIREBIZEARE/cIR#E (ob-
servable context) O&EOMABMRMNEEI LT » T\ %o ¥ %, phonetic, lexical,

morphological, syntactical # XU semantic DF v <A T bs:d &\v+5 sound-group
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BT & o C contextualization OF %17 - Cuvb (Firth, 1957 1 25-7),

Firth oMEIIERILIRIAEI s Fhsivbw 5 neo-Firthian linguists Hiz X
5T ELHBILINI LT > Ty ThBELFEAL Lo THRBOIEHNEL %S
Tdh 5o Firth (3 “Contexts of situation and types of language function can then
be grouped and classified.” (Firth, 1957 :182) ¢ ER LTw% X 5, SEECIRKEO
HHEERL TS (Firth, 1957 1 36), FEHIHS OB W €, HEED fragmentary
sentence (5 3 Straumann O HEE CUL block language), T 7chbEiER L O hE
B SEARA L T B N L O, BN RE R IREE 0 4 ks L OF fragmentary sen-
tence 2OV TDIHEM LD T HEDWT—2DRE R Lo & MITERALRED
fragmentary sentence % data & ULCHFIH U7z 2% RE ULieOWi G S hie frag-
mentary sentence < bFANTNIFHM TCEDLT THbo b HAAEFEKD fragmentary
sentence ¥ L ORI DL, Firth, Enkvist et al. (1964) X 5Hicik Bowman (1966)
BB LD TOWThELTEORENRE DL LRI b, TOBEC—20K &
suggestion & 7o 7odid, HiBOKECRSVTHLE L X 51, Roman Jakobson #1967
FEOETEMHEEFEE © 3 5 -~ OEBETH o7co TOBELI i iE, Jakobson

(1971 : 898) THHIIN T\ %0 Tichbb,

[ E
}’ﬁ {:‘ :1% .............................. Aoy Az — ,;% {'__] %
23 i
T~ |
B 6 MORT I ENLIL— 20BN S L EREBRIEA AT 5L, BEEERIIO Y b
GO A4 5 2 LILTE LN b oD — DY BT L5702 v b —

LERTH Do # v - PO ANERID H5—HOBEOO L W HHELD T LTidds <
LG Ay —VORBIEESE LTEOBEBMERIC LD TH D,
—, Firth o context of situation OPIREARITKDEY TH 5,
1. The participants : persons, personalities and relevant features of these.
(a) The verbal action of the participants.
(b)Y The non-verbal action of the participants.
- 2. .The relevant objects and non-verbal and non-personal events.
3. The effect of the verbal action.
(Palmer, 1968 : 177, et al.)
BRI LCHh L & Firth & Jakobson Cid context (of situation) DOPNANETe
%= EVEIE 52 Tdh B Firth o context of situation I L (FichbRER)
Bl (ThbbZEH) LEThL I &b, L LB B2, context ok LF
S & Fa A ley Hin% context WAL BT HEHROBAL DD e, BEFHS
Pic & o TFEA Th Ho BRFOFMOBRCIIA VDB D, ThbiRM L k)
Firth &5 LT\ b od 24, i3 Malinowski & ‘the confusion of all levels
of analysis’ 2 b b EHEE LTV % (Palmer, 1968 : 152), Lav L, —ff, 4Hou
B US A EEER OS2 IN#E O personalities HH D AN DDA 5 Mg A & LR
DVANL TR REBETNE Tl Ted 208 BTOROERE,, BAREDOEEE L
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7y BETOFEE DS FEROFFEL10EG (T register) ¥ EE 52 L3 )
5 —DDEED VAN TR Do R0 9, B3O norm #HEOXGR ETNETH
bo F LTEXOHEAEL, personalities (3% 2 A2 MEIX o Bz hul, +XTD reg-
ister 13ti@7e context of situation % ¥-FE % 2 CTh b,

SRRSO EOEEN L OV EETH D0, SOV L » Tt bo ok 2 E

DHMITED UL TITH & LT, FOBERPEE TN THLNMOWTL, BiEof
BCIRE Lo S b, WEOHEY EOPET L1 L »C SIOHKENR S,

Tk 20F, ELEROBIRL VA UCABD RIS 5o Firth o8, SfEXOHH
@25 L_ATEWREPIERTNEIDTHS (cf “a strictly formal study of meaning at
all levels” (Palmer, 1968 : 160) & %\ % “linguistics without ‘meaning’ is sterile”
(ibid))s = C Firth 7235 5 B | OFWRIBETH 5o Firth @ ‘meaning’ 1730
#o\~ function in context [ZE L& T 52 (cf. Bazell et al., 1966 : Preface),
Firth 22 D&% b 54 LIEICHYN LT els DEOBROZHE L L2 o lehn b L
Vo WTRIZLTh, HOEELE VS DL, —fF® (symbol-referent BA{RED) Bk &1k R
150 WhITEFENBEAL OMOBIRO L5 b DR BEHREE - T\ %o £ LT Firth it
5> TS EFO B, ST 28ROBEYERTHI L ThHobo 2O LRBEILT
3, Firth {XIF Lt o Robins (1964) % Firth o context of situation % semantics @
EHCTH - TV 55, Robins 4, context ot situation (X semantics D VXA T D {0 &
F X THBEDIEH 5 Dy

Firth © X 5 7e& 2 FIELARINC, SREFET—FPSVERBPBEML DI U TRA
PARECEMANER - T A XNETHDHEWIBETEAN0E L] LTEEN &
foh, WONEBENEZIOREVWLDRTHNELEELRETSH & L8l B (cf. Salmon,
1963) # LT Firth ML HEB LI Eb b (Palmer, 1968 : Introduction, p.5)
Harris 75 & b A U X 5 7k (FlabbikiES ) & Licat (Harris, 1952), % juid Firth
DFHEEFEL Bl b TEL—~BORE Y LI EZT TR 27 ve Ls L
Chomsky OEHER G\ X Harris OBFESMCHE R LA LOTH DL binEaH L
5 &, BREOAEMILHBEIRPEIL LD REOCEENBMLOTFHED S X 5 %0

X, EHL (] ¥ ad AD Dubliners CEIT 5@ % Fragmentary Sentence 1=
DT (BREENELR) (Grv — A ~D FIRE— AL BE B E&HRE, 1971 : 224
43) s\ T Dubliners 50 data DO ZITHK-I\ T fragmentary sentence D4 fHA 1R
K Llo L LEOREBEHE T LT TE—FULLRE2DOT, LN THiL LR
Iy, WF 203> TETDBEY MLV WD fragmentary sentence s
DEBIC LTS EBbhdad Lhis\bh, 20X S I ANERISEO R E 5B i
MERB IUMEOTEFORZIBRETH2ED T, 20X 5khs14 7OLOPER
LT L BREORECEND EEX DN HTH Do

U\J_ﬂi’\“C T 1o REEIER O 4% (adequacy) #7RT evidence O—Dik, fo b i, W
Bh L 5 BENCIZESE +RET A O O fragmentary sentence MSETET A & TH Z
omﬁﬂ fild, EFEHMFERAONETEI L LS LT 5B 51U & powerful LikR
Zleuvind L is v 25, fragmentary sentence OFBICIIER THSH Z L0395 Do
fragmentary sentence DD M L L TiL, addresser, addressee, message, context
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FIOV form WO BHBHVLOEAMBRAY ETEET b T LTERABLOERD S L,
ENDER TR Y RIS EOREEL 70 Do L Offt, degrees of dependence upon
context, addresser-addressee context, yes—no question, wh-question, answer, re-
sponse, repetition, restatement, addition, non-verbal context (=situation) 7¢ & A%
BB THhHEDWGTUIS £ CRE LRI THY LD T 2 TR D& v,

Dubliners Y349 350 o> fragmentary sentence 2 & i, £5EHEA OB R Lk
P L G EHE R AN Z fragmentary sentence O xR T, Z it Firth B ro@EHE
AT %5 ‘restricted language’ @ context DOZ3EACH % (Palmer, 1968 : 17), 7t
¥, PR < —iBaEA L

The Tentative Classification of Fragmentary Sentences in Dubliners.

[ . Dependent Fragmentary Sentences
(1) Questions confirmatory, supplementary, etc.
(a) Repetition or restatement type: 12
‘All T want is to have a look at her. I'm not going to eat her.

‘O a look at her ?’ said Corley, more amiably’. (Two Gallanis)

‘I have a crow to pluck with you’
‘With me?’ (The Dead)

‘We have one child,” he said.
‘Son or daughter ?’ (A Little Cloud)

(b) Wh-7? type: 21
‘Well, so your old friend is gone, you’ll be sorry to hear’
‘Who ?’ said L (The Sisters)

‘It isn’t but he has it, anyway. Not like the other tinker.’
‘What other tinker,” said Mr. Hynes.
(Ivy Day in the Committee Room)
(c) Well? type: 3

(2) Additions to preceding sentences
(a) Closely connected with preceding sentences : 16
‘Crofton and I were in the back of the...pit, you know the-’
‘The body,” said Mr Cunningham. (Grace)

“That’s forfeit, said Mahony. ‘And so much the better for us—a bob
and a tanner instead of a bob/ (An Encounter)



98

‘The fact is,’ said Gabriel,:‘l have just arranged to-’
‘Go where ¥’ asked Miss Ivors. (The Dead)

(b) Less closely connected with preceding sentences : 11
‘T can see him so plainly,” she said, after a moment.
‘Such eyes as he had : big, dark eyes! And such as expression in
them—an expression ! (The Dead)
(3) Answers, responses, etc.
(a) Answers to yes—no questions
(i) Answers containing yes: 16
(ii) Answers containing no: 6
(iii) Answers containing not : 4
(iv) Answers containing adverbials : 4
‘Would you like a drink, boy ?’
‘If you please, sir, said the boy.
(Ivy Day in the Commitiee Room)
(h) Answers to wh-questions
(i) Answers to who-questions: 7
‘Who 7’ said I.
‘Father Flynn’ (The Sisters)
(ii) Answers to whal-questions : 11
‘What's he doing ?’
‘Nothing,” said Little Chandler. (A Liltle Cloud)
(iit) Answers to when-questions : 2
(iv) Answers to where-questions : 2
(v) Answers to how-questions: 1
(vi) Answers to which-questions : 1
(¢) Responses to requests, commands, statements, etc.
(i) Responses containing yes: 12
(ii) Responses containing no: 15
(iii) Other stereotyped responses like all right, right, nol at all, of course,
etc.: 20
(d) Repetition or restatement types of answers or responses: 8
‘Did he. .. peacefully ?’ she asked.
‘Oh, quite peacefully, ma’am,” said Eliza. (The Sisters)

(4) Situational : 21
The cabin door opened and he saw the Hungarian standing. in a shaft of
grey light : ‘Daybreak, gentlemen ! (After the Race)
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“This page or this page ? This page ? Now, Dillon, up.’
(An Encounler)
II. Independent Fragmentary Sentences
(1) Interjection -+ !: 18
Someone opened the door of the room and called out :
‘Hello ! Is this a Freemason’s meeting ?’
(Ivy Day in the Committee Room)

(2) Interjection + Nom (Vocative) + !: 6
‘Hello, Crofton " said Mr Henchy to the fat man.
(Ivy Day in the Commiltee Room)

(3) Independent FS containing Nom as head :
(a) Nom +1: 22
When I reached the top of the slope I turned round and, without looking
at him, called loudly across the field :
‘Murphy r (An Encounter)

Cards! cards! The table was cleared. 7 Villona returned quietly to his
piano and played voluntaries for them. The other men played game after
game, flinging themselves boldly into the adventure. (Afiler the Race)

(b) (Determiner) + Adj + Nom : 33
Poor Aunt Julia! (The Dead)

I crammed my mouth with stirabout for fear 1 might give utterance to
my anger. Tiresome old red-nosed imbecile! (The Sislers)

(¢) Nom + Adj: 6 V ;
Talk of immorality ! (A Little Cloud)
(d) Adv + Nom: 4
Nearly  the half-hour! She stood up and surveyed herself in the pier-
glass. (The Boarding House)
(e) Mixed type: 3
‘It pulls you ‘down,” he-said, ‘Press life. Always hwrry and scurry,
looking fbr"é‘opy and sometimes not finding it © and then, always to have
something new in your stuff. Damn proofs and printers, I say, for a few
days.’ (A Little Cloud)
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(4) Nom (as subject) + Verbal, Adj, etc. : 9
Cab windows rattling all the way, and the east wind blowing in after we
passed Merrion. (The Dead)

All his long years of service gone for nothing!

All his industry and diligence thrown away'! (The Boarding House)
(5) Whata(n)+ Nom +!: 6

What merriment! (After the Race)

What an end! (A Painful Case)

(6) Formula: 33
‘Good evening, Freddy,” said Aunt Julia. (The Dead)

‘Fine night, sir? (Afler the Race)

(7) Other types including interrupted speech or aposiopesis, etc.: 13
‘I was just telling my mother,” he said, ‘I never heard you sing so well,
never. No, I never heard your voice so good as it is tonight. Now ! Would
you believe that now 7’ (The Dead)

‘...He had a beautiful death, God be praised.’
‘And everything...? (The Sisters)

Mr Power waved his hand.

“Those other two fellows I was with-'

‘Who were you with?’ asked Mr Cunningham.

‘A chap. 1 don’t know his name. Damn it now, what's his name ? Little

chap with sandy hair...’ (Grace)

(IEFI465E11H 30 H)

[ /g, AL i 24mE RS (ERM6ELLE 7, SRS kKvTh
FERELLSOEREIEBE LD TH D] Uk, o OFFSRRIFH46E SR A HE)
SILDHLDTHB.)
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B KR

(1) "He (=Firth) was until his retirement in 1956 the Professor of General Linguistics
and the Head of the Department of Phonetics and Linguistics at the School of Oriental
and African Studies in the University of London.” (Palmer, 1968 : Introduction. p. 1).

(2) bz, “Any model of linguistic competence which takes a de-situationalized
view of language activity is that much impoverished. Competence-dominated linguis-
tics faces the danger of sidling into psychology ; performance-dominated linguistics
of drifting into sociology.” (Gregory, 1967 : 197).

(3) Gregory (1967 : 179) = X ¥, Ziuk Katz & Fodor (1964:24) 2k »CREXNLE
R Uuba, EEafibdit Langendoen (1968) % Chomsky (1965: 195) 7Zc &Ficdhbis,

(4) Yirth 4598300k & OBRICDVTiE, Palmer (1968 @ 9) &I,
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Summary
of

Some Notes on the Contextual Theory Developed by
the London School of Linguistics

Shoji MIYAI

In the field of linguistics in Japan, more attention should be paid to the Lon-
don School of Linguistics, particularly its contextual theory, which was initiated
by Bronislaw Malinowski and developed by J. R. Firth. Malinowski applied the
conception of the context of situation in his anthropological analysis, while Firth
used it for the formulation of linguistic theory. Malinowski’s context of situation,
which is in more concrete form than Firth's, implies not only the verbal context
of the utterance, but also the matrix of non-linguistic relevant features including
even the ‘context of culture.’

Firth's idea of context is more abstract. His proposed interior relations of
context are as follows :

1. The participants : persons, personalities and relevant features of these.

(a) The verbal action of the participants. ‘
(b)Y The non-verbal action of the participants.

2. The relevant objects and non-verbal and non-personal events.

This proposal has some points which could he improved. Firstly, the participants
(addresser or addressee) should not be included in context. Secondly, personalities
as explained in Firth (1957), should not be taken into account at some levels of
linguistic analysis, at least in grammar. From Firth’s point of view, linguistics
at all levels of analysis is concerned with ‘meaning’, or function in context,
which is the center of his analysis bhoth of linguistic form and of linguistic
function.

Any meaningful linguistic analysis would be impossible without taking into
account the context, in addition to other fundamental factors of language —
addresser, addressee, message and form. The language-event should be held to
consist of the functions of all these factors. The transformational grammarians’
criticism that because context or situation could not be described exhaustively, it
should not be described at all, comes from their misunderstanding of the terms.
Context is an abstraction from Chuman) experience and is not the same as
realities. The British linguists’ countercriticism is that competence-dominated
linguistics, which takes a de-situationalized view of language, is not fruitful.

Context should be classified on the basis of some linguistic formal criteria, as
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shown in this paper. Moreover, something like context must also underlie the
concept of transformation. This will become more probable if we consider that
Noam Chomsky’s transformational grammar was originated from Z. S. Harris's
discourse analysis and that transformationalists have been recently concerned with
problems of semantics, presupposition and discourse. One of the most important
areas of both present-day and traditional linguistics has been the treatment of
linguistic units larger than sentences. Therefore, transformational grammar and
the London School of Linguistics should and could bhe complementary to each

other.

The adequancy of the contextual theory is clarified in its application in the
linguistic analysis of English fragmentary sentences on the basis of data obtained
from James Joyce’s Dubliners. The tentative classification of fragmentary sen-

tences in Dubliners is shown with relevant examples.



