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Chapter 1< INTRODUCTION



Introduction

<<"Do you mean that you think
you can find the answer to
it?" said the March Hare.
"Exactly so", said Alice,
fThen you should say what you
mean?" The March Hare went
on.

"I do." Alice hastily
replied; "At least I mean
what I gay - That’s the same
thing, you know."

INot the same thing a bit!"
said the latter.>>

L. Ccarroll, Alice’s
Adventures 1n Wonderland

<<80 the ironist is
negatively free; he is not
bound by what he says; albeit
he isn’t exactly unbound by
it.>>

D.J. Enright, The Alluring
Problem: An Essay on Irony

1.1 Preliminary cogsideratiogs

To do research on, or to study irony sooner or later
becomes an ironic enterprise. For the more one analyses it, the
less one knows about it or the less possible it is to 'grasp" the
concept and put it within a frame having clear and tidy
boundaries. Notwithstanding, precisely this varied, multifarious
and slippery nature of irony makes it a fascinating topic for
research. |

Tt would have been appropriate, perhaps, to start this
dissertation by gilving a clear-cut definition of irony so as to
be able to work on firm ground from the very beginning, but I am

3



Introduection

afraid this would have been quite a chimerical start. As Roy
(1978} notes, irony versus nonirony is not a binary distinction
but rather a continuum. There is general agreement among ironlc
experts on how difficult it is to define this phenomenon. Many
scholars do not agree on the subclasses within the main class:
for instance, some of them will include sarcasm as a type of
irony and some others will not; or some of these scholars will
state that ironic utterances can only convey derision while
others will also include utterances conveying praise.

Barbe (1995) notesa that the discovery of conversational
irony is based on very personal Jjudgements and that many
prejudices exist about irony. She devotes a chapter entitled
"But that’s not ironic" precisely to this disagreement about the
judgement of ironic utterances. TPhis difference of opinions whan
judging irony may sometimes be due to a lack of knowledge abonut
the contextual factors surrounding ironic utterances or to &
prejudliced or casual appreciation of it. Kaufer {1981) describes
the possible cause of disagreement ag to what irony is in the
paragraph below. I agree with him in that the more one studies
the phenomencn, the more one realizes that traditional ox
standard definitions do not show the complete picture and,
therefore, that there is more to irony than what the uninitiated
appreciator may think:

<<As with most intellectual topics, verbal irony has

received careful attention from a few scholars and

only passing attention (if that)} from everyone else.

Unlike most such topics, there is surprisingly little

by way of what is known about irony to distinguish the

ironic "expert" from the casual appreciator of irony.

Whereas the casual appreciator makes sense of the

4



Introduction

concept by appealing to the authority of standard

definitions, the ironic "expert" usually has been able

to claim little more than these definitions don’t

work>> (1981: 495).

The view adopted in this study will try to embrace as many
occurrences of the phenomenon as possible. This entails
considering both: a) instances of verbally ironic language having
been classified as such by the scholars that have studied verbal
irony in a serious and systematic manner, and b) the instances
found in the corpora that do not fit any classification done
before but which nevertheless do fit the characterisation (see
8.2) made of it herein on the basis of all pravious studies.
Thus, I will include examples in my analyslis which show various
and different manifestations of the phenomenon in guestion.

The approach of this study can not be sald to adopt a
traditional perspective. As will be explained further on, I will
focus on verbal irony (as opposed to situational irony or any
other of the kinds described in chapter 2), and I will adopt a
wider, discourse-pragmatic viewpoint.

Irony has been the subject of study of different
disciplines: it is a topic much debated among philosophers and
literary experts, though not so much debated among linguists.
Other traditionally called "tropes" or "figures of speech" such
as metaphor, for instance, have been much more studied and
scrutinised by linguists than irony. That is one of the reasons
why the present study was carried out. I started with the aim
of finding out more concrete data and results concerning the

different types of verbal irony a speaker may use and understand,
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as well as the pragmatic strategies and discourse functions that
ironic users of English have at their disposal. Since Pragmatics
and Discourse Analysis are by nature multidisciplinary, and so
is the phencmenon of irony, the theoretical frameworks behind
this study are several and interrelated. ‘Thus, the clasgical
apprcaches to irony as well as the psychological and the
pragmatic approaches have been useful. Grice’s Cooperative

Principle (1975), Brown and Levinson‘’s Politeness Theory (1878),

Sperber and Wilson‘’s Echoic Theory (1981, 1984) and Relevance

Theory (1986), Jakcbhson‘’s (19%60) and Halliday‘’s (1976, 1978,

19853 functional view of language, Brown and Yule’s (1983) views

oh Discourse Analysis and several other studies which touch on

the topic of verbal irony have also been insightful for the
different qualitative and quantitative analyses that are carried
out all throughout this piece of research.

Irony underlies  extremely diverse intellectual
mechanisms. It is a general aim of this study to try to clarify
and explain ~to a certain extent- these mechanisms and to give
at least some steps forward in corder to understand why utterances
as diverse as the following are labelled and interpreted as
ironic:

* WI only know I know nothing.% (Socrates)

*# "A fine friend you arel" (when, for example, the friend does
not want to do a favour for the
speaker)

* S50, they tell me you’re a bad student! (said to a child who has

just brought his report-

card with very high
arades)
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* Break a leg! (sald by an actor to another actor, before
starting a performance to wish him good luck)

* Come on! Keep on eating with your hands! (said by a mother to
her child when she
wantgs him to use the
fork or spoon)

* A: My boyfriend is the best looking man on earth.

B: Yes, and I’m Mary the Queen of Romania. (sald to mean that
Afs boyfriend is
not goodlooking)

But these are only a few examples of how colourful and varied

verbal irony may be. The examples found and analysed in the

corpora used for this investigation will show us a areater number
of possibilities.
Irony also plays an important part in the study of

humour and indeed has much in common with it. Nash’s (1985}

characterization of humour in his book The Language of Humour

could very well be applied to that of irony. He describes humour

as;:

<<A complex plece of equipment for living, a mode of
attack and a line of defence, a method of raising
questions and criticizing arguments, a protest against
the inequality of the struggle to live, a way of
atonement and reconciliation, a treaty with all that
is willful, impaired, beyond our power to control.>>
{(1985: 1)

Irony being such a versatile phenomenon, many research
questions were raised, which became the basis for the further
formulation of the obijectives and hypotheses of this study. I

shall now proceed to present the research quastions and the

hypotheses.
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l.2__Research guestions and hypotheses of this study

The first and the most general questions raised were

the following:
How can verbal irony be better explained? What elements
from the existing theoriez and from the pragmatic and

discourse analysis approaches can help in the description
and explanation of the phenomenon?

from which the main (general) hypothesis was derived:

Verbal irony ls a complex phenomenon, which can not be

explained in its totality by means of the existing theories.

ITts very essence lies in paradox and contradiction (which

may be present at different levels); and the pragmatic

concept of strategy, as well as the concept of discourse

function, can help in its explanation and characterisation.
There are several other guestions implicit in the main cnes,
which were made in the course of this investigation as it
progressed in time and depth. From each of the questions, a
research hypothesis was derived.

The gualitative and quantitative analyses made in the
different chapters of this thesis will all be aimed at the
testing of +the different hypotheses, In most cases, a
statistical test will also be carried out. I shall specify which
test will be used when referring to each hypothesis.

The specific questions and hypotheses are the
following:

~Research question n® 1:

Does a user of verbal irony always mean the opposite of the
proposition expressed by the literal meaning of his/her
utterance or contribution?
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- Research hypothesis n? 1:
When being ironic, a speaker/writer does not always mean the
opposite of the proposition expressed by the literal meaning
of his/her utterance. Even more, the frequency of occurrence
of the non-proposition oriented cases of verbal irony is
greater than that of the proposition-oriented ones.
The statistical Median Test will be applied to the appropriate
data in order to have solid foundations for the acceptance or
rejection of this hypothesis. The results of the test will show
whether the frecuency of occurrence of the non proposition-

oriented instances of irony is greater than that of the

proposition-oriented counterpart.

~ Research question n® 2:
Can verbal irony sometimes be conveyed by conventional
implicature?. In other words, is there a conventional or
conventionalised type of irony?
- Research hypothesis n® 2:
Verbal irony can be conveyed not only through conversational
implicature, but also through conventional implicature. There
exlsts a type of irony that can be said to be "implicature-
free' (i.e., not conveyed by means of conversational
implicatures), and another type which can be called the
nconventionallsged"® type (in which the implicature has been
short—circuited).
If the data allows for the acceptance of the existence of these
three types of irony (conversational, conventionalised and
implicature-free), the Chi-sguared test (x2) will be applied in
order to see if there are significant differences in the

frequency of occurrence of these three types of verbal irony, and

to compare the relative frequencies of each of the types.
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- Research question n#® 3:
Can verbal irony manifest itself at the illocutionary level
of the speech act, through all types of speech acts, including
those of the declarative type?

~ Research hypothesis n? 3:
Verbal irony manifests itself not only at the propositional
level but also at the illeocutionary level of the speech act,
and it can even be expressed through declarative
{performative) speech acts. There is, therefore, a speech
act-oriented type of wverbal irony.

The statistical analysis (x2 test) will tell us whether the

occurrence of the speech act-oriented type of irony is more or

less frequent than the non-speech act-oriented counterpart, as

well as whether the frequencies of occcurrence of these two types

vary from the spoken corpora to the written one.

- Research question n¢ 4:

Are all ironic utterances instances of echoic mention or
interpretation?

- Research hypothesis n®* 4:
Not all ironic utterances are instances of echoic mention or
interpretation. There is an echoic and a non-echoic type of
verbal irony, and the fregquenay of occurrence of these two
types is different for the different corpora analysed.

The statistical test of the Chi Square (x2) will be carried out

in order to accept or reject this hypothesis, as well as to

compare the frequencies of ocourrence for both the spoken and the

written corpora.

- Research question n@® &:

Do all instances of ironic discourse convey a derogatory
attitude on the part of the speaker/writer?

10



Introdugtion

- Research hypothesis ne° 5:
Not all instances of ironic discourse convey a derogatory
attitude on the part of the speaker/writer. The Negative type
of verbal irony does convey such an attitude, but there are
also two other main kinds of irony, namely, Positive and
Neutral, in which the attitude of the user of irony is not
derogatory at all.

As with all the other hypotheses, the qualitative and

quantitative analyses will try to give avidence for this

hypothesis. In this particular case, the Kruskal Wallis Test will

be carried out in order to find out whether there are significant

differences in the fregquencies of occurrence of these three types

of verbal irony.

~ Research guestion n® é6:
Are all ironic utterances instances of pretence?

- Research Hypothesis n® 6:
Not all ironic utterances are instances of pretence. Even
more, the frequency of occurrence of the non-pretence
instances of verbal irony is higher than the frequency of
occurrence of the pretence ones.

The chi-squared test will be applied for the acceptance or

rejection of thils hypothesis,

- Research guestion n® 7:

can the ironic speakers/writers violate all the Maxims of
Grice’s Cooperative Principle?

-~ Research hypothesis n® 7:

An ironic speaker/writer can not only violaﬁe the Quantity
Maxim, but also the other three Gricean Maxims.

The qualitative and quantitative analysis will be considered

1l
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enough for the acceptance of this hypothesis (see chapter 7).

- Research gquestion n® 8:
Can an ironic speaker/writer make use of both off record and
on record strategles (as described by Brown & Levinson, 1978)
to make his/her polint?

- Research hypothesis n¢ 8:
An ironic speaker/writer can make use not only of off reconrd
strategies but also of on record ones to make his point. The
frequency of ccourrence of the former strategies is highexr
than that of the latter, but this does not deny the existence
of the latter.

The chi-squared test will he applied to the pertinent data to

find out if the frequencies of occurrence of these two variables

{on record and off record) is similar or different Ffor the

different corpora analysed.

~ Research question n® 9:

Can a speaker/writer make different off racord strategies
co-occur in order to convey an ironic meaning?

—~ Research hypothesis n® 9:

A speaker/writer can make different off record strategies co-
occur in order to convey an ironic meaning

No statistical tests will be carried out here.

- Research question n® 10:

Do the sociclogical variables P (power), D (distance) and R
(ranking of imposition of the culture) have any influence upon
the use of wverbal irony?

~ Research hypothesis n® 10:

The sociological variables P, D and R influence the use of
verbal irony.

12
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This hypothesis is the only one that will not be analysed
quantitatively. Qualitative evidence for its acceptance will be
given in Chapter % (5.5), but its quantitative' analysis is

conaidered to be beyond the scope of this study.

- Research question n? 11:

Is there a specific tone (fall, rise, etc.) used exclusively
in ironic utterances? What other prosodic features intervene
in the so-called "ironic tone of voice"?

~ Research hypothesis n® 11:

There is no specific tone used exclusively for ironic
utterances. Nevertheless, the frequency of use of the
different tones within ironic discourse is different from the
frequency of use of these tones in non-ironic discourse.
Intonation and other prosodic features (such as pitch level,
laughter, etc.) work together to conform the so-called “ironic
tone of voice" and the use of these features ccnstitutes only
one more of the possible strategies ironic speakers have at
their disposal.

The chi-squared test will be applied here for the comparison

between ironic and non-ironic discourse.

- Research guestion n® 12:
What are the strategies used by ironic speakers/writers?

- Research hypothesis n® 12:
Verbal irony is a super-strategy which is subdivided in three
main kinds (Positive, Negative and Neutral),which in turn can
be carried out by using different pragmatic sub-strategies
such as "joke", M"use the opposite proposition to the one
intended", "use a different speech~act from the one intended",
"acho someone’s previous utterance or thought", etec..

The chi-squared test will be carried out in order to find out

whether or not there are significant differences in the

i3
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frequencies of occurrence of the different strategies for the

different corpora.

— Research question n® 13:
What are the functions of verbal irony?
- Research hypothesis n® 13:
Speakers/writers of English use verbal irony in order to
fulfill the main functions of EVALUATION, VERBAL ATTACK and/or
AMUSEMENT. Other more specific discourse functions may be
fulfilled at the same time, such as "Topic closure'", "Topic
conclusion', "Reproach'", "Complaint",etc.
The chi-squared and Kruskal-Wallis tests will be applied to the
numerical data obtained, in order to find out whether the
frequencies of occurrence of both the general and the specific

functions vary for the different corpora analysed, as well as for

the spoken and the written corpora.

Each of the chapters in this study intends to give an
answer te one or more of the above questions and to test one or
more of the hypotheses in both a qualitative and a gquantitative
manner. The only hypothesis that haes not been tested
qguantitatively ls Research hypothesis n® 10, for, as was noted
above and will be explained in chapter 5, it was thought to be
beyond the scope of this work (the gqualitative analysis of
several examples from the corpora used in this piece of research
was considered sufficient to show some of the ways in which tha
sociological variables may influence the use of verbal irony).

" Both the research questions and hypotheses are closely

14
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related to the objectives of this study, to which I now turn.

1.3 _Objectives of this st

The general aim or objective of this study is to make
a corpus~based analysis of the phenomenon of verbal irony, in
order to identify its possible modes of occurrence as well as to
classify the pragmatic strategies and discourse functions used
by irony users. The specific objectives, which have to do with
the specific questions and hypotheses put forward in 1.2, are the
following:
A) To determine:
1- whether or not it is always the case (as traditional theories
put it) that an ironic writer/speaker conveys the opposite of the
literal meaning of his/her proposition;
2- whether or not verbal irony can also be conveyed through
conventional implicature and not only through conversational
implicature;
3- whether or not verbal irony can manifest itself at the
illocutionary level of the speech act, and, if so, through what
type of speech acts;
4- whether or not all ironic utterances are instances of echoic
mention or interpretation;
5~ whether or not all instances of verbal irony aonvey a
derogatory attitude on the part of the speaker/writer;
6~ whether or not all ironic utterances are instances of
pretence;

15



Introduction

7- whether or not ironic speakers/writers can violate not only
the Gricean Maxim of Quality but also the Maxims of Manner,
Quantity and Relevance;

8- whether or not an ironic speaker/writer can make the different
off record strategies co-occur in order to make his/her point;
9= whether or not the sociological variables P, D and R have any
influence upon the use of verbal irony;

10- whether or not there is 3 specific tone characteristic or
ironic utterances, whether or not the frequencies of occurrence
of the different tones are different if both the ironie and the
non-ironic types of discourse are compared, and what other
prosodic features may co~occur with intonation to produce the so-

called "“ironic tone of voice';

B) to provide:
1- a taxonomy or classification of the pragmatic strategies uszed
by ironic speakers/writers of English;

2~ a typology or classification of the discourse functions of

verbal irony;

C) to make a quantitative analysis of:

1- the occcurrence of the different prosodic features and their
possibilities of combination in the pieces of ironic discourse
found in the corpora used for the analysis;

2~ the frequencies of occurrence of the different types of verbal
irony resulting from the corpus analysis of the phenomenon in the
light of the different theories approaching the problem;

186
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3~ the frequencies of occurrence of the different strategies
identified and classified in the corpora analysed, as wall as an
analysis of their possibilities of combination;

4- the occurrence of the different discourse functions identified

in the ironic instances found in the corpora used for this study.

Any kind of research or systematic process of inguiry
consists of three components: 1) a gquestion, problem, or
hypothesis; 2) data and 3} analysis and interpretation of data
(Nunan, 1992:3). I have already presented the questions and the
hypotheses. I shall now refer to the second component of

research, namely, the data.

l.4.1 Data

The data used for the analysis in this study consists
of five different corpora of the English language. Three of them
contain spoken language and two of them written language. These
five corpora are the following: 1) the London Lund Corpus of
English Conversation (Svartvik and Quirk, 1980}, 2) ten episodes
of The Golden Girls televislon series, 3) five episodes of the
"Yes, Minister® television series, 4) a book containing excerpts
from Bertrand Ruseell’s works, and 5) a collection of newspaper
articles published in different American and British newspapers.
T shall refer to each of them separately:

17
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1) LONDON LUND CORPUS: This corpus is a computerised corpus of
English, and it consists of 87 texts, each of 500 words
(approximately). These texts are arranged in text groups,
namely, a} face-to-face conversation, b) telephone conversation,
c) discussion, interview, debate, c¢) discussion, interview,
debate, d) public, unprepared commentary, demonstration,
oration, and 5) public, prepared oration (priests’ sermons and
mass). Most of the texts contain "subtexts"™ in them; for
instance, one text labelled "telephone conversation" may includa
two, three or more different telephone conversations in it. For
the analysis carried out herein, twenty of the B87 texts wevre
chosen on a random basis. These texts contain 64 subtexts. Of
these, 35 are private telephone conversations, 19 are face-to-
face conversations, 5 are instances of radio discussion, debate,
interview or sports comment, ¢ are instances of "public, prepared
oration® and one of them contains legal discourse (public,
unprepared legal discourse). &all these texts were examined fox
examples of ironic discourse and 86 instances of verbal irony
were identified, all of which have been used as variables in the
analysis. Following is more detailed information about the texts
{with the subtexts they contain) as well as about the speskers
and year of recording. This information is not available for
some of the texts, and this is one of the problems researchersg
encounter when working with the London Lund Corpus: there is not
enough information about the speakers and the relationships among
Them. Furthermore (and this will be better explained in chapter
6), there are some proscdic features that have been ommitted (a

18
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fact that hindered part of the prosodic analysis in this study).

Data about speakers in the Londop Lund Corpus (L1C
The speakers are all British, and educated to University level. Recording was surrepticious,
Hon-surrepticious speakers have been speclally designated by lower case letters.

TEXT §.1.1 (1964) Face-to-face conversation
A: wale acadenio, age ¢. 44 B: male acadenmic, age c. 60

TEXT S.1.2 (1963) Face-to-face conversation
A: wmale acadenic, age ¢, 43 B: male academic, age c. 42
8.1.2.a (1965)
A: male academic, age ¢, 45 B: male academic, age 41 CAL: telephone caller
8.1.2.b {1965)
A; male academic, age 45 B: male academic, age 36

TEXT S.1.4  (1969) Face-to-face conversation
A male academic, age c. 48 B: male academic, age ¢. 48

TRIT 8.0.5 (1967} Pace-to-face conversaticn
A: female secretary, age ¢. 21 B: female academlc, age ¢. 26 C: female secretary, age ¢. 35
D: female secretary, ags ¢. 21

TEYT 8.1.6  (1964) Face-to-face conversation
A female academic, age 45 B: male academic, age 28

TRET §.1.8  (1969) Face-to-face conversation
A: female acadexic, age ¢, 55 B: female academic, age ¢. 50 ¢ female academle, age ¢, 23

TEXT 8,2.1  (1963) Face-to-face conversation

A: male academlc, age 43 B: male acadenic, age 34
§.2.1.a (1953}
a; male academic, age 43 Bt male academic, age 25
5.2,1,b {1953}
a) male academic, age 3 B: male academic, age 25

TEXT 5.3.1  {1870) Pace-to~face conversation
5.3.1.a (1970}
a; nale acadenlc, age 40 A: female prospective undergraduate, age 20 B: wale academic, age 40
8.3.L.b (1970)
a: male academle, age 40  A: female prospective undergraduate, age 20  B: male acadenic, age 40

TEXT §.3.2 Pace-to-face conversation
8.3.2.a (1973)
A: male academic, age ¢, 52 B: female ex-research assistant, age ¢, 30
8.3.2.b [1974)
A: male academic (former employer), age 54  B: male academic, (former employes), age 28
8.3.2.¢ (1975
At male academic, age ¢. 50
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B: female academic, age c., 30

TEYT 8.3.3 {197} Pace-to-face conversation

A male administrator, age ¢, 55 B: (BM) male undergraduate student, age ¢. 20

C: (CF) female undergraduate student, age c¢. 20 Dt (DM) male undergraduate student, age c. 20
B: (EF) female undergraduate student, age ¢. 20 F: (GH) male underqraduate student, age ¢, 20

TEXT 8.3.4 (1975} Pace-to-face conversation
A: male adainistrator, age ¢. 55  B: male academic, age 45-60  C: male academic, age 45-60
D: wale acadenic, age 45-60 s wale academic, aqe 45-60 ¥: uale acadenic, age 45-60

TEXT 8.4.1. Pace-to-face conversation
akb=acouple (Ho nore information about the speakers is glven)

TEXT 8.5.1 Discussion, interview, debate, radio (face-to-face)
(Mo information about the speakers s provided)

TEST 8.6.1 Discussion, interview, debate, radio (face~to-face)
8.6.1.a
5.6.1.b
4.6,1.¢

TENT 8.7.1 Telephone conversatlen (dialogue, private, surrepticious)
$.7.1.a bt male  C: female

8.7.L.b
5.7.1.¢c {Ho information about the speakers is provided)
5.1.7.4
§.1.7.e

TEXT 8.8.1 Telephone conversation
5.8.1.a b female B: male

5.8.1L.b A nale B: female

s.8.1.c A: secretary B: secretary C: female assistant

5.8.1.4

8.4.1.e

5.8.1.e (Ho information provided)

Slaillf

5.8.1.9

5.8.L.h  B: fepale secretary C: femals secretary

5.8.1.1

8,8.1.3

8.8.1.k

5.8,1.1 {Ko information provided)

5.8.1.2

8,81

5.8.1.0

5.8.1.p ¢ mle B: male doctor
TEXT 8.9,1  Telephone conversation

5.9.1.a

5.9.1.b (Yo informaticn provided)

8.91.¢c

5.9.1.d

20



Introduction

{No information provided)
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TEXT 8.10,1  Public, unprepaved commentary, demonstration, (sports comment), dialogue face-to-face
TEXT §.11.1  Public, unprepared comeentary, demonstration, oration . & trial (legal discourse)
TBXT 8.12.1  Public, prepaved oration (face-to-face) . Momologue: priest’s sermon in church

5.12.1.a

5.12.1.b

S.12.1.¢

5.12.1.d

2) THE GOLDEN GIRLS TELEVISION EPISODES and
3) THE "YES, MINISTER" TELEVISION EPISODES: These television

programmes were chosen considering that they seemed to include
various examples and different forms of verbal irony. Indeed,
numerous examples of the phenomenon under study were found, of
which 84 in The Golden Girls (hereinafter G¢) and 55 in "Yes
Minister" (hereinafter YM) were randomly selected for the
analysis. The speakers and main characters in the GG corpus are
generally the "girls", namely, four women of mature age. Three
of them, Dorothy, Blanche and Rose, are aged approximately 50 to
60, and Sophia (Dorothy’s mother) is about 80 years of age. They
all live in the same house, and they have a strong friendship
relationship. Other characters ,who vary depending on the
episode, may participate in the dialogues,

The speakers and main characters of the YM series are
Hacker (the Minister of Administrative affairs), Humphrey
(Hacker's secretary), Bernard (another secretary or assistant to
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the Minister) and Hacker’s wife. As in GG, other characters may

participate depending on the episode.

4) BERTRAND RUSSELL‘S WORKS: Tt was considered necessary to
analyse verbal irony not only in its spoken manifestation but
also in its written one. Therefore, and taking into account that
B. Russell’s argumentative prose is very rich in witty, pungent
and sometimes humorous language, one of his books containing the
most important parts of all his works (Russell’s Best, 1958) was
chosen to look for examples of verbal irony. Again, numerous
instances of the phenomenon were identified, of which 46 were
randomly selected. This corpus will hereinafter be referred to

as BR.

5) THE NEWSPAPER ARTICLES: As a conplement to B. Russell’s works,
80 more instances of written ironic discourse were also included
in the repertoire for the analysis, The articles were taken from
& newspaper called "The English Press", which re-publishes
articles that have been published in different English and/or
American newspapers such as "The Spectator", "Mime", !'The
Guardian", etc,. Once more, the examples were numerous, and a
random selection had to be made. This corpus will hereinafter

be referred to as NA.

As can be seen, the data sources for this investigation
are varied and contain a total of 351 instances of ironic

discourse, all of which were considered as variables in both the
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quantitative and qualitative analysis made in the different
chapters of this thesis, with the exception of chapter &, where
only the LLC corpus was used, for the reasons explained therein.

fhe data in the corpora were classified according to
the different variables studied and analysed in chapters 6, 7,
g8 and 9 of this thesis, and, for that reason, three different
data bases were created (see Appendices 1, 2 and 3) so as to

facilitate the quantitative analysis.

1.4.2 Analvais and interpretation of the data

Grotjalm (1987) writes about two 'pure' research
paradigms: 1) the exploratory-interpretive, which "utilises a
non-experimental method, yields qualitative data and provides an
interpretive analysis of those data" and 2) the analytical-
nomoleogical, in which the data are collected through an
experiment, and yields quantitative data which are subjected to
statistical analysis. In addition to these "pure" paradigms,
there are other '"mixed" paradigms which mix and match the two
pure paradigme in different ways (1987: 59~60). The paradigm of
research used in this work is of the mixed type, for I shall work
with both gqualitative and quantitative data, which will be
analysed both in an interpretive and a statistical manner. As
was noted above, all the hypotheses (except for Hypothesis n® 10)
are tested through a study of the frequencies of occurrence of
the variables in question, and the statistical tests of the

Median, Kruskal Wallis or Chi square are applied when considered

23



Introduction

necessary.

In J.D. Brown’s terms (1988), both primary and
secondary research are carried out herein. Within the primary
research part, the statistical study being made is of the survay
type.

The linguistic analysis carried out all throughout this
study is of a discourse-pragmatic nature, and, consequently, the
variables studied will be interpreted from this perspective.
This point is discussed in detail in chapter 3.

T shall now describe the general scheme of this thesis

by referring to the contents of each of the chapters.

L] hapter tlin

Chapter 2 outlines  the classical/traditional
perspectives on irony and dlscusses the extent to which thesa
theories should be accepted, Qualitative data from the corpora
are presented, as well as a qualitative analysis of examples
showing both examples of verbal irony that fit the traditional
definitions and examples that do not. The latter are used as
qualitative evidence in favour of Hypothesis n® 1. In addition,
different typologies of irony are analysed in order to
distinguish the type of irony that will be studied all throughout
this work, namely, VERBAL IRONY, from other types.

Chapter 3 places verbal irony as a topic to be studied
within the framework of pragmatic phenomena. The relationship
of verbal ircony with Grice’s Cooperative Principle, as well as
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its relation to conversational and conventional implicatures is
discussed. Evidence is presented of instances of verbal irony
whose implicatures have been “conventionalised", and, therefore,
hypothesis n® 2 is tested. Also, verbal irony is preseﬁted in
the scope of Speech-act Theory in order to test hypothesis ne 3.
Corpus examples of speech act-oriented irony (in opposition to
proposition-oriented irony) are analysed.

Chapter 4 presents the most prominent psycholinguistic
theories of verbal irony. Sperber & Wilson’s Echoic Mention
Theory (1981, 1984), Kreuz & Glucksberg’s Echoic Reminder Theory
(1989), Clark & Gerrig'’s Pretence Theory (1984), Sigmund Freud’'s
interpretation of jokes and irony, as well as some theories of
laughter are discussed. This discussion, together with the
analysis of several corpus examples related to it, intends to
provide evidence for the acceptance of hypotheses n* 4, 5 ang 6.

Chapter 5 studies verbal irony with respect to Brown
& Levinson’s Politeness Theory (1978, 1987). As with the other
theories presented in previous chapters, some of the issues put
forward by Brown & Levinson are argued, and evidence from the
different corpora analysed is presented to test (in a qualitative
manner) hypotheses n® 7, 8, 9 and 10. It will appear that 1)
verbal irony cannot always be oonsldered as an off record
strategy, 2) the three types of irony found in this study have
to do with the positive and/or negative face of the addressee or
third person in guestion, 3) verbal irony can vioclate not only
Grice’s Quality Maxim but also the Manner, Quantity and Relevance
maxims, 4) an ironic speaker may convey his/her meaning through
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different off record strategies, and 5) the soclological
variables P, D and R influence the use or non-use of verbal irony
in different ways.

In chapter 6, I present a study of intonation and other
prosodic features as they occur in ironic discourse. Treatments
of irony in the area of intonation and prosody are discussed and
evaluated by means of examples from the corpora. A survey is
made of the frequencies of occurrence of the different tones
(Rise, Fall, Rise-fall, Fall-rise and Level) and other prosodic
features in the LLC. The other corpora are not used in this
guantitative analysis because prosodic features are not marked
in them. The statistical test of the Chi-Square (x2) is applied
to test hypothesis n® 11 and show whether there is a significant
difference between the tones used in non-ironic discourse and
those used in ironic discourse. A study of the probabilities of
combination of the different prosoaic features examined is also
made. Finally, I try to discuss in what ways prosodic features
may appear in written verbal irony by means of a few corpus
examples.

Chapter 7 deals with the types of irony resulting frow
the discussion of the different approaches studied in previous
chapters: 1) From the discussion of traditional approaches, I
conclude that there is both a proposition-oriented type of verbal
irony and a non-proposition oriented one; 2) from the discussion
of Grice‘s Theory of Implicature, it will appear that there are
three main types of irony: a) conversational, b) conventionalised
and ¢) implicature-free; 3) from the discussion of Speech-act
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Theory it will be shown that two main types of wverbal irony
arise: a) speech act-oriented and b) non-speech act-oriented; 4)
from the discussion of Sperber & Wilson’s Echoic Interpretation
Theory, two main types are evident: a) echole and b) non-echoic:
5) from the discussion of Clark & Gerrig’s Pretence Theory, it
will appear that there are two main kinds of verbal irony,
namely: a) pretence and b) non-pretence; 6) from the discussion
of Brown & Levinson’s Politeness Theory, two main kinds of verbal
irony become prominent: a) on record and b) off record. ALl
these types are treated as variables in a quantitative analysis
that measures their frequencies of occurrence. This is meant to
be the guantitative part of the study intended to test hypotheses
n® 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, and 9,

In chapter 8, I propose a taxonomy of the pragmatic
strategies used by ironic speakers/writers which is based on the
findings of the analysis of the corpus examples. A definition,
or, better, a characterisation of the phenomenon of verbal irony
is given in terms of the concept of pragmatic strategy. The key
concepts in this characterisation are: strategy, semantic
oppositions and speaker’s attitude. The strategies for the three
main kinds of verbal irony are presented and discussed by means
of examples from the five different corpora used in this study.
Finally, a study of the frequencies of occurrence of all the
strategies is made. Hypotheses 5 and 12 are tested here.

In chapter 9, a classification and analysis of the
general and specific discourse functions of wverbal irony found

in the corpora is made. Verbal irony is viewed in the light of
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the main approaches to the study of language functions (such as
Jakobson’s 1960, Halliday (1976, 1978) or Brown and Yule {1983),
but since these approaches prove to be too abstract and general,
& more specific and detailed repertoire of functions is described
and developed for verbal irony on the basis of the evidence of
the samples of ironic discourse in the corpora. A quantitative
analysis of the frequencies of occurrence of the different
functions identified is made in order to test the final
hypothesis of this work, namely, hypothesis n® 13,

Chapter 10 is the concluding chapter, which summarizes
the most important findings of the research done in this
dissertation and also discusses some of the possibilities for

further research on the topic in gquestion.

1.6 contributions intended by this seudy—

In general terms, this study intends to contribute to
a better comprehension of verbal irony as a linguistic/pragmatic
phenomenon. This entails the comprehension of its causes, its
purposes, the relationship of the interlocutors when engaged in
ironic discourse, the types of verbal irony that can be chosen
as a strategy, and the functions used by speakers involved in
ironic communication.

In particular, I consider the following contributions
to be original and not found in the existing literature to date:
= A taxonomy of types of verbal irony (chapter 7);

- An inventory of the pragmatic strategies used by ironic
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speakers (chapter 8);

- An inventory of the discourse functions intended by users of
verbal irony (chapter 9}); and

- Both a qualitative and a quantitative analysis of frequencies
related to: a) the taxonomies proposed (chapters 2, 3, 4, 5,
7, 8, and 9), and b) the prosodic features that accompany

verbal irony (chapter 6).

It is my hope, thus, that these contributions help to
unravel (at least a bit more than could be done before) the
intricate network of psychologlcal, soclological and linguistic
mechanisms that a speaker/writer puts into motion when s/he

chooses the strategy of verbal irony.
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<<There’s true passlon only in
the ambiguous and ironic>>

Christopher Marlowe, Doctor
Faustus

2,1 Aims of the chapter

One of the aims of this chapter 1s to survey some
definitions of irony and to make a historical account of the
evolution of the concept in a general manner. More detailed
examination of certain prominent and insightful theories of irony
will be made in later chapters.

The main objective within the chapter will be to try to find
avidence that shows that many ironic utterances do not simply
mean "the opposite of what 1s said literally" (as classical
approaches claim), which will consequently be considered as
avidence for the first Research Hypothesis of this study. This
does not mean that examples supporting the classical claim were
not found. In fact, as had been expected, a great number of
examples illustrating the classical-traditional thesis were found
in the corpus, in which it can be said that the ironic effect is
mainly conveyed by means of the use of "the words which are
contrary to the intended meaning". I shall present and analyse
these examples, which seem to be simpler and less problematic for
interpretation, as well as less "intricate" if we look at them
from the standpoint of the speaker producing them. But I shall

also show, discuss and analyse the examples that led me to the
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them. But I shall also show, discuss and analyse the examples
that led me to the conviction that in many cases, when being
ironic, a speaker means the opposite and something else, or that
s/he may mean something different from the literal words, which
has nothing to do with the “opposite®; even more, s/he may, in
fact, mean her/hls literal words plus something else without
diminishing the ironic effect in the least. Furthermore, I will
try to answer the guestion: "what do we mean by ‘the opposite’?V;
the opposite of the proposition?, of the speech act?, of the
presupposition?. Classical-traditional approaches have always
been proposition-oriented. Thus, I shall try to show that
"meaning the opposite proposition" is not the only possibility
for werbal irony and, what seems to be more interesting, that
"gsaying the opposite" is just one more of the possible strategies

used to convey ironic meanings.

2.2 Sowme definitions

Irony has been thought of by many authors as a subject that
quickly arouses passions. It is both liberating and destroving,
clear and obscure, positive and negative. Irony may meén many
different things in many different situations and contexts.
Hence, it is very difficult to define, perhaps because of its
very essence: "its very spirit and value are violated by the
effort to be clear about it" {(Booth, 1974: ix). The elusiveness
of the concept is ironical in itself, as D.C. Enright observes

in the introduction to his Essay on Irony:
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<<Irony... irony... irony. And we haven’t yet started.
It is unfortunate, it is even ironical, that for so
ubiquitous and multifarious and, some say, alluring a
phenomenon there should be but one word>> (1988: 7).
Irony has always struck me as one of the cleverest and
richest devices of language. Even as a child, I wondered what
the strategies or mental connections were that the ironic speaker
or writer had to set into motion to get his/her meaning across
and how it was that the listener or audience interpreted such a
phenomenon., Indeed, on many occasions irony has been referred
to as a mode of expression that appeals to the wit and
intelligence of the person who uses it and to the listener or
reader who recognizes it. For irony is not a privilege of
literature or literary language; it is part of everyday
interaction and seems to occur very frequently in family talk or
everyday language as well as in many other types of discourse.
The meaning of irony can be traced back to Socrates’ time
(circa 470-399 B,.C.). Socrates introduced irony into the world
by pretending to be ignorant: By asserting that he was never
anyone’s teacher, he taught others. This was Socrates'’
vpironea": felgned ignorance in order to instruct. In the
political sphere, the Athenian statesman and orator Demosthenes
(384-322 B.C.) percelved the eiron as a civic evader of
responsibility through feigned unfitness.
The Roman orator Cicero (106-~43 B.C.) marked the movement
from a behavioural characteristic to a rhetorical figure that

blames by praise or praises by blame. It is important to
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remember Cicero’s view of the phenomenon, since it will serve us
In the later development and classification of the concept. I
shall follow his approach in considering that irony can also be
used as a praising device, an approach that is not shared by some
modern researchers on the subject.

The Roman rhetorician Quintilian (circa 35-100 A.D.) appears
to have expanded the circumscribed figure to the manner of whole
arguments. He writes of irony as an "ornament!" of santences.
He considers it a "trope" as well as a "figure" of speech. As
8 trope, he defines irony as 'the trope in which contrary things
are shown" [my translation] (Instituciones Oratorias, 1542: B4).
As a figure, he indicates that some people give irony the name
of Ypretence", though he later states that both kinds of irony
do not differ very much from each other since both should be
understood as "the ocontrary of what the words socund™ [my
translation] (1942: 99-100),

These classical definitions were to be the basis of later
definitions such as the one given by Samuel Johnson in his
Dictionary of the English Language (1755): "A mode of speech of
which the meaning is contrary to the words“.

A wider and more modern formulation is the following, in
which the word "different" is added, leaving the door open to

other interpretations of irony:

‘<<Expression of one’s meaning by language of opposite
or different tendency, especially simulated adoption
of another’s point of view or laudatory tone for

purpose of ridicule; ill-timed or perverse arrival of
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event or circumstance in itself desirable, as if
mockery of the fitness of things; use of language that
has an inner meaning for a privileged audience and
an outer meaning for the persons addressed or
cgncerngd. /E.L.f. Gk eironeia, simulated ignorance.
eiron dissembler/>>. (The Concise Oxford Dictionary,
quoted by Enright, 1988:5)

The traditional and classical concept of irony has remained
valid in this century for some scholars. The 1994 edition of
Webster’s New Encyclopedic Dictionary defines irony as:

<<The humorous and sardonic use of words to express the
opposite of what one really means (as when words of
praise are given but blame is intended)>>.

When saying "the opposite of what the words mean" I
understand that the classical approaches refer to the opposite
meaning of the proposition of the utterance; then, within this
framework, an utterance would only be ironic when its proposition
is false or insincere. To put it in other words, and using Bruce
Fraser’s (1994) terminology, an ironic utterance would always
express an act of misrepresentation. The essence of
misrepresentation lies in conveying false information. There are
many kinds of misrepresentation: lying, for example, is an act
of misrepresentation. But, what is the difference between lying
and being ironic? Are we lying when we are ironic and say
something different from the truth? Fraser distinguishes
between two main types of misrepresentation: intentional and
unintentional. Both lying and being ironic are intenticnal acts

of misrepresentation, but intentional acts of misrepresentation

may have the intent to mislead or not to mislead the hearer, and
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here is where the difference between lying and being ironic is
found. Fraser himself writes about "speaking sarcastically" as
an intentiocnal act of misrepresentation with the intent not to
mislead, that is, the ironic or sarcastic speaker wants the
hearer to understand and know his (the speaker’s) hidden meaning,
whereas the liar’s intention is to mislead the hearer and deceive
him. As can be observed, Fraser is also working here with
conditions of truth or falsehood, though his interpretation of
them is a mare flexible one than the logical interpretation, for
he states that "the notien of false information is a matter of
individual speaker/hearer belief at any given time' (1994: 144).
Fraser’s classification of acts of misrepresentation is useful
and clarifying in many respects, and the location of irony within
this framework that I have Jjust made is - I believe - only
appropriete for the majority of irony cases, but not for all of
them, for, as I shall try to show in the development of this
chapter, there are instances of irony in which the speaker cannot
be accused of nisrepresenting the truth, not even the
truthfulness of his Dbelief at the particular +time of his
utterance. David Holderoft (1983) gives proof of this when
reflecting on Socrates’irony. Holdcroft states that in saying
that his wisdom consisted in the recognition that he knew
nothing, Socrates was not being ironical in the sense of "gaying
the opposite of what he meant"; on the contrary, he meant what

he said (1983: 509).

In her paper "On saying what you mean without meaning
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what you say", ann Cuttler also holds the thesis that when a
speaker is ironic he is being false or insincere. She adds that
"there are certain types of statement which cannot turn out to
be false" and that "if is not surprising, therefore, that they
alsoc cannot accept irony" (1974:120). This is olearly a
formulation looked at through the prism of truth-conditional
semantics, but we now know that semantics is something more than
conditions of truth or falsehood and that language is not reduced
to a set of true and false propositions. It has been observed
in the research that, in many cases, ironic meaning is conveyed
through a contradiction of speech acts (as we shall see in
chapter 3) or through several other strategies. Anne Cuttler
also states that a simple question "cannot accept an ironic
reading” (1974: 121), a statement that, as we shall see in
example 4 of section 2.4 in this chapter (and later on in many
other examples in the corpora analysed), can not be supported by
my and other authors’ -1like Haverkate (1988) for instance-
approaches to irony.

The classical idea of irony can also be inferred in Brown
and Levinson’s treatment of the subject in their Theory of
Politeness (1978). “This theory will be analysed in detail in
chapter 5, since it has thrown great light on pragmatic issues,
and I consider it very fertile soil for the exposition and
clarification of ironic phenomena, in spite of the fact that in
the appreoach taken in this work some of its proposals can and

will be argued.
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Even though -as has been shown- there have been and there
still are many authors who look at irony exclusively from the
"opposite-proposition", traditional point of view, it is now
beconing obvious for many researchers that the phenomenon is not
that simple. Even in the cases in which the speaker or writer
means "the opposite" there are further pragmatic shades of
meaning that can be analysed. Irony expresses elusive thoughts
and fine shades of feeling with particular effectiveness. 1In
many cases we can only speak of "mild irony" or different dearees
of irony, as will be shown all through the development of this
study, which will help us look at irony from a less strict and
less rigid point of view, showing us that it is very difficult
to define a concept in terms of absolute categories like truth
or falsehood. Roy (1978) notes in a study of irony in
conversation that irony versus non-irony is not a binary
distinction but rather a continuum. Devorah Tannen (1984) makes
& thorough analysis of the irony used by herself and some friends
in a conversation on the occasion of a Thanksgiving dinner, and
she notes that even when she knows that arriving at a satisfying
definition of irony is a difficult task, she regarded statements
as humorous or ironic "if they seemed not to be meant literally
and seemed to be intended to amuse" (1984:130). This criterion
to classify utterances as ironic perhaps reflects the modern
conception of irony supported by a considerable number of
Speakers of English. It shows a wider and more open standpoint

for the consideration of the phenomenon. Tannen also remarks
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that there is always some subjectivity involved in classifying
utterances as ironic or not ironic, a subjectivity that I nyself
have also found difficult to avoid all throughout the development
of this study. 1In any case, complete objectivity seems to be a
chimera in any piece of research if we consider that everything
that we study is seen through our limited human eyes and minds.
Lakoff and Johnson (1980) show how both objectivism and

subjectivism become myths if taken to an extremist position.

Another author reflecting this wider viewpoint of the
concept of irony is Walter Nash (1985), who views irony as an
indisputably major stylistic resort whithin humour, and remarks
that literary critics are, nowadays, in the habit of using the
word to denote "any oblique reflection, any inconsistency of
character, any unforeseen turn in the fable, any =ign of a
perverse ourrent of meaning not directed by the author", fThis
is a real and valid view of irony, though Nash states that he
considers it a rather loose one. For that reason, he later
tries to delimit the concept a bit more and adde that the
consensus appears to be (among different authors and
dictionaries) that:

<<The ironist insincerely states something he does not

mean, but through the manner of his statement -whether
through its formulation, or its delivery, or both- is
able to encode a counter-proposition, his "real

meaning", which may be interpreted by the attentive
listener or reader>> (1985: 152)

It can be observed here that, on the one hand, Nash is conscious
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of the existence of a line of thought that studies irony from a
wider perspective, but, on the other hand, he restricts the
meaning of irony for fear it may become a loose or unmanageable
concept, and =0 he fails into the old conception of the "ecounter-
proposition”, which, as I have noted and shall try to =show
hereainfter, is valid only for some cases of irony.
aAg can be seen, no author is completely clear about the
definition of irony and no one has been able to provide the
researchers of the phenomenon with concise accounts of its
workings. The intention of this study is, thus, to clarify the
concept in the light of linguistic~-pragmatics, with the belief
that this appreoach is more comprehensive than the classical one.
It would perhaps be desirable to arrive at 8 meore complete and
all-embracing definition of irony than the ones we have been
analysing, although the more I study the phenomenon, the more I
believe that this is a very difficult, if not impossible task,
at least with respect to the "all-embracing" part of my
astatement. 1In a way, Marine is right when he says {about irony)

in the Enoyclopaedia of Language and Linguistics:

<<It does little good to make a neat formal definition
that neither the language nor even individual scholars
can observe. The chimera can be neither slain nor
tamed>> (1%94: 1776).
Before presenting the examples taken from the corpus which
illustrate classical theories and the ones that are intended to

give evidence for my first hypothesis, it will be necessary to
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present the different types of irony that have been considered
and generated by different authors, so that I am abkle to state

which of the categories will be the object of this study.
2.3 Typologies of irony

Different authors have classified irony in different ways.
Not all classifications will be considered, since the ones
presented here appear to be sufficient for the purposes of this
investigation. I shall proceed to explain, then, what the
authors mean by "irony of fate", "dramatic irony", "extant
irony", "artefacted irony", '"verbal irony" and "situational

irony™.

2.3.1  Trony of fate, dramatic irony and _verbal irony

pavid King and Thomas Crerar {(1969) write about three
different kinds of irony: a) irony of ciroumstance or fate,
b) dramatic irony, and c¢) verbal irony. I shall try to explain
what each one is supposed to be:
a) the irony of fate is the irony which lies in the predicament
that the pattern of the narrative creates. Many authors have
made use of this kind of iroeny, e.g.: conrad in Youth, Steinbeck
in The Pearl, Tolstoy in How much rand does a Man Need?, etc.
King & Crerar illustrate this type of irony with the old story

of the servant who, "one morning, went down into the market place
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of his town and there encountered the figure of Death. Death
stared at him with a strange expression. Terrified, the servant
ran to his master to beg permission to flee that afternoon to
Samarrah. fThe master consented. Later, he descended himself
inte the market place, saw the figure of Death, and accosted him.
"Why did you look so fiercely at my servant?", he demanded. ''Not
fiercely", replied Death. "I was startled to see him in his
place. I have an appointment with him this afternoon in
Samarrah".," (1969: 124),

This story is ironiec in that the very thing the servant did

to save his life was what led him to his death. fThe audience
first hears with relief that the servant will flee to Samarrah
but then learns what his real fate will be.
b} Dramatic irony i1s the kind of irony created in a work of
fiction -especially in a drama. There is here an action of
speech whose significance is missed by one or more of the
characters presented. King & Crerar give the example of Oedipus,
who curses the man who has polluted Thebes, the city state he
governs as a king; it is he who has polluted the city -then he
brings down the curse upon his own head.

In my opinion, the difference between irony of fate and
dramatic irony is very subtle, and many times they can be the
same or co-occur. In fact, there are authors who do not make
sutch a distinction. Now, there 1is, indeed, considerable
difference between these two kinds and the third category, i.e.,

verbal irony, which I shall now treat.
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c) Verbal irony is the type of irony I am concerned with in this
study. Verbal irony does not depend upcn a special pattern in
events, upon coincidence or upon aircumstances in the same way
as the other two types. Naturallf, its interpretation is related
to a certain context and circumstances, but the irony here is
generated by utterances and by the varying degrees of
understatement with which the words are used. The following
definition of verbal irony is King & Crerar’s, and adds to our

consideration of different approaches to the concgept:

<<It is the irony created by words used in such a way
that their surface meaning is different from the
underlying , intended meaning. It will be generated
most often either by exaggeration or by understatenment,
both of which in their own way draw the reader’s
attention to the author’s real purpose. Since verbal
irony tends to ridicule rather than praise, it is a
ugeful device in the hands of a satirist, whose
function ig to display abuses, mock them, and,
ideally, inspire us to correct them. It will permit
a writer to express himself with subtlety, wit,
intelligence, and restraint and thus challenge the able
and perceptive reader>> (1969: 125).

Some observations should be made about the previous
definition:

- King and Crerar speak of writer and reader only; thus, it is
necessary that speaker and listener pe added. In this study
both spoken and written language will be considered. The
corpus I am using for this piece of research consists of
television programmes, a corpus of English conversation, some
newspaper articles and a book containing a collection of
excerpts from Bertrand Russell’s works (as specified in 1.4).
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- Nothing is said about the Cooperative Principle, implicatures
speech acts, pragmatic strategies or discourse functions,
because it is a rather old definition (albeit far more
embracing than the traditional ones). These aspects will be
dealt with in due course in this study.

- The authors say that irony tends to ridicule rather than
praise, which does not mean that it can never be used to
praise. Indeed, they themselves present perfect examples of
irony conveying praise. This point will be treated in special
detail in chapters 4 and 5.

Prototypical examples of verbal irony would be:
1. You’re a fine friend.
2, How clever of you!

when, in 1, the addressee has done something that does not

precisely make him a good friend, and when, in 2, the addressee

has done or said something that was not considered clever or
appropriate by the speaker. But verbal irony can go much further

than this, as will be shown throughout the chapters of this

thesis,

2.3.2 Extapf and Artefacted iromy

M. Marino, in the aforementioned Encyclopaedia of Language
and Linguistics, presents four categories of irony which have
been pragmatically generated -verbal, dramatic, extant and

artefacted irony- and adds the following interesting comment:
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"Any claim to mutual exclusivity or comprehensiveness for these
categories would be ironically naive"™ (199%94: 1776).

As regards verbal irony, Marino names and analyses the
classical definitions, arriving at the conclusion that "the
usual invocation of an opposite meaning seems far too strong
since so many verbal ironies are only subtly different from their
literal wmessages" (1994: 1777).

As c¢an be observed, this classification coincides with the
previous one in verbal and dramatic irony, but there are two
other types that are not named by King and Crerar or at least are
not called by such names, i.e., extant and artefacted irony.
From the explanations given, it can be inferred that extant irony
is approximately the same as irony of fate, only with a more
"philosophical touch". It 1z a kind of cosmic lrony that
suggests the indifference of the universe to the efforts of man
and can be expressed in a view that God, a god, or the universe
manipulates outcomes in some way not known to human beings, which
is not considerate of their aspirations (1994: 1777). Artefacted
irony is the kind of irony that ls particularly artefacted for
effects beyond its irony, Marino states that Socratic irony
falls into this category, =ince Socrates clearly artefacted
special circumstances in such a way that "the naivete of the pose
created allowed him subtly to expose the error of his victim and
effectively to understate his own view of truth® (1994: 1777).

Again, it is very difficult to see in what way this last

type of irony is distinct from at least two of the other types,
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E——

since, if I am not mistaken, both verbal and dramatic irony <an
be said to be artefacted to obtain effects beyond thelr irony:
the former by the speaker/writer, and the latter by the creator

or writer of the play or work.

Ve rsus situstional iron

Finally, I shall turn my attention to a more general and
simple typology: the one offered by D.C. Muecke (1969). Muecke
draws a distinction between two basic kinds of irony: verbal and
situational, The difference between them is mainly a matter of
intention, i.e., in verbal irony the ironist’s intention to be
ironical is a necessary -albeit not sufficient- condition,
whereas the irony of an ironical situation or event is
unintenticnal: "the confident unawareness of the victim of the
irony is a necessary but again not sufficient condition for the
existence of irony in that situation or event" (Muecke, 1973:35).
Muecke explains that situational irony includes dramatic irony,
cosmic irony and irony of fate, and that this is basically an
irony to be observed {and not to be uttered),

Katharina Barbe (1993) and other authors (Tanaka 1973,
Litman and May 1991, etc,) follow Muecke in his approach. Barbe '
from a more modern and colloguial perspective, states that verbal
irony is implicit in that we never specify: "I am ironic in
saying this..." or "I am now going to make an ironic utterance! .

Situational irony is, on the contrary, explicit, because when we
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speak of any ironic situation, we generally say (or write) things
like: "It is ironic to me that,..", "Isn’t it ironic that...?".
Thus Barbe acknowledges the presence of explicit irony markers
in the case of situational irony.

It is one of the objectives of this investigaticn to find
out whether we can also speak of irony markers for verbal irony.
This seems to be a difficult task, considering its implicit
nature, but all hope is not lost, since it has been noticed that
there might exist a certain degree of conventicnalisation in
certain ironic expressions, as will be discussed in chapter 3.

Muecke’s categorisation is considered good enough for the
purpocses of this research and, consequently, I shall hereinafter
refer either to verbal or situational irony, disregarding other
typologies. As has already been stated, verbal irony is the
object of this study, though situational irony will be useful in
cases in which the need to contrast one type with the other might

turn up.

2.4 Analysis of various examples from the corpus in relation to
traditional approaches

2.4.1. Prototypical examples

Despite the fact that examples such as those presented in
2.3.1 ("You’re a fine friend" or "What a clever ideal) are
considered to be the prototyplcal ones for verbal irony, it has
not been -easy to find such examples in the corpus. As has

already been explained, there always seen to appear other shades
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of pragmatical meaning that go beyond "the opposite of the
literal meaning or proposition". In any case, the following
instances of verbal irony are the clogest I have found to the
classical idea of irony, i.e., they are instances in which it can
be said that the speaker means "the opposite". The test I will
ugse in order to check whether or not they £it inte the
traditional definitions of irony will be precisely to express the
proposition contrary to what the literal proposition expresses

and see if that is the meaning the speaker wanted to convey.

[1] The fellowing conversational exchange has been taken from the
GG corpus. As was explained in Chapter 1, the golden "girls" are
four mature women who live together in Florida. Dorothy and
Sophia are always very sarcastic, and Rose ils considered to be
rather naive and not very intelligent. In this episods Rose is
worried about Blanche’s having gone to the hospital to donate one

of her kidneys to her sister:

Rose: I'm worried about Blanche., I wish she’d let one of us go
with her,

Sophia: Not me. I hate hospitals. My friend Manny Fishbein went
into the hospital a healthy guy. Then, boom-boom, dead.
Just like that. In his sleep. Ninety-eight years old.
No apparent cause.

Rose: T don’t like hospitals either. They’re full of germs.
I always hold my breath in the elevators because there are
sick people in the elevators and it’s such a small space
and once I had to go to the eighth floor of a hogpital and
the elevator stopped on every floor and I had to hold my
breath all that time and I finally fainted and I hit my
head and then I had to stay there because I had a
concussion and I had to hold my breath all the way down
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in the elevator to the emergency room then I had to hold

my breath in X-ray where they ask you to hold your breath

anyway and...

{Dorothy enters)
Dorothy: I have great news.
Sophia: Rose, you’ll excuse me. We'll get back to your

fascinating hospital story later.
(GG, 1991: 54-5)
Sophia’s last statement is clearly ironic after Rose’s
boring story explaining why she does not like hospitals. I
believe it can be said here that Sophia means the opposite of the
literal meaning of her utterance, i.e., Rose’s hospital story is
not fascinating, and it does not seen possible that they will get
back to the story later (as opposed to the literal meaning of the
proposition}. The test for proving whether Sophia‘s utterance
is ironical in the traditional sense or not has been passed:
Sophia means that she does not want to get back to the story and
that the story is not fascinating. But more pragmatic meaning
can be understood between the lines. It could also be added that
Sophia thinks that Rose’s story is boring and even stupid, and
that she prefers to listen to Dorothy’s news, Sophla’s last
utterance can also be taken as an indirect speech act meaning
something like: "stop telling your silly story; I'm fed up with
it, and I would like to change the topic of conversation". This
would be a command having the form of an assertion (this aspect
will be analysed in detail in 3.4).
The reader might have noticed another instance of irony in

the conversation reproduced for this example, namely, Sophia’s
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first comment about her friend Manny Fishbein, who "died in
hospital when he was ninety-eight years old of no apparent
cause'. But the irony in this case cannot be considered as an
example of verbal irony, for Sophia is saying it convincingly,
being apparently innocent of the irony present in stating that
a ninety-eight year-old person has died of no apparent cause
(considering that she herself is quite old teo), thus I think

this is a clear case of 'situational irony" and not of verbal

irony.

[2} In the following chunk of dialogue taken from the LLC, more
than one instance of verbal irony can be found. In fact, the
whole chunk has an ironic tone, but it is only in one of A’s
utterances where it can be said that the speaker means 'the

opposite":

A 11 ~have you ever ‘heard Pro’fessor Me"C\all /
2 11 l/ecture# - /
A 11 ~he‘s ((round}) at "IT\OPAS T th/ink# /
B 11 *((*n/of))* /s
A 11 *I* ~only ‘ever :went t/N\once# . /
A 11 it was e*n/oughf - /
B 11 ~[\m}# - - /
A 11  ~oh d/\ear# /
A 11 ~Br\idget will ‘tell you th/at# /
A 11 ~she was at the :same | 1\ecture# /
B 11 A[\/m)# -~ - /
B 1l *what‘s _he !l\ike# /
A 11 +oh he was t/\errible# /
B 20 ( - giggles) /
A 11 ~t\errible# - /
A 11 *so abstr/usef - /
A 11 he ~does !s\ound ‘changesy /
A 11 and *all th\/at sort of ‘thing# /
A 11 4you lkn/ow# /
B 20 ( - - - laughs) /
A 11 ~*so abatr/usef /
A 13 ~he *[?]he you “can‘t ‘read his 'writing on the /
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13 bl/ackboard#

11 he ~uses a bl\/ack’board#

11 ((and)) *writes il’legible th/ings on it#
11 *~youk kn/ow# -

11 *A[\m]#*

~which is ((a)) gr\eat help# -

11 and A~then he says lcourse ((if)) you ldon‘t
11 underst\/and this# -

11 this ~subject‘s !not for y/oud .

11 ( . laughs)

ot i el v - B i i e g
=
o
S

(LLC, 1980: S.1.6)

When A says that Professor McCall’s writing on the
blackboard was "a great help", it is evident that she means that
it was not a help at all, considering all that was previously
sald about the professor. If the professor wrote "illegible
things" on the blackboard, these things could not have been a
great help. Then the test for traditional irony is passed: the
speaker means the opposite proposition, i.e., "the writing on the
blackboard was not a help". But, at the same time, there are
other comments such as "I only went once. It was enough!, which
show ironic criticism on the part of the speaker, though not by
meaning the opposite. The whole dialogue leaves the hearer ox
reader with the impression that Professor McCall’s lectures are
very boring and do not teach the audience much. At the same
time, a derogatory attitude can be deduced on the part of the
speakers towards the subject taught by the professor, which seems
to be of no interest to them. Again, the meaning of ironic
utterances proves to follow the classical guidelines to a certain
point, but it also proves to go further than that. Examples of

this sort (going further than meaning "the opposite proposition")
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will be analysed and tested in the following section (2.4.2).

[3] I shall now turn to the British television series "Yes,
Minister". In the first episode (called "Open Government!”) James
Hacker, fresh from his triumph at the general electicn, is very
nervous because he is expecting a telephone call from the Prime
Minister, who should confirm his status as a Cabinet Minister.
His wife is wvery nervous too, and does not seem to feel very

happy about being a politician’g wife:

Hacker‘’s wife: It sounds as if you’re about to enter the
Ministry

Hacker: Yes, but which Ministry. That‘s the whole point.
Hacker‘’s wife: It was a jokel
HacKker: You’re very tense

Hacker’s wife: Oh, no! I’m not tense. I’'m just a politician’s
wife. A happy, carefree politician’s wife.

(¥M,1994 video episode)

Hacker’s wife is one of the characters in the series that uses
verbal irony‘ most. She shows great scepticism about her
husband’s new functions as a Cabinet Minister and does not like
the consequences this new situation brings to their family life
{(they have no free time, her husband works long hours, ete.).
In her last utterance in the dialogue, it can be appreciated that
she is being ironic in the traditional way, since what she

precisely means is that she is neither happy nor carefree. She
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also implies that being a politician’s wife is not an easy or
simple thing ("I’m just a politician’s wife"). The use of the
word "just" here is very revealing. Again, and after finding an
example in which the test for prototypical irony is passed, we
find other elements in the linguistic context of that example
that help the ironic meaning, but that do not mean the opposite
of the proposition expressed. Hacker’s wife cannot mean "I’m not
just a politician wife", for she is,in fact, the wife of a
Minister. The ironic meaning here is better interpreted here
through the contrast found between the word "just", which
literally means "simply", and the difficult role of a
politician’s wifa. She ultimately means, then, that she is

finding it very difficult to play such a role.

[4] It has been very difficult to find a prototypical example of
irony within Bertrand Russell’s heavily ironic argumentative
prose. The irony is always present in his writings, but in a more
refined, intricate and complex way. One instance which could be
considered to be one of his nearest approaches to traditional
irony can be found in the following passage:

<<When Benjamin Franklin invented the lightning-rod, the
clergy, both in England and America, with enthusiastic
support of George III, condemned it as an impious
attempt to defeat the will of God. For, as all right-
thinking people were aware, lightning is sent by God
to punish impiety or some other grave sin —the virtuous
are never struck by lightning. Therefore if God wants
to strike anyone, Benjamin Franklin ought not to defeat
His design: indeed, to do so is helping criminals to
escape.>>
(BR, 1958: 135}
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When Russell writes ‘'right-thinking people" he, 1in fact,
obvicusly means that these people were not right-thinking at all;
thus it can be said that, in this case, he is following the
traditional rules to express verbal irony: he means the opposite.
Likewise, when he writes "Yto do so is helping criminals to
escape™ , he really wants to show his readers that he is
ridiculing the people (the clergy) who held this belief, and that
what he thinks is precisely the opposite: "to do so has nothing
to de with helping criminals to escape!, But if I am to be
rigorous in the analysis, the meaning conveyed here is not
exactly the opposite of the proposition: the exact opposite would
be "I'oc do so is not to help criminals to escape", which is not
the intended meaning., The intended meaning has to do with a
serious oriticism of the clergy, in which Russell attacks what
he believes to be their prejudices and ignorance, and so he
adopts this scornful, mock-ironic tone. Likewise, when he
ironically writes "the virtuous are never struck by lightning®,
he does not mean the opposite of the proposition, i.e. "The
virtuous are always struck by lightning" as can c¢learly be
appreciated. What he really means is that the people who hold
this belief are foolish or ignorant. Here we are facing an
instance of "echole verbal irony", by means of which the writer
echoes other people’s ideas and laughs at them or criticises them
in some way. Echolc verbal irony is discussed in 4.2, 4.3 and

4.6, (see also chapters 7 and 8).

Once more, we have been able to observe the ironic
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speaker/writer making use of his weapon according to traditional
norms in some way, but escaping its boundaries in search of a

better and richer way of expressing his thoughts.

2.4.2. ounterexamples: Tegti esearch othesis n® 1

Although the classical definitions capture some aspects of
the phenomenon of irony, they only describe it in a partial way,
as I believe can be deduced from all that has been said hitherto.
It is a leap from this conventlonal ldea of irony to the richness
that can be found in it. Some authors now support this view; one
of these is Diane Blakemore (1992), who presents many ironic
utteranes which simply cannot be analysed in terms of '"meaning
the opposite; e.g.: the quotation "Oh, to be in England, now that
April‘s there", produced on a cold, wet day during an Englisgh
spring; shows that the speaker is making fun of romantic ideas
about spring. Blakemore follows Sperber & Wilson in her approach
(Sperber & Wilson’s view of irony will be discussed and analysed
in detail in chapter 4). Other authors, Booth (1974) and Harvey
(1983) among them, have also presented insightful illustrations
of the fact that irony -albeit not a very complicated concept to
be apprehended- has at least a problematical nature which sets
it apart from the clear and sinmple classical definitions. This
is the basic idea of the first Research Hypothesis of this study .
In chapter 3 we shall see how the contradiction implied in all

cases of verbal irony may be present at the illocutionary level
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of the speech act and not at that of the proposition. There are
also other levels at which verbal irony can be manifested, for
instance, the level of presupposition, as has been shown by
Bollobds (1981).

1 shall now proceed to analyse some irconic examples from the
corpus in which it can not be s=said by any means that the
speaker/writer is conveying the opposite meaning of the
proposition. I believe that these examples display great
evidence in favour of Research Hypothesis ne 1,

(11
<<A large proportion of the human race, it is true, is
obliged toc work so hard in obtaining necessaries that
little enerqy is left over for other purposes; but
those whose livelihood is assured do not on that
account, cease to be active.... Mrs A, who is quite
sure of her husband’s sugeess in business, and has no
fear of the workhouse, likes to be better dressed than
Mrs B, although she could escape the danger of
pneumcnia at much less expenses>>

(BR, 1958: 31)

This passage is a part of one of Russell’s social analyses,
in which he criticises one sector of this society (the rich:
“those whose livelihood is assured"), and, to that purpose, he
depicts the ambitions of the rich in an ironical way, which, I
believe, would be very difficult to catalogue as "meaning the
opposite’., When he ironically writes "Mrs A likes to be better
dressed than Mrs B, although she could escape the danger of
pneuncnia at much less expense™, he does not mean that Mre A does
not like to be better dressed than Mrs B or that she could not
escape the danger of pneumonia at much less expense; in fact, he
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means every word he says, since it is true that "Mrs A" could be
well dressed and not catch a cold wearing cheaper clothes. But
we infer there is a further meaning because of his choice of
words and way éf expressing himself: it is, for example, the
formal language used in "she could escape the danger of pneumonia
at much less expense" that makes us think there is a mocking and
pungently criticising intention. The test for traditionally
conveyed irony has not been passed by this piece of ironic

discourse.

[2] In the following dialogue, taken from GG, we will be able
to appreciate, once more, the bitterness and sarcastic irony
which is very frequently present in Sophia’s words. In this

episode the girls are taking care of some neighbours’ baby:

Blanche: What’s the baby doing here?

Dorothy: It’s Lucy and Ted’s baby. Ted had a little accident
waterskiing, Lucy’s taking him to the hospital.

e o e vt o P i A O P P P e o e W e o i o T 4 A e T o e T L S R e

Rose: {to baby) Utchy butchy butchy butchy boo. TUtchy butchy
butchy boo. Butchy boo. Butchy boo.

Sophia: Finally someone she can talk to.

(GG, 1991: 39)
Sophia’s final comment is ironic, though it does not pass the
test for traditional irony. It is not the case that Sophia
means: "Finally someone she cannot talk to" or "Finally there is
not someone she can talk to"; her utterance is an ironical and
indirect way of saying that Rose is stupid and can never engage
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in clever conversation, but, as has been shown, this mneaning
seems to be quite distant from what one would consider "the
opposita" of the utterance or of the proposition. The irong here
lies in the contrast between what would bhe considered a piece of
clever talk or conversation and +the "butchy boo"™ type of
conversational exchange between Rose and the baby, which,
according to Sophia, is the only or at least the clevarest type
of conversation Rose can manage to hold. The uze of the adverb
finally is the clue to an ironic interpretation here, for it
implies that she had naver before met anyone having an
intellectual level low enough to communicate with. This shows,
once mere, what a powerful weapon irony can be in the hands of

a rescurceful speaker/writar.

[3] The conversation presented in this example has been taken
from the LLC. In it, two academice (a man and a woman) are
talking about the Head of the Department. They are obviously
criticising him, but, in order neot to use a stronger word, A
speaks "alegantly! and ironically of him as being

"jidiesyncratic":

11 *~{m\y} !g\osh#

11 *we're a lsm\/all de’partmenty

11 ~we‘ve lonly ‘three 1\/ecturersf*

11 ~w\ell#

11 #*%4one‘s** a :pri\incipal 1/ecturery

11 the *~head of dep/artment#

and “then there are ({(only)) !tw\c of us
11 1/ecturersf #-%

11 = and we‘re ~{g\etting) an!\other onef
11 ~\Jactually#

1l &0 I ~shan‘t be the :junlor !girl any !1\onger#
11 ¥~ [\m)#F¥

e D e B B
Fo]
[

N NN NN NN
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11 ~{\m]#

11 . "*but [?] the !head of de:p\artment#
11 is a ~l\ittle ‘bity#

11 “idio’synlecr\atic# .

11  an "~{\awfully} :nm\ice ‘chap#

11 I *get on ‘very :w\ell with him#

I'‘m ~not . !m\eaning that#

11 ~there‘s !\any [€m]# -

11 [(4i] . dis"+h\/armony# .

11 we ~get on !f\ine#

11 ~b\utf .

11 in *his ildeas of :teaching :\/English#
11 [@:] - a ~little ‘idiosyn:cri\atic# -

el e S e
=
P

T

(LLC, 1980: S.1.6)

This is followed by a criticism of some comment about Literature
made by the Head of the Department. When ironically qualifying
him as idiosyncratic, A does not mean that "“he is not
idiosyncratic"; once more the test for traditional or
prototypical irony is not passed: The hearer should better infer
that A does not agree at all with the Head of Department’s ideas
about teaching English or perhaps something stronger: that the
Head of Department has crazy ideas about teaching English. The
hedges "a little bit" and "“a little" help the ironic
interpretation. In fact, it has been observed in all the
instances of irony analysed in the corpus that "hedging" is a
much more common strategy used by ironists than '"using the
opposite proposition" (and seo it will be shown all throughout
this work). This is a clear case of ironic discourse violating
the Gricean Maxim of Quantity, and not that of Quality (see

5.2.2).
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support research hypothesis n® 1. As was explained in 2.4.1
fexample 3), in the first episode, James Hacker is very nervous
because he is expecting a telephone call from the Prime Minister,
who should confifm his status as a Cabinet Minister. His
political adviser, Frank Weisel, calls at his house to tell him
the news about the new Cabinet Ministers who have already been
appointed:
Weisel: Did vou know Martin’s got the Foreign Office?

Jack’s got Health and Fred’s got Energy.
Hacker’s wife: Has anyone got brains?

(¥M, 1994 video episode: Open Government)

The guestion asked by the wife has a heavily ironic tone; all
through the episode, she shows discontent about now being a
Minister’s wife, and she then tries to mock all the seriousness
the situvation may have. Again, this question is not contrary to
the meanlng conveyed by it. Once more, the test is not passed.
In fact, here the ironic comment is realised by means of a
question, which cannot be said to be true or false. That is why
many authors who support the traditional approach to irony, such
as Ann Cuttler (1974), assert that simple guestions cannot accept
an ironic reading. It is clear, however, that Hacker’s wife is
being sarcastic and ircnic when asking scornfully if "anyone has
got brains'". This is one more of the strateyies used to convey
ircny, namely, the use of rhetorical questions (a strategy that
will be illustrated at wany points of my discussion, but more
specifically in chapters 5 and &). CObviously, if we stuck to
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specifically in chapters 5 and 8). Obviously, if we stuck to
strict traditional approaches, we would miss a great deal of the
pragmatic meaning conveyed here: Hacker’s wife is being bitter
again and is trying to say that she doubts any Minister has

intelligence.

Many more examples could be presented in favour of research
hypothesis n® 1, but I believe the pieces of discourse analysed
in this chapter provide enough evidence to make us reflect upon
the complex nature of the phenomenon of verbal irony. There is
now considerable evidence supporting the first hypothesis of this
piece of research. As a final and concluding example I would
like to quote Enright (1988) in what he presents as the best
known of Pascal’s ironies. It comes towards the end of Pascal’s
Letter XVI, when he explains apologetically that "the letter is
longer than usual only because he didn’t have the time to make
it shorter" ({1988: 11). I find it very difficult to express the
"opposite" of this proposition, which, in any case, would not
express the interesting pragmatic meaning that this utterance

seems to carry along with it.

S a onclusions of the chapte

In this chapter we have been able to look at irony in the

light of traditional approaches, which seems to be very useful
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for a consideration of how the phenomenon was originally
understood by scholars and for later reference when considering
the evolution of the concept.

After presenting some of the existing typologies of irony,
it has been stated that the object of our study is verbal irony,
as opposed to situational irony.

Examples from the corpus have been presented and analysed,

some of which seem to be in agreement with the traditional
explanations of irony, although other shades of pragmatic-ironic
meaning always seem to be present in thenm. Some others are
clearly counterexamples which show that, in a great number of
cases, a speaker or writer can convey irony through strategias
other than "stating the opposite". This has provided me with
linguistic evidence for the acceptence of Research Hypothesis n®
1, which states that irenical meanings go beyond '"the opposite
of the literal meaning" of the proposition of the utterance. (A
quantitative analysis in relation to this hypothesis is made in
chapter 7},

After the analysis of the aforementioned examples, I believe
that the most that can be said in favour of 'meaning the opposite
of the literal words" is that this is only one more of the
various strategies that a speaker or writer has at his/her
disposal for conveying irony. I shall, therefore, try to broaden
the scope, starting, in the following chapter, with the location

of irony within the world of pragmatics.
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<<It may be harder to demonstrate
objectively that a certain utterance
is ironic or flip than, say, that the
operation of verb phrase deletion is
subject to considerations of
syntactic identity. But we are no
less certain of the first claim than
the second. In the end, there is
more than one kind of "knowledge for
sure",.>>

G. Numberg, Validating Pragmatic Explanations

3.1 Trony and Pragmatics

To define Pragmatics and delimit its scope is almost as
difficult as to define irony, as Levinson very well shows his
readers in the first chapter of Pragmatics (1983).

Levinson presents a geries of Qlfferent definitions of
Pragmatics and though none of them seem to cover completely the
aspects that are part of this discipline,; one thing we conclude
for sure:; irony iz an important lssue to study within the field
of Pragmatics. Elements such as context, meaning beyond literal
meaning, speech acts, understatement, implicature, etc., are
considered Important components of this discipline. If we think
of Semantics as the area of study covering the truth-conditional
meaning of utterances, then Pragmatics would deal with all other
kinds of meaning. In any case, comprehension ls demonstrably a
mixture of pragmatic and semantic matters, and, as Morgan
observes, Introspection supplies us with no simple clue to what

is semantic and what is pragmatic in a given case (1978: 266).
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The reason for this ie perhaps that Pragmatics is one more area
within the field of Semantics, or, as George Lakoff remarked (in
a talk given at the Complutense University in Madrid, 19594}
"Pragmatics is also Semantics".

When dealing with irony, Levinson states that a pragmatic
theory must have available "the detailed recipe for usage" which
tells us that a given ironic utterance is not the normal usage,
and thus not to be taken at face value. He also points to the
fact that "pragmatic accounts of language understanding will at
least need access to sociolinguistic information® (1983: 28), and
I would 1like to add that they will need access to
psycholinguistic angd psychologic information as well. Irony is
very much connected to psychological mechanisms, as the theories
we shall study in chapter 4 emphasize.

Leech’s inclusion of "rhe Irony Principle" as one of his
"Principles of Pragmatics" is well-known. Leech notes that both
Semantics and Pragmatics are concerned with meaning, but, whereas
Semantics traditionally deals with meaning as a dyadic relation,
Pragmatics deals with meaning as a triadic relation; thus,
"meaning in Pragmatics is defined relative to the speaker or user
of the language, whereas meaning in Semantics is defined purely
a5 a property of expressions in a given language, in abstraction
from particular situations, speakers or hearers" (1983: &),
Therefore, we shall bhe working within the field of Pragmatics if
we make reference to the following aspects of the speech
situation: i} addressers or addressees, ii) the context of an
utterance, iii) the goals of an utterance, iv) the utterance as
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a form of act or activity: a speech act, and v) the utterance as
a product of a verbal act (1983: 13-14). These are, according
to Leech, the elements of the speech situation that should be
taken into account for any serious pragmatic study, but there
are other variables that I believe should be included, such as
the culture in which the utterance has been produced, its time
and place and other sociological variables such as power Or

distance (as we shall see in chapter 5).

3.1.1 The scope of this study: Digcourse analvsis a Pragmatics

In this piece of research I am analysing ironic discourse.
Therefore, it can also be sald that this study is within the
scope of Discourse Analysis, as conceived by Brown & Yule (1983),
Levinson (1983) or McCarthy and Carter (1994). As Brown & Yule
note, '“the discourse analyst necessarily takes a pragmatic
approach to the study of language in use" {1983:27). The
discourse analyst investigates the use of language in context by
a speaker or writer. 8/he 1is, thus, interested in what
speakers/writers do, and not so much in the formal relationships
between sentences or propositicons.

Levinson formulates the general properties of the whole
oclass of models to which most Discourse Analysis theorists would
subscribe. They are the following:

(1) There are unit acts -speech acts or woves- that are performed in speaking, which belong
to a specifiable, delinited set.

(11) Utterances are seguentable into unit parts -utterance units- each of which corresponds
to (at least) ene unit act,

69



Irony as an elemsnt within prageatic phenomsna

(1ii) There is a specifiable function, and hepefully a procedure, that will map utterance units into

speach acts and vice versa.

{iv) Conversational sequences are primarily requiated by a set of sequencing rules stated over

speech act {ov move) types.  (1983: 28%),

This study takes into account all these aspects for the

analysis of ironic communication. Speech acts are analysed in
detail, both gualitatively and ogquantitatively. Primary
importance is here given te a) the strategies used by ironic
speakers/writers to convey their meaning ({an aspect not
considered by Brown & Levinson in the above list, but which is
nevertheless the topic of study of many pragmaticians and
discourse analysts), and b) the Ffunctions intended by these
speakers/writers for their ironic discourse,
When necessary, I have also resorted to some categories of
analysis traditionally used by conversational analysts, such as
turn taking structure or adjacency pairs (especially, when trying
to explain the strategies employed by English speakers to convey
ironic meanings].

The wview of language taken in this plece of work is,
therefore, a discourse-pragmatic view, which focuses on complete
spoken and Written texts and on the social and cultural contexts

in which such language operates.

No matter how hard it is to delimit a given discipline , we
can learn a great deal abeout its field of concern by observing
what practitioners do. This is something Levinson (1983: 32)
observes with regard to Pragmatics and which I believe is also
valid for the study of irony. We thus now turn to some scholars
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who have seriously studied irony within a pragmatic framework,
in the hope of clarifying our understanding of the phenomenon by
scrutinising what they have done and are doing in their

analyses.

3. Gricefs Coo ative Princinple d theor implicature

Before the year 1960, all semantic theories had one element
in common, namely, a great concern with truth conditions (as was
shown in the analysis of classical theories of irony, chapter 2).
These theories were employed by logicians like Frege or Kripke,
who assigned recursively to sach sentence the conditions under
which the sentence would be true.

The subsequent observations by linguists and philosophers
of apparent differences in meaning between certailn natural
language words and their logical counterparts were the basis for
the development of pragmatic reflexion and studies, of which
Grice’s lectures at Harvard on the topic "Logic and Conversation'
(1967) were considered to be crucial.

The important contribution made by eérice’s notion of
conversational implicature —considered to be one of the single
most important ideas in Pragmatics- provided lingulstic analysts
with an explicit account of how it is possible to mean more than
what is actually "said". Obviously, this is basic to the study
of irony. For as has been shown in the reflexion and analysis

of irony made hitherto, in some way or another, when being ironic
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a speaker/writer always means more than what is actually said.

As conversaticenal implicatures are a certain kind of
inference that can be derived from an utterance, they are related
to what Grice called the Cooperative Principle and its maxims.
Give_n the fact that our talk exchanges do not normally consist
of a succession of disconnected remarks (and would not be
rational if they 4id), the remarks are characteristically
cooperative efforts and each participant recognises in them a
mutually accepted direction (19%75:45). The Cooperative Principle
and its maxims are reproduced here for the sake of reference,
since I shall refer to it at many points and in different

sections in this piece of research.

E_COOPERATIVE PRINCIPLE!

Hake your contribution such as is required, at the stage at shich it occwrs, by the accepted
purpose or divection of the talk exchange In which you are engaged.
B

{1} Make your contribution as informative as is required {for the current purposes of the
exchange)

{i1) Do not wake your contribution wore informative than is required.
2188 YUIH OF QUALITY

Try to make yowr contribution one that is true, specifically:
f1) Do not say what you believe to be false
(11) Do not say that for which you lack adequate evidence

B¢ relevant

B MAXT E
Ba persplouous, and specifically:
{i) Avoid abscurity of expression
(ii) Avoid ambiquity
(i11]) Be brief {avoid unnecesary prolixity)
{iv) Be orderly

(1975; 45-6)

Naturally ,as Grice himself readily admits, people do not

follow these guidelines +to the letter, and here is where
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conversational implicatures play their part. When a speaker
violates or "flouts" one of the maxims, the hearer assumes that
the speaker is nevertheless trying to be cooperative and looks
for the meaning at some deeaper level, and in doing so s/he makes
an inference, namely a conversational implicature. And here we
can bring irony to the foreground again: according to Grice (and
his followers) irony is one of the prototypical examples in which
a speaker 1s saying something which is obvious to the listener
or audience as false. For instance, if after having had a car
accident on his trip back home, A tells his wife
"That was a nice trip indeed!"

the wife will readily understand that A must be trying to get
across some other proposition than the one he purports to be
putting forward (since there is, besides, contextual evidence -
the crashed car- to believe so). The most obviocusly related
proposition in the case of irony is, for Grice, the contradictory
one. 'Then, in this very simple example, the wife should reach
the conclusion, by means of implicature, that the trip was not
nice at all.

In spite of the indisputable fact that Grice’s theory is
illuminating, it can be said that his view of irony is not far
from the classical view of it as "meaning the opposite of what
is literally said", since he still seems to base the use of irony
on conditions of truth or falsity, l.e., irony is a consequence
of the violation of the Quality Maxim, and when this maxim is
viclated, the speaker is not telling the truth. But the research

done in this work has found that irony can be conveyed through
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the flouting of the other maxims and not exclusively the Quality
Maxim. 'This point will be treated in chapter 5.

According te Grice, then, a speaker who wants to convey an
ironic meaning will always make usae of conversational
implicatures and the listener will have to work out the presence
of these implicatures. Paradoxically , Grice’s parallel notion
of conventional implicature may help us realise that this is not
always the case. Consequently, T shall now continue the
discussion on Grice’s views by trying to explain the distinction
between conventional and conversational implicature, for it seems
reascnable to suggest that this discussion could throw some light
on the possibility of existence of a conventicnalised kind of

irony.

It was explained in the previous section that conversational
implicatures are triggered by the vioclation of some of the maxims
of the Cooperative Principle. Grice specifies that the presence
of a conversational implicature must be capable of being worked
out. In order tec work out the presence of a conversational
implicature, the hearer will reply on:
1~ the conventional meaning of the words used, together with the

identity of any references that may be involved
2~ the Cooperative Principle and its maxins
3~ the context, linguistic or otherwise, of the utterance
4~ other items of background knowledge and,

5- the fact (or supposed fact) that all relevant items falling
under the previous headings are available to both participants
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and both participants know or assume this to be the case.
(1975: 50)
The general pattern Grice presents for the working of
conversational implicature may, within this line of thought, very
well be applied to the interpretation of irony. The pattern is
the following:
<<He has said that p; there is no reason to suppose he
is not observing the maxims, or at least the CP; he
could not be doing this unless he thought that g:; he
knows (and knows that I know that he knows) that I can
see that the supposition that he thinks that g is
required; he has done nothing to stop me thinking that
g; he intends me to think, or is at least willing to

allow me to think, that g; and so he has implicated
that g.»> (1975: 50)

There are, nevertheles, some cases in which the conventional
meaning of the words used will determine what is implicated,
helping them to determine what is said. Thus, for instance, if
I say, "she is a woman, she, therefore, doesn’t drive well", I
have committed myself to it being the case that the fact of
driving badly is a consequence of being a woman. This is what
Grice has called a conventiocnal implicature.

According to Grice, no instances of irony interpretation
could be analysed in the light of conventional implicatures,
since, by being ironic, a speaker is always violating the Quality
maxim and, consequently, forces the listener to work out a new
meaning for the utterance. This is something that I believe can
be argued. One of the characteristice of conversaticonal
implicatures is, according to Grice,that they are all gancellable
(1978: 118). This means that "to the form of words of the
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utterance of which putatively implicates that p, it is admissible
to add "but not p" , or "I do not mean to imply that p", and that
it is contextually cancellable if one can find situations in
which the utterance of the form of the words would simply not
carry the implicature" (1978: 115-16).

8ince Grice considers the inferences coming out after an
ironic remark to be conversational implicatures, then we infer
that all ironic interpretations could be cancelled. I,
nevertheless, believe that there are some cases in which we could
not cancel the ironic implieature, and in which we consequently
could say that the implicature Jleading to the ironic

interpretation is conventional, and not conversational.

3:.3.1 cCopveptionalised drony

To be more accurate, we could speak of a kind of
conventionalised implicatures for some cases of irony, for these
implicatures were apparently conversational in an initial state,
but their frequent use by the speakers to send an ironic message
has made them conventional, in such a way that it is no longer
necessary for the listeners to work out their meaning. Morgan
writes about this kind of implicature (though not in connection
with irony) and he calls it "short circuited implicature" (1978:
274),

Consider the following examples:
1~ Somebody asks an obvious questlion, to which hig interlocutor
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answers:
"Is the Pope Catholic?"

Morgan (1978) presents this expression as one of the two or three
expressions that Americans use to answer very obvious questions.
This question is, at the same time, ironical because it is used
as a mild sardonic criticism to mean that the question the other
interlocutor made was rather stupid. Once more, the irony cannot
be interpreted cut of the opposite of the proposition: the irony
here lies in the contrast between the answer expected by the
listener and the actual answer given by the epeaker, which is,
in fact, another gquestion. "There is a contradiction of speech
acts, and this is another walid strategy for conveying irony, as
will be shown and discussed in 3.4. and 7.2.3.. It is a
conventionalised type of irony because the interpretation is now
always the same, Nobody who is competent in the English language
will think that the speaker is really asking whether the Pope is

Catholic or not.

A: "I can lift a 200kg weight.”

B: "Yes, and I'm Marie the Queen of Romania."

This is another of the conventionalised expressions used in
an ironical way in English. By replying to A in that way, B
means that s/he does not believe a word of what A says, i.e., he
is conventionally implicating that A is a liar. Again, this is
a sardonic, sarcastic answer in which we can observe an ironic
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contrast between the expected answer or reaction and the actual
reply given by B. There seems to be no other possibility of
interpretation, for it is always very clear to the hearer that
the speaker is not. the Queen of Romania, and that s/he is
conseguently trying to convey a different meaning. On the other
hand, the speaker in this case seems to be wiolating the Maxim
of Relevance, for if we analyse the answer from a logical point
of view, it seems to have no connection with what A& said before.
This logical opposition was then what originally triggered the
implicature and, hence, the ironic interpretation. But, as this
is an expression which has been used to convey an ironic wmeaning
for a long time, now the implicature is '"short-circuited", and
it seems reascnable to suggest that it can not be cancelled;
consequently, it can be considered as an instance of
conventionalised irony. Brown and Yule (19B83) indirectly write
about this phenomenon when, in considering inferences as the
"migsing linke" required to make an explicit connection between
two apparently unconnected utterances, they write about
"autematic" and "non-automatic! connections (1983: 259). The
short-circuited implicature would then be an “automatic® kind of
inference (though from the moment it becomes automatic, it ceases
to be an inference and therefore reguirss no processing time and
effort).

Morgan (19%78) distinguishes two types of convention:
convantions of language, that jointly give rise to the literal
meanings of sentences; and conventions of usage, that govern the
use of =entences, with their literal meanings, for certain
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purposes. Examples 1 and 2 are clear instances of conventions
of usage. We can speak, 1in these casez, of a convention
gpecifying some particular expressions, though the convention
here extends to the general strategy used. Tor instance, in
example 1, the conventional strategy could be formulated in the
following way: "Answer an obvious question with an even more
obvious question, to convey that the first question was stupid
and need not have been made", In example 2, the conventional
strategy would be: "Reply to a lie with an even bigger lie to
show that you are not being cheated".

My research has shown that in the "irony game" there are few
cases (like the ones in examples 1 and 2) in which we can speak
of conventionalised ironic expressions, but that there are more
instances in which we can speak of conventionalised ironic
strategies (these will be dealt with in detail in 7.3.3 (A.29)).
"Strategy" is a key word in this study, which I am going to
define and deal with in later chapters in more detail.

I now consider it necessary and appropriate to reflect upon
the nature of a few more examples of irony in which the strateqy,
and not the expression itself, seems to  have been

conventionalised:

3- (taken from the television series Three’s Company)
Jack: Can you give me an aspirin?
Room mate: What do you want it for?

Jack: To play golf with it.
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Jack’s answer cannot be said to be conventionalised as an
ircnical expression, though the strategy seems to be a common and
conventionalized one not only in English but in other languages
{1like Spanish) as well. The strategy could be formulated: "Reply
to a stupid guestion with an even more stupid answer". Again,
we find here an opposition between question and answer, in which
the ironic reply could not be analysed in terms of opposite
propesitions. The opposition is at a different level., Ironic
speakers usually play with the absurd and ridiculous, and this
is one instance in which this is done. It is absurd to say that
one is going to play golf with an aspirin; absurd encugh to make
the listener aware of the fact that the speaker thinks his/her
(the hearer’s) previous utterance was ridiculous and silly. In
this case, it cannot be said that the expression "to play golf
with it" iz always recognised as ironic, as it is the case with
"Is the Pope catholic?"V, but “answering a stupid question with
a stupid ansver” can be said to be a recognized ironic strategy.

Another example that confirme the existence of this strategy
can be appreciated in the following conversational exchange
between Rose, Blanche and Dorothy (The Golden Girls):
4=
Blanche: This is good. This is all food that would have spoiled.

(They start eating and eat throughout)

Dorothy: I'm so glad that my date with Barry is tomorrow. The
fat won‘t have time to show.

Rose: It won't?

Dorothy: No. It always takes a few days before it shows.
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Rose: Where does it go in the meantime?
Dorothy: To Connecticut. How do I know where it goes?l

(GG, 1991: 28)
Here, the answer "To Connecticut™ is the one that carries the
implicature (which is now short~circuited) that the question was
a stupid one. But the expression used could well have been "to
Rome" or "to any other place", and the answer would still have
been absurd and ironic. It is clear that it is the strategy which
conveys the ironical criticism and not the words or particular
expression.
5- A similar occurrence of the same strategy can be observed in
the following conversation between Dorothy, Rose and Sophia (the

"girls" are taking care of their nejghbour’s baby):

(Dorothy holds the baby. The baby cries)

Dorothy: There, there,

Rose: It’s a colic. My children had it. You give them brandy.
Spophia: For collc?

Dorothy: Yes, After dinner. With a cigar. Rose, you give
brandy for teething; you rub it on thelr gums,

Rose: Oh. I thought I gave it to them for colic, In their
bottles, But my bablies were very happy.

Sophia: Put it in my bottle; 1’11 be happy, too.
(GG, 1991: 43}

The whole situation and conversation is comic and presents
instances of verbal irony, in one of which we can appreciate the

use of the strategy previously discussed. When Dorothy says that
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you give brandy to babkies "after dinner, with a cigar", she is
answering what she considers to be a stupid question with an even
more stupid answer, and at the same time she is criticising
Rose‘s ignorance for having put brandy in her babies' pottles.

Agaln, the absurd answer shows the absurdity of the guestion or
assertion made before. It is obviously ridiculous to think that
Dorothy may be serious when saying that a brandy with a cigar is
something good for babies’ colics, so we can not say that the
implicature that conveys the ironic meaning is cancellable in any
case; consequently, it seems reasonable to conclude that the
implicature has been ""short circuited" and conventicnalized, for
the utterance in question will always be interpreted as an
ironical utterance. A further analvsis of these strategies is

made in 7.3.3 (A.29).

6~ Congsider the use of sentences like:
"If she iz pretty, then I'm the king of Prance."

Numbherg (1981) gives a sgimilar example to present it ag an
expression that involves irony and sarcasm. The formula for this
kind of sentences is "If p, then g = not p", which, in plain
words, means that the sentence "If she is pretty, I'm the king
of France" means "She is not pretty" (or at least, "I don’t
believe her to be pretty"). The conditlion for this formula to
always be valid as a means of conveying irony is that the main
clause of the conditional sentence should carry an absurd
proposition: in this case, the person uttering it is not the King
of France, and even more, there is no present King of France,
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which makes the utterance completely absurd. We are again
facing a strategy which seems to have bheen conventionalised to
expres= irony and that could be stated as follows: "When you do
not agree with what is stated in the subordinate clause of a
conditional sentence, tell a lie or say something absurd in the
main clause to express your disagreement'. The opposition
between what the speaker asserts in the main clause (which is a
lie) and the truth is what triggers the ironical interpretation
of what is said in the subordinate clause. The listener should
reason in the following way: "given the fact that what the
speaker is saying in the main clause is not true, what he says
in the subordinate clause of the same sentence can neither be
true, or at least, has to be considered as absurd or ridiculous
for the speaker!. This reasoning seems to have been "short
circuited” (given the wide and repetitive use of the formula to
convey irony) and, consequently, has been incorporated as a
conventional way to express irony.

Conventionalization is, thus, one of the aspects of the
analysis, of which the concept of strategy seems to bhe an

illuminating and clarifying element.

3.3.2 Further reflexions on the "aopnventionalisation® of irony

One of my secondary research gquestions when starting this
study was whether I would £ind instances of lexicalised or
grammaticalised irony. As was shown in the previous section,
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some expressions (such as "Yes, and I'm Marie the Queen of

Romania") seem to be always used in an ironical way, in which
case we could speak of a conventionalisation of the words used
in that case to be ironic, but it was also shown that, in most
cases of conventionalisation, what is conventionalised is the
strategy and not the words.

There are, however, certain expressions which seem to Dbe
always used in an ironical way. Take, for example, the expression
A likely story, which always signifies something 1like "an
unlikely story" or "I don’t believe what you say". I believe we
can say here that we are facing a case of conventiocnalised,
lexicalised irony, since the ironic interpretation will always
accompany these particular words, and not, for example, "A
possible story", in which case the ironic interpretation is not
the only interpretation one could give. Another expression that
seems to be a case of established irony is quoted by Numberg
(1981). Numberg points out that both Apericans and English usa
the expression not much in an ironic way, to e¥press scepticism
about what somebody else has said, but only the English use not
many, Benny, to indicate scepticism as to an assertion about
quantity, In the case of not much, we perhaps cannot speak about
conventionalized irony because it can also be used with other
meanings, but in the case of not many, Benny we can, for it is
always used to express the aforementioned scepticism.

M. Breva Claramonte and J. Garcia Alonso (1993), in a study
of the slang used in the graffiti of a United States university,
note that it is interesting how some slang words that now have
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a positive meaning had a negative value corresponding to their
literal or non-slang senses. These words are awasome, groovy,
cool and blast. Thus awesome still means =~in standard English-
"frightening, inspiring terroxr", while it means something like
wexcellent, wonderful, thrilling" in slang. Groovy has the same
slang sense, but it originally meant iroutine, c¢ommonplace.
This lexico-semantic phenomenon is known by the name of
antiphrasis and is quite a productive process in the development
of slang vocabulary. Breva Claramonte and Garcia Alconso state
that "this type of semantic changes is motivated by an underlying
reaction on the part of the language user against the mainstream
culture, by a desire to show irony, or by an internal urge to
resort to humorous speech" (1993: 26). These examples are
perhaps different from the previous ones, since, once they baecomea
established as slang forms, the intention of being ironic is
perhaps lost, but, ag the authors say, the original aim was to
show irony and humour. Thus, T gtill believe we can say these
are cases of lexicalised irony, and, what is more interesting,
they can be considered to be cases of lexicalised 'positive"
irony (as will be defined in chapter 5 with respect to positive
and negative politeness), for they are clear cases of words
having an origin of negative meaning used to convey positive
attitudes and meanings. Another expression that appears to be
an instance of lexicalised "positive" irony is the expression
break a leg, used by theatre people to wish an actor good luck
pefore a performance. Here, something which taken literally is
the expression of a bad wish, is used to convey a good wish for
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the listener, and this is the only way of conveying it, It would
not have the same ironic effect if the speaker said "break an
arm", which shows that the verbal irony has been conventionalised
and lexicalised. Booth (1974) speaks of this phenomenon as
"stable irony" and illustrates his point by means of two
examples in which the irony is firmly built into the usual terns
for things: tall men nicknamed Shorty in western America, and
blind men called Men with a thousand eyes in one part of India

(1974: 40).

We may, then, speak of some very particular and punctual
examples of lexicalized irony. In the course of this
investigation, I have also comea across certain words and
exXpressions that show a tendency to be used ironically, though
they «cannot be considered a8 complete lexicalised or
grammaticalised examples, because they can also be used in non-
ironic contexts. I refer, for example, to the adjective fine or
the verb seem. Fine appears to be a word preferred by English
speakers for the expression of some prototypical examples of
irony, such as the one presented in the previous chapter (section
2.3):

A "You’re a fine friend."

It seems tc be the cage that, when willing to be ironic, English
speakers prefer to use fine and not, for instance, good. This
does not mean that in a given situation somebody may say "“you’re

a good friend" and not be ironie, but it does mean that in
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general the most preferred adjective would be fine. Word order
seems to be important here, for it appears to be the case that
when somebody says "A fine friend you are", the utterance tends
to be interpreted more in sarcastic terms than when it has the
more normal order ‘"you are a fine friend". R. Gibbs (1986}, in
fact, presents the former as "a sentence form that is
conventionally used sarcastically". However, this preference
for the adjective fine to be used with ironic meanings I1s
observed only in relation to certain topics or words, for it is
not usual to associate the "fine" of, e.g. "It’s a fine day" with
any ironic understatements,

Wayne Booth gives an example which I baelieve to be an
illustration of the use of ironic fine, quoting Stendhall in The

Charterhouse of Parma:

"The Marchese del Dongo was given a high position, and
as he combined the most sordid avarice with a host of
other fine qualities...". (1974: 67)

The same appears to occur with the varb seem. An exanple
could be taken from my own recollection of an occasion on which
T was invited to an outdoor barbecue at the University of Utah,
U.S.A.. One of the guests was eating very much, without stopping
and even without being able to speak with his friends, soc one of
his friends addressed him and said:

"It seems you're hungry"
Of course, this was considered a joke, and everybody laughed.

Irony is conveyed here by means of "hedging'. By saying that her
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friend “seemed to" rather than "it was obvious" that he was
hungry, the speaker was "softening" her possible criticism about
her friend’s greediness.

Another humorous and ilronical example of the use of the verb
seem is found in the following conversaticn exchange taken from
Yes, Minigter. Hacker (the Minister), in his idealistic search
for "open government", has given express orders to release to the
press a piece of information that will certainly threaten an
anglo-american Trade Agreement and that will surely lead him to

the end of his career as a Minister if he does not change hls

mind:

Humphrey: The Minister and I believe in open government. We want
to throw open windows and let in a bit of fresh air,
isn’t that right, Minister?

Arnold: Well Minister, it’s a good party stuff, but it puts the
Prime Minister in a very difficult situation personally.

Hacker: What about our commitment to open government?
Arnold: This seems to be the closed season for open government.

(YM, 1924 video episocde: "Open Government')

More examples could be provided of these and other words
which show a certain tendency tec be used ironically, but the ones
given are considered to be sufficient in order to signal or point
to the fact that such a tendency exists for some words or
expressions.

I shall now turn my attention to another of the prominent

issues within pragmatic studies, namely, speech act theory, and

88



Irony 45 ar elewent vithin pragmatic phenozena

I shall try to look into the ways in which irony is connected to

such a theory.

3.4 Irony gnd gpeech acts

Tn the famous lectures that were posthumously published as
How to do things with words (1962}, Austin set about demolishing
the view that truth conditions should be considered as central
to language understanding. He developed a general theory of
illocutionary acts, which, in turn, became a central concern of
general pragmatic theory. In saying gomething, Austin observes,
we are also doilng something, and, hence, three kinds of acts are

simultaneously performed:

(1) Locutionary act: the utterance of a sentence with
determinate senze and reference.

(ii) Tllocutionary act: the making of a statement,
offer, promise, etc. in uttering a sentence, by
virtue of the conventional force associated with
it.

(iii) Perlocutionary act: the bringing about of effects
on the audience by means of uttering a sentence,
such effects being special to the circunstances
of utterance.

(1962: 101-2)

The term speech act has come to refer exclusively to the

second kind, i.e. the illocutionary act, since thie is the one

that seems to present the richest developments and

89



Irony as en elepent within pragnatic phenouena

interpretations within pragmatic theory.

Searle’s later systematization of Austin’s work (1976), in
which he proposes a typology of speech acts based on felicity
conditlions, became very influential. Austin and Searle’s
position can be formulated by saying that all utterances not only
serve to express propositions, but alsc to perform actions. The
1llogutionary act or, more simply, the speech act, is at a
privileged level within these actions.

In the framework of irony studies, the most interesting type
of speech acts would be what Searle called indirect speech acts.
Searle demonstrates that "in hints, insinuations, irony and
metaphor ,to mention a few examples, the speaker’s utterance
meaning and the sentence meaning come apart in various ways"
{1975: 59),

Searle also indicates that an important class of indirect
speech acts is that in which the speaker utters a sentence, means
what he says, but alsoc means something more. That is, a sentence
that contains the illocutionary force indicators for one kind of
illocutionary act can be uttered to perform, in addition, another
type of illocutionary act, This opens up our spectrum of
possibilities in a considerable way for the analysis of irony.
We have already seen that the ironic speaker/writer sometimes
does not mean what he says (as in the prototypical examples).
There are some other times, however, in which, according to the
findings of this research, the speaker does mean what he says and
2/he also means something else, This can be certified by some
of the examples that have been presented so Far, as well as by
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the following ones:

1- A wife who is arguing with her husband and suddenly says:
"] wizh I had an understanding husband."

The wife means what she says, because she really wants to have
a more understanding husband, but, at the same time she is
criticising her husband by implying that he is not an
understanding person, The irony is conveyed here by means of the
presupposition coming out of the expression "I wish I had" ~which
presupposes that "I don’t have™- (in fact it can be said that the
irony here is derived from the conventional implicatures coming
out of the words used, producing an "implicature-free" kind of
verbal irony, a type that will be proposed in 7.2.2). Besides,
she is stating something and, at the same time, is being
reproachful to her husband, which illustrates that Searle‘s point
discussed above is also valid in cases of irony, i.e., an
illocutionary act that is meant but nevertheless uttered in such

a way as to perform another illocutionary act at the same time,

2- {Taken from The Golden Girls)

Blanche: I don’t need a song!. I 7just want to be young and
beautiful and healthy again.

Dorothy: Blanche, that’s what we all want.

Blanche: I know -but I degerve it. (199%91: 178)

Blanche means what she says, and so she is "stating" something,
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but she is also implying that the other girls do not deserve to
be young, beautiful and healthy, which constitutes a witty
ironical criticism. Again, the irony here is not conveyed
through conversational implicature but through presupposition,
in this case coming out of the word "but! (a reflexion that

should be connected to the analysis made in 3.3.1 and 7.2.2).

We have thus seen that irony can also manifest itself at the
illocutionary level of the speech act. There are instances in
which the irony is interpreted out of an opposition of speech
acts, showing, again, a manifestation that is set apart from the
conventional idea of an opposition of propositions. Consider the
case in which a teacher is angry at her students’ behaviour (they
are talking and not paying attention to her explanhations), and

80 she says in a loud wvoice and showing annoyance in her

expression:

3~ "May T continue with my explanations?"

or: '"Would you allow me to carry on?"

She is being ironical by asking for permission to go ahead, but
implicating that she should not be doing this, since she is the
teacher, and, in general, in such a situation, it is the students
who should be asking for permission to talk. Then we could say
that +the teacher is using the "opposite" or, better, a
contradictory speech act, for she is asking for permission when
she should be giving an order. The interpretation of this tells
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us that she changes the speech act ironically in order to
indirectly criticize the students’ behaviour. Robin Lakoff
(1972) writes about the use of "sarcastic please" when explaining
that ™if an officer in the Army (a subculture with special
status-related rules)} gives a command to a private, he will not
normally preface his command with please. “"Although in most
English speaking groups the use of please prefaced to an
imperative is a mark of politeness, to use please in this
situation will be interpreted as sarcastic" (1972: 911). In this
case, the officer would be making an apparent request when he
should be making a command instead. Again, it can be seen that
the opposition lies in the speech act and not in the proposition.

These last examples lead us to the reflexion that expressing
opposition seems to be something inherent in verbal irony, but
this opposition does not necessarily have to be found at the
level of the proposition . It may be made manifest at other
levels, such as that of the speech act, as I am trying to show
herein.

H. Haverkate, in his article "A Speech Act Analysis of

Irony" presents the following example:

4~ "Could you do me the favour of shutting up?" (1990: 85)

which is an ironical way of telling someone to stop talking. The
question is the explicit act, the request is the implicit one.
In fact, the question is a rhetorical one, for it is not expected

to be answered (we have already seen and shall see later that
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rhetorical questions are good and accepted strategies to convey
irony). Both examples 3 and 4 are also examples o©of Negative
Politeness used to convey irony, a fact that will be discussed
carefully in chapter 5, and which has to do with Research
Hypothesis n* 8. A similar instance could be given by the
following remark, made by a mother to her son after having asked
him to make hiz bed and seeing the son’s slowness of rasponse:
"Why don’t you take your time and make the bed?"
The mother is asking a rhetorical question, and, at the same time
she is trying to urge her son to make the bed by being sarcastic
about his sluggishness. What she really means is something like:
"Come on, hurry up and do it".

Let us now illustrate this Co-occurrence of speech acts (an
explicit and an implicit one) by means of another aexample from
the corpus. The aforementioned first episode of the series "Yes,
Minister" finishes with an ironical remark by Humphrey (the
Minister’sg secretary). Humphrey is a witty character who always
makes the Minister do what he wants. The situation is as
follows: the Minister (Hacker) gave the order to publish a
Manifesto (in the hame of his "open govermment") that would
seriously damage Britain‘s relations with the United States.

Then Hacker was informed of the Prime Minister’sg annoyance at

Proper channels first, Hacker realises he has made a mistake and

thinks it jig now the end of hisg career since the Manifesto will

be published at heon that very sape day. Humphrey had blocked
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in such an embarrassing situation, he tells him that he "had made
a mistake" and, consequently, had not allowed the Manifesto to
be published. Hacker, of course, feels relieved, but in order
not to show it (and consequently not to acknowledge he "put his

foot in it"), he says:

Hacker: That’s 0.K. Humphrey. After all, we all make mistakes
Humphrey: Yes, Minister.

(YM, 1994 Video Episode: "Open Government!)

Humphrey’s answer (with a strong falling stress on the word
"yes") apparently shows acceptance and submission to what the
Minister says, but, in fact, it is an ironical remark that shows
no submission at all, for he is implying that it was the Minister
who made the mistake and not himself. This happens all through
the series; Humphrey pretends to accept everything Hacker says
and orders, but he actually does whatever he wants, and,
consequently, it is he who gives the orders. Therefore, the
title of this programme, "Yes, Minister", is completely ironical
and representative of the irony that is found in all the
episodes.

Verbal irony can thus be expressed through a wide variety
of illocutionary acts. I shall now proceed to analyse irony in

the light of Searle’s typology of speech acts.
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A, r nd Searle’ 0lo of speech acts

Haverkate (1990) classifies irony in accordance with the
taxonomic eriteria proposed by Searle (1976) for speech acts.
Searle proposes five basic classes of speech acts: assertives,
directives, commissives, expressives and declaratives. HaverKate
notes that irony manifests itself predominantly in the
performance of assertives, but also presents examples of
directive, commissive and expressive irony. He excludes
declarative speech actg because they are performed by means of
performative formulas to which no sincerity condition applies

{1990: 89). I shall briefly illustrate his typology by means of

the following examples:

a) Assertive irony: One of the examples Haverkate congiders is
when a speaker addresses the hearer to express his anger at
the impolite behavicur of a third person and says:

“1 love people with good manners."
Haverkate cleverly explaing that, here, the speaker does not
intend to mean the opposite of what he says (i.e., I hate
people with good manners") but, rather, to implicate that the
person who has aroused his anger does not belong to the class

of people with good manners (1990: 82).

b) Directive irony: An example of directive irony (i.e., irony
expressed through a directive) could be given by a mother who
ig tired of telling her son not tc walk barefooted (for he
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c)

a)

could catch a cold) and the son never obeys, so she says !
"Yery well, keep on walking barefooted!"

This example fits in rather accurately within classical

definitions of irony, for what the mother really means is

®That is not very well" and "Do not keep on walking

barefooted", though, when seen from the standpoint of speech

act theory, this presents richer possibilities of analysis.

commissive irony: By making use of the syntactic structure
of commissives, a speaker can perform an ironic commissive

speech act in order to, for instance, intimidate the hearer.
Tt then takes the form of a rhetorical question, as in:

"Do you want me to throw you out of the room?"

Expressive irony: Paradigmatic cases of expressive speech
acts are "to thank", "to congratulate" or "to condole". A
speaker could ironically utter the following:

n"T thank you for having been so cooperative,"
in a context in which it is evident that the addressee did not
cooperate at all. Haverkate states that "there seems to be
a general constraint on the ironic performance of expressive
speech acts, namely, the constraint that irony is incompatible
with those acts that serve to convey feelings of sympathy"
(1990: 110). I nevertheless believe this is not always true,
since in some particular circumstances (in which there is a
close relationship between two friends and there is an

atmosphere in which joking is expected and likely to occur)
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someone could say to a friend who has won a prize:
“j cohdole with you on your winning of the First Prize.M
This has an ironic effect, and it is a case of what I shall

later (chapter 5) call '"positive irohy".

Haverkate’s illustratien of verbal irony in relation te the
different types of speech act shows a great deal of reflexion on
the nature of irony and is of great help to any analyst. There
are, nevertheless, =ome points in his argumentation that I
believe can be refuted, and I shall, consequently, argue against

them in the following section.

3.4.1. umnen io inst two points i averkate’s claims;:
Testing Research Hypothesis n® 3

As was specified above, Haverkate excludes declarative
speech agts from his typology, claiming that the sincerity
condition does not apply to this type of act, and, conseguently,
no ironic interpretation could be derived from them. There are
two points in this assumption of Haverkate’s that I would like
to argue against, given that the analysis of the data in the

corpus has thrown evidence against them:

1} It is not necessary that the sincerity condition apply in
all cases of irony. This would mean (and in fact is what
Haverkate means) that we can only attain irony through the

violation of the quality maxim. We have seen in examples 1
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and 2 in the last section that cometimes we can be ironic and
gincere at the same time (and we shall see in chapter 5 how
we can be ironic by flouting other maxims than the Quality
Maxim). The argumentation against this point will be carried
out in detail in chapter 5, for it is in close connection to
Politeness Theory. 1 shall here concentrate on the

argumentation concerning the following point.

2) Declarative speech acts can also be used to convey irony.
There is a wvery interesting example in The Complete Yes,
Minister (the written vergion of the television series). 1In
this passage the Minister’s wife ironically complains about
the fact that her husband and his political adviser are

together most of the time:

<<The phone rang. I grabbed it. It was Frank Weisel,
my political adviser, saying that he was on his way
over. I told Annle, who wasn't pleased.

"Why doesn’t he just move in?" she asked bitterly.
Sometimes I just den’t understand her. I patiently
explained to her that, as my political adviser, I
depend on Frank more than anyone.

"Then why don’t you marry him?" she asked., "I now
pronounce you man and political adviser. Whom politics
has joined let no wife put asunder.>> (1989: 12).

It seems reasonable to assert that Hacker’s wife is making use
of sardonic echoic irony by reproducing the performative
(declarative) act of marrying when she says "I now pronaunce you
man and political adviser. Whom politics has joined let no wife

put asunder". She is trying to ridicule the situation of mutual
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dependency existing between Hacker and his political adviser,
and, to that purpose, she substitutes some "key" words for the
normal words that would be used in a real marriage ceremony, and
this is one of the aspects (together with context, tone of voice,
etc. ) that alleows the ironic interpretation. Thus, this example
shows that Haverkate’s statement claiming that "declarative
speech acts can not be used to convey irony®™ can be argued
against by using precisely the claims made by speech act theory.
In other words, this is simply one more case of "indirect speech
act", in which the illocutionary force indicators for one kind
of illocutionary act can be uttered to perform another type of
illocutionary act.

By simulating the perforwmative act of marrying, Hacker’s
wife is, In fact, performing an assertive kind of speech act,
which could be materialised in the following words: “I'm tired
of your being tggether most of the time and, conseguently, of not
naving time for myself and my husband te lead a normal, private
life", I sincerely see no difference between this instance of
indirect speech act and the other examples presented by Haverkate
undey the headings of assertive, commissive, directive and
expressive indirect speech acts conveying irony. The only
difference with the exanples presented by Haverkate is that the
indirect speech act here is realised neither through assertives,
nor through commissives, directives or expressives, but through
a declarative speech act which gives evidence in favour of the
second part of my Research Hypothesis n®* 3 (i.e., the part that
states that irony can manifest itself even through declarative
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speech acts), and which, consequently, is proof against
Haverkate’s assumption in his article "A speech act analysis of
irony".

As was stated above, Haverkate’s analysis and'typology of
irony are very interesting and rather illuminating, but there is
gtill much more to be said about irony, and I believe this "much
more" can be better said if we use the concept of strategy, on

which my typology (chapter 7) will be based.

3.5 conclusions

In this chapter, I have tried to place irony within a
pragmatic framework for the present study. I have analysed
irony in relation to Grice’s Cooperative Principle and
implicatures, as well as in relation to speech acts.

I have also tried to search for conventional uses of lrony,
and it has been concluded that there are indeed certain cases of
“conventionalised" irony (that have undergone the "short-circuit®
process), some of which can be said to be examples of
lexicallisation of irony, while some others present what I
understand to be a conventionalisation of the strategy used.
This has, then, given us qualitative evidence to accept Research
Hypothesis n®2, which states that irony can be conveyed not only
through conversational implicature, but also through conventional
implicature.

The analysis of irony within speech act theory has permitted
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to show that irony ocan manhifest 1itself not only at the
propositional level but also at the illocutionary level of the
Speech act. It could also be shown and argued, contrary to
Haverkate (1990), that irony can manifest itself through
declarative ({(performative) speech acts as well. This is
precisely what was stated at the beginning (chapter one} in
Research Hypothesis n* 3.

But there are many aspects of irony that have not been
mentioned vyet, at the beginning of this chapter, it was
indicated that it was necegsary for any pragmatic account of
language to have access +to some psycholinguistic and
soclolinguistic information. That is why we will now (chapter
4} look into irony in the light of some psycholinguistic
theories, including Sperber and Wilson’s Relevance Theory, and
that is also why a sociolinguistic approach such as Politeness

Theory will be discussed and analysed in chapter 5.
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<<To be ironic means that one is
conscious that one’'s own
existence ls itself a
contradiction.>>

R. Harvey Brown, Dialectical

Irony, Literary Form, and
Sociological Theory

4.1 o} and_the mind

Irony is as much a psychic phenomenon as it is a linguistic
one. Many psychologists and psycholinguists have approached the
study of the subject in their search for the intricate mental
mechanisms whereby meanings are conveyed. Indeed, irony always
seems to be a proof of elaborate thoughts and delicate strategies
occurring both in the mind of the ironist and of the person or
people who have to interpret it.

Psychologists such as David Rumelhart (1979) have focused
part of their research on issues such as the comprehension of
literal and conveyed meanings, trying to state whether this
comprehension 1s fundamentally different in Dboth cases.
Rumelhart notices that figurative speech appears in children’s
speech from the very beginning and so argues that "the processes
involved in the comprehension of nonliteral speech are part of
our language production and comprehension equipment from the very
start" and that "far from being a special aspect of linguistic

or pragmatic competence, it 1s the wvery basis for this
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competence®™ (1979:8B1). He does not agree with Grice in that
language is comprehended by first computing the literal meaning
and then, if it violates some rule of conversation, somehow
calculating the conveyed meaning. He holds the hypothesis that
indirect requests, for example, can be understood as quickly as
divect ones and that the processes invelved in the comprehension
of non-figurative language are no less dependent on knowledge of
the world than those invelved in figurative language. For
Rumelhart thinks that there are also conventions to understand
literal meaning and that literal meaning also depends on context,

8igmund Freud approached the subject of irony in his well-
known analyesis of Jjokes in Jokes and their relation to the
Unconscioug (1906}, I shall deal with his findings in a more
detailed manner later in this chapter, for I consider humour to
be an important aspect of irony that cannoct be left unhattended.

Several theories about verbal irony and sarcasm have bean
sat forward by linguists, which have helped psychologists in
their research. I refer to Sperber & Wilson’s Echoic Mention
{1981} (latexr Echoic Interpretation) Theory, Clark & Gerrig’'s
Pretence Theory (1984), Sperber & Wilson’s Relevance Theory
{1986), Kreuz & CGlucksberg’s Echolc Reminder Theory (1%88%8). I
shall try to analyse all these theories and argue some points in
them that do not seem to be highly convincing. Every one of the
theories seems to point to a given aspect or feature of irony,
but none of them seems to cover all possible occourrences of the
phenomenon. None of them seems to be comprehensive enough to

account for all cases of irony.
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In particular, I shall discuss the points that have to do
with Research Hypotheses 4, 5 and 6 (stated in the introductory
chapter), and I shall try to give evidence for them by means of

examples taken from the corpus.

4,2 choi entio he

Dan Sperber and Deirdre Wilson in their 1981 article Irony
and the Use-Mention Distinction claim that both the traditional
account and Grice’s account of irony fall to explain why an
ironic utterance should ever be preferred to its literal
counterpart. According to Sperber & Wilson, Grice’s account also
fails to make explicit exactly how the move from literal meaning
to conversational implicature is made in the case of irony, as
well as to show that the conversational implicatures involved
in irony are of the same type as the more standard cases of
conversational implicature (1981: 296).

Sperber & Wilson try to show that there is a necessary
(though not sufficient) semantic condition for an utterance to
be ironical, and they intend to explain why ironical utterances
are made and why they occasionally (but not always) implicate the
opposite of what they literally say. They hold that researchers
on the topic should be looking for psychclogical mechanisms that
can account for the effects of ironic utterances and their
interrelationships. The whole notion of figurative meaning is
rejected by these authors, on the grounds that almost every

utterance can be figurative and ambiguous, having possible
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semantic interactions among its individual ambigupus
constructions.

The essence of Sperber & Wilson's 1981 theory of verbal
ireny is laid upon the distinction drawn in-philosophy between
the use and the mention of an expression. "Use of an expression
involves reference to what the expression refers to; mention of
an expression involves reference to the expression itself" (1981:
303). The authors’ explanation that 'when the expression
mentioned is a complete sentence, it does not have the
illoeuwtionary force it would standardly have in a context where
it was used" shows that the remark in a) is uttered in b)
without actually being made:

a) "What is irony?"
k) "What is irony" is the wrong guestion"
(1981: 305B)

One type of mention of a proposition is echoic mention.
Ironic utterances are presented by Sperber & Wilson as cases of
echoic mention. Basic to Sperber & Wilson’s theory is the claim
that all cases of irony involve mention of a proposition which
is interpreted as echoing the opinion that the speaker wants to
characterise ag ludicrously inappropriate or irrelevant, as can
be seen in the following siltuation: a person invites hisz friend
for a walk considering that, in his opinion, "the weather will
be lovely”. Later, they go for a walk, and it starts to rain.
The friend then ironically echoes his remark by saying "What
lovely weather!". In Sperber and Wilson’s view, the mentioned
propositions are ones that have been or might have been actually
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entertained by someone. In my opinion, this gives the
characterisation of irony a rather loose interpretation, and this
is something I will discuss in this chapter. The opening move
in the line of argumentation of this chapter is thus to argue
against Sperber and Wilson’s thesis on the always-echolc
character of irony. Another aspect to be considered, discussed
and argued within this theory is the authors’ statement that, in
most cases, irony has victims and that it always conveys a
dercogatory attitude.

Echoic Mention Theory was subseguently tested by Jorgensen,
Miller & Sperber by means of a reading comprehension test, the
results of which were presented in the article Test of the
Mention Theory of Irony (1984). The test involved anecdotes that
satisfied the traditional criterion for irony but could include
or omit antecedents for echoi¢ mention. Results favoured the
mention theory of irony. However, in my opinion, this cannot he
presented as a proof that gll ironic utterances are echoic. The
fact that the echoic mention theory seems to be a better theory
than the traditional one (stating that ironic utterances mean
"the opposite" of their literal meanings), does not imply that
it is the best theory or the one that covers all the versatility
of the phenomenon.

Before discussing the points that I consider to be arguable
in this theory, it is necessary to say something about the
evolution of Sperber & Wilson’s ideas of verbal irony as they are

shown in their subsequently developed Relevance Theory.
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e avance eor

Relevance Theory has to do with cognitive psychology and the
study of reasoning. Sperber & Wilson claim that human cognition
has a goal: we pay attention only to those pieces of information
which seem to be relevant. This single property, relevance, 1is
geen as the key to human communication and cognition.

In Relevance Theory, verbal communication is understood as
involving a speaker producing an utterance as a public
interpretation of one of his/her thoughts, and a hearer
constructing a wmental interpretation of this utterance. S8tated
differently, an utterance is an interpretive expression of a
thought of the speaker’s, and the hearer makes an interpretive
assumption about the speaker’s informative intention. Sperber
& Wilson state that they see Yno reasgon to postulate a
convention, presumption, maxim or rule of literalness to thse
effect that this interpretatioon must be a literal reproduction.
How close the interpretation is, and in particular when it is
literal, can be determined on the basis of the principle of
relavance" (1986: 231}. From the standpoint of Relevance Theory,
then, there is no reason to think that the optimally relevant
interpretive expression of a thought is always the most literal
one. Speakers are expected to aim at optimal relevance, not at
literal truth. Besides, the optimal interpretive expression of
a thought should require as little processing effort as possible.

As regards irony, these authors argue that it involves an
interpretive relation betwsen the speaker’s thought and
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attributed thoughts or utterances. But apart from all these
theoretical considerations that are useful to place verbal irony
within the framework of this cognitive theory, irony here is
treated basically in the same way as in the authors’ previous and
aforementioned articles. The argument in favour of echoic
interpretation is put forward once more. They restate their
previous ideas by sayinag that an echoic utterance need not
interpret a precisely attributable thought: "it may echo the
thought of a certain kind of person or of people in general
(19861 238). By doing this, a speaker can express his own
attitude to the thought echoed; that is why Sperber & Wilson
argue that verbal irony invariably involves the implicit
expression of an attitude. Specifically, the relevance of an
ironical utterance invariably depends on the information it
conveys about the speaker’s attitude to the opinion echoed. To
all this argumentation, the authors add the following remark:
"the attitude expressed by an ironical utterance is invariably
of the rejecting or disapproving kind. The speaker dissociates
herself from the opinion echoed and indicates that she does not
hold it herself" (1986: 239).

The only difference in the treatment of irony between
Relevance Theory and Sperber & Wilson’s previous proposal (Echoic
Mention Theory) is the clarification made by them in one of the
back notes of the book (note 25, p.263), in which they state that
they now realise that the notion of "mention" does not really
stretch to cover the full range of cases they propose to handle.
"Menticon" is a self-referential use of language, and, as such,

111



Trony 85 & psychic and psycholinquistic ghanasenoy

it requires full 1linguistic or logical identity between
representation and original. They therefore explain that they
have abandoned the term "mention™ in favour of the more genheral
term "interpratation".

Two more of the arguments put forward by this theory
include: a) the possibility of expressing oneself ironically as
being a logical conzequence of verbal communication rather than
of some extra level of competence; ) the fact that there is a
continuum of cases rather than a dividing line between lronic
utterances and other echoic utterances,i.e., irony involves no
departure from a norm and no transgression of a rule, convention
or maxim (a claim that is against Grice’s view of the problen).

Sperber & Wilson reconfirm their position towards irony in
a later article called On Verbal Irony (1992), in which they
claim that considerations of relevance lie at the heart of verbal
communication, and, consequently, they hold that Relevance Theory

is the best theoretical framework avallable for the explanation

of verbhal irony.

4.,3.1 Disgugsion of Sperber & Wilson’s ideas abouf irony:
a tatio egt earch Hypotheses ng o

As was sald above, Sperber and Wilson’s conception of irony
opens up a wider scope of possibilities for irony interpretation
than the one opened by the traditional conception, and thus it
allows many more cases of irony to fit within a theory. Diane
Blakewmore, a follower of Sperber and Wilson’s theory, shows this
by means of examples of irony that would be very difficult to be
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labelled as meaning the opposite of their propositions (something

I have also done in chapter 2). Two of such examples are:

a) "Did you remember to water the garden?"
produced on a very rainy day;
b) "oh! to be in England,
Now that April’s there."

produced on a cold wet day during an English spring. (1992: 168)

In spite of the clear step forward given by this new
formulation of the problem, I believe that some aspects of this
interpretation could still be argued, and this is what I shall

try to justify in the following four sections.

4,3 1 Are all cases of verhal iro echoic

The opinions or thoughts that are being echoed are not
always so clearly recognised or traced. In many Aireonical
utterances, there seems to be no previous opinion or expression
being menticned. It is true that Sperber and Wilson say (as was
quoted above) that sometimes the ironic utterance may echo the
"thought of people in general" (1986: 238), but then it can be
argued that any utterance could be echoic because any thought may
be in the minds of people in general. So the fact of being
echoic would not only be a characteristic of ironic utterances,
but of all possible utterances, Consequently, for ironic
utterances, the condition of being echoic would not be a very
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revealing discovery. Martin (1992) points to the problem this

theory creates by presenting the following example:
<<Suppose that, leaving my apartment in the usual way,
I trip and sprain my ankle. Oh, great. That’s nicet,
I say. Is it reasonable to claim that I am making fun
of the sort of person who treats a sprained ankle as

a bit of luck?>> (1992: 80)
Martin then concludes that, in such cases of irony, we are not
echoing any type of person or any illusory type of mind; we are
simply angry at the way things are, at the way fate conspires
against us, a fact that leads him to conclude that "it is not
always the (real or imagined) originator of the opinion echoed
who is the target of the irony: the target can well be reality
itself, which makes the echoed opinion false or irrelevant®
(1992: 81).

The findings in the research done for this thesis {of which
I shall present the quantitative results in chapter 7) show that,
indeed, many instances of irony may fall within echoic
interpretation, but many others may not. I shall illustrate this

by presenting some examples in the corpus which can eclearly be

considered as displaying echoic irony, and by presenting the

counterexamples immediately after.

I shall here present some of the discourse chunks in the
corpus which can be unequivocally identified as cases of echoic
verbal irony. Consider, first, the following two examples taken

from the television series Yes, Minister:
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1- Hacker (the Minister) had asked Humphrey (his Secretary) to
write some proposals (which Humphrey was, in fact, reluctant to
write) and, as it involved heavy work, Humphrey had to stay
working all night and could not sleep. When he arrived at his
office the following day, he looked tired. After reading the
proposals to the Minister and telling him he had to work all

night, Hacker says:

Hacker: It must have been quite a night.
to which Humphrey replies:
Humphrey: Yes, Minister, quite a night.

(¥YM,1994 Video Episode: Big Brother)

I believe the irony here is clear and does not need much
explanation. It is evident that Humphrey is echoing the Minister
to mean that it was a tiring night indeed, and to express, by
means of understatement, that he was not happy having to stay
overnight to work.

2- The following chunk of dialogue can not be understood as
ironic if we do not know in advance that, in a previous noment
of the episode, Humphrey told Hacker that he could not give him
certain information about the previous Minister because "his lips
were sealed". Knowing this, it is easy to see why Hacker is now
being ironic:

Humphrey: Where did you get those proposals from?
Hacker: Humphrey, my lips are sealed.

(YM, 1994 Video Episode: Big Brother)
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The Minister is taking his revenge by now Keeping soma
information away from Humphrey, who had previously done the same
to Hacker. Thus, by repeating Humphrey’s own words, he is being
ironic and tries to tell. Humphrey that now he has the right to
be silent about issues he considers are none of Humphrey’s
business. Again, the Echoic Theory of irony seems to be
appropriate for the description of the irony involved in this

case,

3~ Consider now the following conversational exchange between
Dorothy and Blanche, in which Dorothy is sarcastic towards
Blanche by repeating Blanche’s ideas, though not the exact words

previously uttered by her:

Dorothy: Yeah, I've been sitting here looking through the book,
and I can’t believe how many of my classmates are gone.

Blanche: Hmmm...

Dorothy: (Looks at book)

I mean, look. Frank Bonitardi. Tight end on the
football team. Heart attack. Dead.

Blanche: Well, Dorothy, don’t think of it as Frank being dead.
Just think of it as God telling Frank to go deep.

Dorothy: (Back to book)
Oh... David Brittinghanm, ..

Blanche: What happened to him?

Dorothy: god told David to drive into a wall at eighty miles an
our,

(GG, 1991: 132)

Dorothy’s answer shows scorn for Blanche'’s Previous suggestion
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as to the way she should look at her friend Frank’s death, and,
to that purpose, she echoes her ideas in a particularly ironic
manner which is intended to be a manifestation of her discontent
with such ideas, and which is evidently humorous to the audience.
This is one more case in which there can be no argument against

the echoic thesis.

4- In the following example, taken from The London Lund Corpus,
two friends are holding a long telephone conversation. ©On
repeated occasions (before the part reproduced here), they have
criticised a person called Damian, saying they disagree with
those who love him or think he is valuable as a friend.

B 1212+I en_joyed . I “still relm\ember#

1112~that ! {f\/irst ‘arts ‘thing I did) 1l\/ast ‘year{
1112it was ~{dhi: ?@m ?7€m] the :K\enwood ‘one#
1l12+w\asn*t it#

1112~n\of#

11121t was the ~one bef\/ore fthat#

1112I ~think ‘Robert pro’duced {\one} be:fore ‘you
111z2c\ame#

1112%it ~was the lone of [@m] . IM\atjevi#
1112%~ah y\es#;- -*%;

1112Y~0h y\es#

1112+y\es#

1112+Ay\es#+

1llz*kry\egfr*

1112and ~I "ll\oved ‘that#

1112and +~every+body _else was being so !st\upid a’bout
1112it#

1112**inAcluding** a’gain :dear ‘Dan :D\amian#
2012[€m] *. ( - giggles)

1112*+~y/es§

1122( (A[\ml# .

1112+y=es¥ .

l112+y\esf))*

R N T .

PPN EE>PEPPOOETO> W
ORCROROSOSROSNOSNON S

(LLC, 9.1)

Although there is no part in the dialogue where anybody referred
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to Damian as "deay Damian", it can be said that B is making use
of echoic irony to speak of him, since in this case (according
to Sperber & Wilson) he would be echoing the supposed thoughts
of the people who love Damian and who think he is dear to them,
This case fits not only within echoic theory but also within the
classical-traditional formulation of irony, for it can be said
that the speaker here means the opposite of his proposition,
namely, that "Damian is not a dear person to him" or that Damian
is not "nis cup of tea®™.

The examples of echoic ireny found in the different corpora
will be quantitatively analysed in chapter 8, I shall now turn
to the more interesting cases to which no echoic interpretation
can be given and shall try to discuss and argue againiit Sperber
& Wilson’s claim that echoic-interpretation theory heolds good for

all cases of verbal irony.

L1.1.2 Counte anples: n-— ic iro

Consider the following dialogue between Dorothy and Blanche
(from The Golden Girls) in which Blanche ,who is very worried
about her age and always wants to be young and sexy, is following
an exercise video on television because she wants to be fit and
look attractive for her boyfriend, who happens to be many years
her dJunior:
1~
Blanche: Oww... my back

Dorothy: Blanche, are you all right?
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Blanche: No. But I have to go on. No pain, no gain. T have
to look good for Dirk. A man his age is used to a trim
body with a good tone

Dorothy: Then buy him a princess phone
(GG, 1991: 67)

Dorothy’s last remark is ironical in that it implicates that no
matter how hard Blanche tries to be fit and youthful, she will
never be able to look as young as Dirk. There is even a further
interpretation that leads the watcher or reader to realise that
Dorothy does not approve of Blanche’s ralationship with so young
a man {which can more clearly be seen throughout the episode).
This, I believe, ls an example of'irony, but it does not seem to
be a case of echoic mention. I do not see what expression or
thought the ironic utterance "then buy him a princess phone" is
echoing. According to Sperber and Wilson’s echoic theory, in
this case, the ironic words used by Dorothy should have been
previously used or thought of by Blanche, which does not seem to
be the case. The irony here lies in the absurdity of Dorothy’s
conclusion, which should make the hearer (Blanche, in this case)
infer that Blanche’s aspirations of being younger are also
absurd. Dorothy implies that the nearest thing to a trim body
with a good tone that Blanche can give Dirk is "a princess phone"
and not Blanche herself, conseguently implicating that Blanche
will never look younger. Dorothy is ridiculing Blanche, but she
is not doing it by echoing any words said by her before; on the
contrary, she is using a new expression and idea (“then buy him

a princess phone") to ironically criticise Blanche.
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Consider this other piece of ironic discourse, in which B.
Russell is bitterly criticising some religious ideas:
2.-
<<According to St Thomas the soul is not transmitted with
the semen, but is created afresh with each man. There
is, it is true, a difficulty: when a man is born out of
wedlock, this seems to make God an accomplice in
adultery. This objection, however, is only specious.
There is a grave abjection which troubled St. Augustine,
and that is as to the transmission of original sin. It
is the soul that sins, and i1f the soul is not
transmitted, but created afresh, how can it inherit the
sin of Adam? This is not discussed by St. Thomas.>>

(BR, 1958: 40)

The remark "thiz seems to make God an accomplice in
adultery" is highly sarcastic and irconic, but does not appear to
be echoing any person‘s thought or utterance®, Russell is
"indeed criticising and ridiculing St. Thomas’ religious ideas,
but does not make use of his words or previous thoughts to convey
the irony in this case. Ru=sall’s comment is rather a sardonic
conclusion reached by himself {and by no other person previously)
in order to show his critical intention te the reader. This
oconclusion is ironic because of the caontradiction that it seems
to show between the ideas supposedly held by the church and the
logical conclusion at which an analyst of these ideas arrives,
i.e. that God is an accomplice in adultery, a conclusion which
would not be consciously supported by St. Thomas or by any other

religious perscn,

There is, however, one instance in this passage in which it

X
We cal sad here ona mors instance In which the verb asea® lg uged for iranle comments; sea 3.3.2
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can be said that Russel is using echoic irony, and that is when
he says that Y"there is a grave objection which troubled St.
Augustine...". Here it appears that the ocbjection was grave for
St. Augustine but not for Russell, in which case it can be
interpreted as an echoic mention of St. Augustine’s words, which
are thought to be ridiculous by Russell.

Another example, which I believe to be in favour of the
argument set forward in Hypothesis n® 4 , showing that all cases
of irony are not echoic, is the following (taken from the video
episodes "Yes, Minister®):

3....

Humphrey: Do sit down Bernard. Ministers come, and Ministers
go... It is our duty to fight for the Department’s
money despite his own panic reaction.

Bernard: But, I mean, how canh he overcome panic?

Humphrey: Politicians like to panic. They need activity. It’s
their substitute for achievement,

(YM, 1994 Video Episode: The Economy Drive)

Humphrey’s last remark is pungent and ironic, though, again,
it does not seem to be echoing anybody’s thought or comment. He
is only trying to say that Ministers never achieve anything, and
he is looking down on them as idiots that have to find something
to be occupied with (panic in this case), consldering they never
do anything important. Humphrey’s remark is ironic here by
presenting the absurdity of being busy with an waotivity" like
panic, which, in fact, can not be considered an activity for a
Minister, and consequently serves his mocking intentions. He is

ridiculing the Minister with his (Humphrey’s) own words and
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thoughts; he is not repeating or echoing any utterance or
thought previcusly produced by the Minister. 1In no part of the
episode is it shown or even suggested that the Minister says or
thinks himself that "panic is his substitute for achievement®;
on the contrary, Hacker thinks he is doing well and that he is
going to change the old hureaucratic structure of the government
‘with his revolutionary ideas. Humphrey, thus, is using his own
pungent thought to be ironic, and he attains his goal
considerably well without echoing anybody. A foreseen counteyr
argument by a supporter of echoic interpretation theory could be
that in this case (as well as in all the counterexamples
bresented here) the speaker {Humphrey in this example) 1s echoing
his own thoughts. But such a reasoning would imply that every
possible utterance is echoic and ironic, an implication that
sheds no light on the further exploration of the phenomencn of
irony. I, thus, consider it nhecessary to try to make a more
profound analysis of wverbal irony by taking into account other
possibilities for its realisation. I £irmly believe that echoic
mention or interpretation is only one more of the strategies that
a speaker/writer has at his disposal to convey irony, as was
shown to be the case with "using the opposite proposition" (see
2.4.2) and as will he argued in chapter g.

After the above analysis, it seems reasonable to suggest
that the examples presented here display evidence in favour of
Research Hypothesis n®4, which claims that not all ironic
utterances are instances of echoic mention or interpretation.

An account of all the cases of non-echoic irony found in the
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corpus will be made in chapter 7, in order to observe their

frequency of occurence as compared to echoic cases.

3.1, a erbal i alwa con a_de ato ttit de

Another point that can be argued in Sperber & Wilson’s
approach to the subject of irony is their claim about the
derogatory attitude which is always conveyed by irony. It is
true that irony is a mode of expression that tends to convey
ridicule, and that it is principally used as a device for
eriticism, but in the present piece of research I have found
cases in which irony can convey praise and, even more, I have
also found examples in which irony conveys neither criticism nor
praise. This last finding could be proof against Sperber and
Wilson’s argument on the attitudinal character of irony.
instances have been found of verbal irony that seem to express
no particular attitude towards any other person, thought or
comment.

The use of irony with the intention of praising someone’s
thoughts, ideas or possessions will be analysed more carefully
with respect to Politeness Theory in the next chapter (n®5). In
this section, I shall proceed to analyse and discuss only some
examples which I believe to be part of the evidence that will
be in favour of Derived Hypothesis n®5 ("Not all ironic

utterances convey a derogatory attitude"):

1- The following is a passage from a speech delivered by the
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chairman of a testimonial dinner in honour of Mr. Frank Faulkner,
It is included in Xing and Crerar’s Choice of Words (1969) as an
example of the use of verbal irony to convey praise. {F. Faulkner
had never been late, never extended a lunch hour beyond its sixty
ninutes and never missed a day's work}:
<<But, ladies and gentlemen, the one thing about Frank
Faulkner everyone remembers with concern is his
incorregible wayward character. When Frank left for
lunch, no one could be sure whether he’d return Ffifty
one or fifty minutes later. His night-time excursions,
we have sadly concluded, must have extended well into
the early morning. Who cannot testify to having seen
him in these halls even before the day’s work had
begun?. Had he in fact been home, you might ask?

Under oath, his wife has testified before our board
that he lived here.>>

{(1969: 117)

2~ Haverkate (1988) gives two characteristic examples in which
the negative meaning which is literally specified implies a
positive attitude of the speaker toward the state of affairs
described:

a) "oOh, how small you have grownl®"

b) "I don’t like you at alll"

a) would sound quite normal if uttered by an adult addressing a
child, and b) could be an ironic statement made in a conversation
between two lovers.

This type of iﬁony seems to occur with a low rate of
fregquency if we compare it to derogatory irony (quantitative
results taken out of the corpus will be given in chapter 7);:
however, a low frequency of occurrence does not grant the

researcher reascns to disregard it. Nevertheless, most of the
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authors writing about irony seem to disregard this possibility
in spite of the fact that it was seen and considered by Cicero
as early as one century before Christ (see 2.2}. There are only
a few modern researchers who take "praising irony" into account,
like Haverkate (1988) or Holdcroft (1983) who, in his article
Irony as Trope, and Irony as Discourse, acknowledges that "irony
can be playful and affectionate, as well as wounding"® (1983:
496). Jerzy Pelc, in Studles in Functional Logical Semiotics of
Natural Language (1971), writes about this type of irony, but he
calls it “anti-irony", defining it as "an approval which has the
appearance of a criticism" (1971: 169). But the fact of calling
it "anti-irony" lets the reader infer that he does not censider
it a kind of irony but, rather, something opposite to it. The
approach taken in thig work disagrees with Pelc and takes
"praising lrony" as a type of irony, since I bhelieve it to
dlsplay basically the same phenomenon.

Tt was stated above that ,much to my surprise, in my
investigation of ironic language, I have come across some
instances of verbal irony in which the intention is neither to
criticize nor to praise. One such example has already been
quoted in 2.4. I refer to Pascal’s letter, in which he
apologises for writing it "longer than usual because he didn‘’t
have the time to make it shorter". It seems to be clear that
here Pascal is neither criticising nor praising anybody. Nor is
he showing any special attitude to anybody or making any kind of
evaluation. This example, then, makes us reflect upon the
validity of the generally accepted belief (among irony
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Specialists) that evaluation is implicit in the nature of an
ironical utterance. My reflection is that, perhaps, the very
essence of irony is to be found in contradiction and paradox,
more than in echoic mention, eriticism, praise or any kind of
evaluation. All these elements can also form part or be
components of verbal irony, but they are not esgential, nor are
they necessary or sufficient conditions for its happy
realisation. Another example of this "neutral" kind of irony can
be found in a quotation of W.H. Auden that Booth makes in &

Rhetoric of Irony:

<<We are all here on earth to help each other, but what
the others are here for, God only knows.>> (1974: 1)

Again, it cannot be said that there is any kind of evaluative
criticism or praise in Auden’s remark. The irony lies in the
paradoxical nature of the utterance, which brings out the
supplementary humour of it.

Thus, it seems to be the case that the only characteristic
that is stable and present in all cases of irony analysed so far
is contradiction and paradox, which is not, of course, the same
as to speak of "opposite propositions". This contradiction may
be present at different levels, as has been partially shown in
l.6.. I would dare to add that the kind of contradiction
involved in verbal irony always has a witty character, i.e., it
implies a witty speaker/writer. Wit is considered to be one of
the highest forms of humour, and that is why verbal irony is so
much related to humcur (as will be shown in 4.7). Being witty

entails playing with ideas. T will adopt William Hazlitt’'s
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{quoted in Morreall (1983)) definition of wit so as not to be
vaglue in my attempt to characterise irony. Hazlitt'’s definition
is the following: "an arbitrary ijuxtaposition of dissonant
ideas, for some lively purpose of assimilation or contrast,
generally of both". As Morreall points out, "the witty comment
will often consist of an amusing comparison of two things that
normally would not be thought of as similar"™ (1983: 72). Thus,
I believe that the connection between irony and wit is self-
evident.

From the above considerations, and from the standpoint of
the ironic speaker’s intentions it may be stated that there are
three main kinds of verbal irony, namely,

1~ "Derogatory" irony

2- "praising" irony

3~ "Neutral" irony
The name of the first two kinds will be changed later (chapter
5§} to "Negative" and "Positive" irony, and will be explained in
due course in connection with Politeness Theory (chapter 5) and
with the view taken in this study for the definition of verbal
irony and the taxonomy proposed (chapter 8).

Having discussed Sperber & Wilson’s view of verbal irony,
and having thus found evidence to support hypotheses 4 and 5, we
now turn our attention to another of the theories named at the

beginning of this chapter.

4 e c¢e_ Theo o)
Herbert Clark and Riochard Gerrig (1984) proposed a Pretence
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Theory of irony based on suggestions by Grice and Fowler. They
claim that Sperber & Wilson have not correctly interpreted Grice
in what he wanted to say ahbout irony. They subsequently argue
that Grice’s theory assumes that the ironist is pretending to use
one proposition in order to get across its contradictory one,
rather than using that proposition. Thus Clark and Gerrig expand
Grice’s remarks on irony into a Pretence Theory of irony and
argue for its superiority to the Mention Theory, describing its
advantages for a psychological account of the functions and
processes of irony.

Pretence Theory appeals to the etymoloegy of the word irony,
which ,as was noted in chapter 2, comes from Greek eironeia,
meaning "dissembling, ignorance purposely affected". According
to Clark and Gerrig, Grice echced the Hellenic account in tha
following remark: "To be ironical is, among other things, to
pretend (as the etymology suggests) and while one wants the
pretence to be recognised as such, to announce it as a pretence
would spoil the effect™ (1978:125).

Clark and Gerrig complete CGrice’s treatment of irony as a
kind of pretence with Fowler’s explanation of what the ironist
is pretending to do:

<<Irony is a form of utterance that postulates a double
audience, consisting of one party that hearing shall
hear and shall not understand, and another party that,
when more is meant than meets the ear, is aware both
of that more and the outsiderg’ incomprehension. It
may be defined as the use of words intended to convey
one meaning to the uninitiated part of the audience
and another to the initiated, the delight of it lying
in the secret intimacy set up between the latter and
the speaker.>>

(1965: 305-6)

128



Trony as a psychic and psycholinguistic phenczenon

The Pretence Theory is therefore expressed by its authors as
follows:

<<Buppose S is speaking to A, the primary addressee, and
to A’, who may be present or absent, real or imaginary.
In speaking ironically, S is pretending to be S’
speaking to A. What 5’ is saying is, in one way or
another, patently uniformed or injudicious, worthy of
a '"hostile or derogatory judgement or a feeling such
as indignation or contempt" (Grice, 1978: 124). A’ in
ignorance, is intended to miss this pretence, to take
S as speaking sincerely. But A, as part of the "inner
circle" (to use Fowler’s phrase), is intended to see
everything -the pretence, 5‘’s injudiciousness, A’’s
ignorance, and hence 5‘s attitude toward 57, A’, and
what S’ said. 8’ and A’ may be recognizable
individuals (like the TV weather forecaster) or people
of recognizable types (like opportunistic
politicians).>>
(1984: 122)

In Clark and Gerrig’s view, the Pretence Theory provides
transparent explanations for important features of irony
previously mentioned by Sperber and Wilson, such as a) asymmetry
of affect, b) victims of irony , and ¢) ironic tone of voice,
As regards a), Clark and Gerrig point out that people tend to see
the world according to norms of success and excellence, and
people in ignorance should cling especially tightly to these
norme. This is just the sort of person ironists pretend to be,
because they are more likely to make positive pretences, such as
"What a clever idea", than negative ones, such as "What a stupid
idea" (1984: 122). 1In relation to b), Clark and Gerrig agree
with Sperber and Wilson in that irony always has victims, which
according to Pretence Theory should be of two kinds: S7 (the
unseeing or injudicious person the ironist is pretending to he)
and A’ (the uncomprehending audience not in the inner circle).

These two types are not distinguished by the Mention Theory.
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Finally, clark and Gerrig claim that Pretence Theory can
naturally account for the ironic tone of voice, since the ironist
is 1like an actor pretending to be another person and,
consequently, has to imitate the voice of his/her victim {s’).
As with the other theories studied hitherte, I find some of
the claims of Pretence Theory can be argued, That is why I shall

now proceed to analyse them.

4.4.1 Is irony always pretence?

After the above considerations about Pretence Theory, whi.ch
purport to present a better solution to the problem than Mention
Theory, I must say that at first sight there does not seem to be
much difference between one theory and the other. There is not
much difference between “echoing" someone’s utterance and
"pretending” to be that person by saying what s/he has said.
All the examples presented in 4.3.1.1.1. as echoic could also be
considered as cases of pretence: for instance, when, in example
2, Hacker says "my lips are sealed", we may consider that he is
pretending to be Humphrey (who had previously uttered the same
sentence) in order to mock him and take revenge. Or, in example
4, when one of the friends refers to Damian as "dear Damian'", it
could be considered that he is imitating or pretending to be any
of the persons who love or like Damian. In the following
conversational exchange between Rose, Dorothy and Sophia, we find
an instance of irony which could alsc be labelled both as

"pretence" and as "echolco":
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Rose: I can’t believe my mother is riding around on a smelly old
bus, being harrassed, pushed around, possibly even mugged
by hoatile teenagers with bad haircuts.

Dorothy: Rose, listen to me. You‘re overreacting. Your mother
is not a helpless child. She’s an active, vital woman
who can take care of herself.

PHONE RINGS

Rose: I’11 get that. (Rose answers)
Hello. Yes. this is she. Oh, my Lordl

Dorothy: Rose, what is it?

Rose: (into phone) Yes, I understand, 1I’ll be right there.
(Rose hangs up and grabs her keys)

Dorothy: Rose, what’s wrong?

Rose: That was the police.

Dorothy: Is it your mother? Is she alright?

Rose: She’s fine. She’s at the police station. They picked up
my vital, active mother. She was lost and disoriented.

What do you have to say to that?.
(GG, 1991: 70-1)

When Rose refers to her mother as ''wital and active", it can be
saild that she is "pretending" to be Dorothy in order to be ironic
{showing how ridiculous Dorothy’s previous comment was) and to
show the irony of the situation, given the fact that her mother
has been picked up by the police after finding her lest and
disoriented, Again, it can be stated that Rose is, at the same
time, "echoing" Dorothy’s previous remark.

In spite of the fact that both echeing a person’s
utterance or idea and pretending to be that person seem to co-
occur very often, examples have been found in the corpora of
cases when they do not co-ococur, i.e. sometimes the ironic

speaker may be “echoing" but not pretending and some other times

131



Trony as a psychic and psycholinquistic phenosenon

s/he may be pretending but not "echoing', and in both instances
s/he ie using verbal irony, a fact that tells us something more
about the phenomenon in question, namely that both echoing and
pretending may be strategies used to convey ironic meanings, but
that none of them is sufficient or complete in itself to describe
all occurrences of the phenomenon. To illustrate, I shall
present first, an example where the echoic utterance is echoic
but where the writer does not seem to be pretending, and second,
an example of the opposite situation, i.e., pretence but not
echoic verbal irony
a}
<<0wing to their miraculous powers, priests (in the
aleventh century) could determine whether a man should
spend eternity in heaven or in hell. If he died while
excommunicate, he went to hell; if he died after
priests had performed all the proper ceremonies, he
would ultimately go to heaven provided he had duly
repented and confegsed. Before going to heaven,
however, he would have to spend some time ~perhaps a
very long time -suffering the pains of purgatory.

Priesats could shorten this time by sayving masses for

his soul, which they were willing to do for a sultable
money payment.>>

(BR, 1958: 49}
Russell is here using echoic irony because he uses the priests’
own words ("miraculous", for instance) to express his contempt
for thelr ideas. By echoing their thoughts and the facts in the
way his victims saw them, he is attacking them by trying to show
his readers how absurd and unfair their wviews are to him. But
in spite of ridiculing his wvictims by echoing their words and
beliefg, he does not pretend to be any of hisg attacked victims.

He does not need to do so, for the way in which he presents the
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facts is enough to give an ironic effect: the reader readily
understands that Russell does not think that priests in the 11th.
century had miraculous powers. He only tells his readers about
‘ their beliefs and in- doing so he introduces the opposition
spiritual/material (one of the group of underlying oppositions
found in this study as basic for the expression of verbal irony
-see 7.3.1-) at the end, in such a way as to give thea
aggressive/negatively ironic effect of showing these priests’
dishonesty.

b) An example of verbal irony in which the speaker decided to use
pretence but did not need to echo anybody’e utterance or idea is

the following:

Rose: What’s wrong with your heart?
Blanche: Oh, nothing. Dr Stein just thought it sounded a little
~irregular. I think it’s ‘cause I was SO unconfortable

sitting there topless with a strange man.
Dorothy: Next time, just pretend you’re at home and he’s the bug

guy.
(GG, 1991: 175)

Dorothy is here being verbally ironic by using the strategy of
nginulated advice" (see chapter 7). She is pretending to give
her some advice but in fact she is critiocising her once more for
being so "easy" with men. This is also an example of speech act-
oriented verbal irony (see 7.2.3), for the act intended is
different from the act expressed. Although Dorothy is
pretending, it cannot be saild that she is echoing anybody’s
thoughts or ideas, for she is using a witty and pungent comment

that cannot be traced backwards or forwards in the conversation
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in any of the girls’ utterances or ideas. It only seems to be
what came up to her smart mind in that moment, with the intention
to be aggressive towards Blanche, but with no intention of

echoing hers or any other character’s words.

Returning to Pretence Theory alone, I must say that,
as with the other theories discussed in this work, I tried to
test it by checking if it could be held for all the examples of
verbal irony analysed in the corpora, and the outcome of this
testing was similar to that of the other theories: not all the
samples of ironic discourse seem to display acting or pretence
on the part of the speaker (Research Hypothesis n® 6). Consider
the examples analysed in 1 (3.6), in which the speaker means what
she literally says but at the same time is ironical because she
implies that her husband is not understanding and is consequently
criticising him:

"I wish I had an understanding husband."
The point I want to make here is that the ironic speaker is not
pretending to ba anybody, nor is she echoing anybody’s thought.
She is just herself, being bitter at her husband and expressaing
a contradiction between what her husband is and what she would
like him to be, conditions that, within the framework of the
definition proposed later on in this work (see 7.3.1) seem to be
necessary to make it ironic (the underlying semantic opposition

here is real vs. desired situation -see 7.3.1}).
Another example that seems to be in favour of Derived

Hypothesis n® 6 could be Pascal’s (quoted twice in this work; 2.4
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and 3.1), when saying that he is making his letter long "only
because he didn‘t have the time to make it shorter". There seems
to be no pretence here. He is making an ironic {expressing a
contradiction or paradox) and witty comment, without involving
any other participant (implicit or explieit) in it. As there
is no other participant implied, Pascal can not be pretending to
be anybody. But even in the cases in which there are other
participants and in which the speaker/writer’s intention is to
criticise, he may criticise without "pretending® as the following

example from the corpus seems to suggest:

Humphrey: You came up with all the questions I hoped nobody
would ask

Hacker: Well, Opposzition is about asking awkward questions
Humphrey: And Government is about not angwering them
Hacker: Well, you answered all mine, anyway.

Humphrey: I’m glad you thought so, Minister.

(YM, 1994 Video Episode: "Open Government")

Humphrey’s last statement is ircnic. There is a "double meaning"
in the verb fthought”, which may 1lead to a twofold
interpretation: 1) "I‘m glad you thought so, because I really
answeread your guestions'; or 2) "I‘m glad you thought so, but you
only "thought" so, because, in fact, I did not give you any
reliable answer”, i.a. "I cheated you". In saying so, Humphrey
iz not pretending to be Hacker; he is internally satisfied for
having been able to cheat the Minister and stresses the word

"thought" to show this fact to the audience. The tone used in
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this utterance is tone III (divided), which, as will be discussed
in chapter 6, seems to be frequently used in ironic utterances.
The rising part of the tone on the word "Minister" suggests some
nregervation" or "insinuation" on the part of Humphrey.

Nor can it be said here that Humphrey is echoing Hacker or
any other person; the ironic interpretation in this example is
basically conveyed by an implicit contrast between the varh "to
think" and "to do", i.e.: it is as if Humphrey were thinking
"Thig is what you thought, but it was not what I did".

I shall now turn to another of the arguments in Pretence

theory that -from my point of view- can be refuted.

4.4.2 Viectims of irony

The second observation I would like to make upon this theory
is that the two kinds of wvictims (S’ and A’) are not always
present in all cases of irony. This is certainly true when
verbal irony is used in a play or when in a given language
exchange there is a third participant, but this is not always the
case. Sometimes the two audlences are simply not sexpected, and
the ironic remark is directly addressed to the hearer without
intending to convey a second (or better, "third") meaning for
another participant or audience. The only necessary thing in
these cases to get the ironic effect accross is that both speaker
and hearer have a certain common ground of shared knowledge, and,
in this way, the hearer will not be an "innocent" participant

that "misses the pretence", and there will be no need for any
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other kind of audience. Even more, it can be said that in some
very specific cases, such as in Pascal’s example, there is an
audience, but there are no victims whatsoever. An example
involving only one type of audience could be the following, in
which a mother asks her daughter to bring her the paper and the
daughter delays, so the mother says:
"Why don’t you take your time and bring me the paper?"

We have seen examples similar to this one in 3.4, in which there
is a contradiction in the speech act used and the cne intended.
The utterance seems to be a polite gquestion, but it is, in fact,
a command, equivalent to "Hurry up and bring me the paper". The
mother is being ironic directly towards her daughter, and thera
is no other audience than the daughter, who will surely not be

"innocent" about the mother‘s intended meaning.

4.4 c_tone of voice

This is an interesting point to discuss about verbal irony.
Some authors (not only clark and Gerrig) have studied ironic
intonation to try to find out whether a particular intonation is
characteristic of irony and whether it is a necessary condition
of it.

As it was observed that in the corpora studied the speakers
made use of this "ironic tone of voice", T decided it would be
worth devoting a chapter to the study of the phenomenon. For
that reason, this issue will not be discussed here, and I invite
the reader to refer to chapter 6, in which I present the rasults

137



Irony as a psychic and psycholinguistic phenonenon

of a survey carried out in order to study the relationship

between irony and prosodic features.

4, Fin com ts on the P ence Theory of

Even though Pretence Theory seems to make sense in many
respects, it can be concluded that, again, it does not paint the
whole plecture of irony. As was noted above, we can find examples
in which the ironist is not pretending or acting in any way. In
fact, one might argue that ironiste are never acting, for they
choose their oonversation strategies in order to cause a
particular effect on behalf of themselves and not of any other
person or "victim".

The Pretence Theory of irony was counterattacked by Dan
Sperber (1984), who argued that Clark and Gerrig had
misinterpreted Mention Theory, and who tried to prove that
"Pretence Theory might provide a plausible description of parody
but that it fails to account for many types and many properties
of irony proper" (1984: 130).

Finally, it should be remembered that Quintilian, as early
as the first century A.D., had already considered pretence
theories of irony, upon which he made the following reflection:

<<I have found some who speak of irony as dissimulation,

but... this latter name does not cover the whole range
of thie figure.>>

{l1st.c. A.D., ed. 1942: 99)
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4.5 ony _and_Sarcasn

When analysing the phencmenon of irony, there comes a point
in which we ask ourselves whether irony is the same as sarcasm
or, if they differ, in what respect they differ from each other.
Interestingly, the scholars who have studied the question do not
seem to be able to reach an agreement.

Raymond Gibbs, in On the Psycholinguistics of Sarcasm
(1986), states that irony and sarcasm are different things,
though he acknowledges that both are very difficult to define.
He illustrates the difference by saying that if a speaker says
"you’re a fine friend" to someone who has injured him in some
way, the utterance is garcastic. However, if a speaker says
"They tell me you‘re a slow runner" to someone who has just won
a marathon or race, the utterance is seen as ironic (1986:3).
In spite of this differentiation he makes, he then seems to use
both concepts indistinctly all through the article, which is not
strange, since I believe it is very difficult to separate one
concept from the other. In my view, what Gibbs refers to as
tgaycasm" is what I shall later on (chapter 6) call "negative
ireny" (derogatory), and what he calls irony proper is what I
shall call “positive irony" (praising). Sarcasm, then, seems to
be better placed as a kind of irony, for it can be sajid that all
examples of sarcasm are ironical, but not all instances of irony
are sarcastic.

Geoffray Numberg (1981) makes an even more curlous

distinction, for he says that what distinguishes irony from
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sarcasm is that irony is ultimately diracted at the speaker
himself, whereas sarcasm is not. The view taken in this study
cannot be in agreement with Numberg’s, because the evidence of
the pieces of ironic discourse found in the corpora studied
herein tells us that a speaker can be sarcastic towards himself
as well as towards others. Or is it not true that many times in
life (when we make a mistake) we find ourselves saying 'How
clever of me" (in a critical way, meaning "how could I have been
such a fooll™)?.

Roger Kreuz and Sam Glucksberg consider sarcasm as "a fornm
of wverbal irony" (1989: 374) and quote The Webster’s Ninth New
Collegiate Dictionary definition of sarcasm:

<<A sharp and often satirical or ironic utterance
designed to cut or give pain.>> (1988: 1043)

Muecke described sarcasm as "the crudest form of irony" (1980:
54). Holdcroft (1983: 495) and Leech (1980: 95) also assume
that sarcasm is a type or a form of irony.

As with everything that has to do with irony, the different
authors studying the phenomenon do not seem to be able to come
to an agreement. Nash (1985) states that irony and sarcasm are
different in that the sarcastic statement is ostensibly sincere,
whereas the ironic one is not. So if somebody s=aid "Tommy is
lazy" it could be interpreted differently if the speaker’s
intention were sarcastic than if it were ironic: "Sarcastically,
it might be said that Tommy doesn’t strain himself; ironically,
that Tommy is renowned for his labours" (1885: 152). 1In spite

of this, Nash later on admits that there may be scme doubt about
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the assumption that the irony/sarcasm distinction is necessary
and wholly valid, since both sarcasm and irony are counter-coded,
and here is precisely where puzzling affinities can be seen
between them,

conzidering, then, that both sarcasm and irony cannot be
seen as phenomena completely distinct from each other, I have
thought it appropriate -on the basis of the analysis made in my
research- to view sarcastic utterances as members of a subset of
the universal set of ironic utterances, verbal irony being a much
wider phenomencn than sarcasm. In this way, we would be able to
say that all sarcastic utterances are ironic, but not all ironic
utterances are sarcastic, Thus, being sarcastic (i.e.
"negatively ironic" as will be better explained in chapter §)
will represent only one more of the possible strategies the
ironic speaker/writer has at his/her disposal.

Therefore, the study of irony done in this work finds it
nore sensible to agree with Holdecroft {1983}, Leech (1980),
Muecke (1980) and Kreuz & Glucksberg (1989) in their
consideration of sarcasm as a kind of irony, but there is a point
in Kreuz and Glucksberg’s article with which I can not agree, for
it appears to be in contradiction with their own definition of
garcasm. They state that "people can use verbal irony without
being sarcastic", an example of which would be to say: "Another
gorgeous day" when it has been raining for 15 days (1989: 374),
which sounds reasonable; but they also say that "people can be
sarcastic without being ironic", and here is where I believe they

contradict themselves., If sarcasm is a kind of irony, it can
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never be set apart Ffrom it. The example they give is not
convincing either, for they state a person can be sarcastic
without being ironic when saying "Thanks a lot" to a person who
has obviously been unhelpful to him, and this, we know, is one
of the clear examples of irony given by Haverkate in his typology
of irony based on Searle'’s typology of Speech Acts (as was shown
in 3.6.1).

Katherina Barbe’s coneluding remark on the distinction
between irony and sarcasm is in agreement with the position
adopted in this study:

<<I conclude that sarcasm has a place under the heading

irony... What makes it sarcasnm however, is that the

interpretation of the ironic utterance has to be
ironic~sarcastic, it is thus somewhat stable. Speakers
cannot later say I did not mean it in an attempt to
save face because sarcasm leaves no room for guessing
or doubting, for the so-called benefit of the doubt,
which may be found in other non sarcastic instances of
irony. sSarcasm still accords the hearers to save face.

If they do not agree with the speaker, they do not need

to reply and they can ignore the utterance. Direct

criticism, on the other hand, would force a reply. In
this case we can consider sarcasm a potentially face-
threatening and attacking criticism which forces an

ironic interpretation.>> (1995: 209)

If sarcasm is a type of irony, we infer that, in semantic
terms, there im a hyponymic relationship between the two
¢oncepts, in which irony is the superordinate and sarcasm is a
hyponym of it, in which case all instances of sarcasm are ironic.

We shall now enlarge our discussion of the aforementicned
paper by Kreuz and Glucksberg, for the time has come to discuss
the last of the psycholinguistic theories of irony proposed for
analysis at the beginning of this chapter, namely, the Echoic

Reminder Theory.
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4.6 The Fchoic Reminder Theory

R. Kreuz and 8. Glucksberg (1989) base their theory on the

following premises:

“"An ironic or sarcastic remark is a comment that is used to

communicate the speaker’s attitude toward an event or state of

affairs such as disappointment with the weather itself or

ridicule of a weather forecast that had gone sadly awry" (1989:

375);

-~ the ironic expression can ;emind‘a listener of what might have
been expected and hoped for or of that inaccurate prediction;

~ Sperber & Wilson were right in their appreciation of irony
as an echoic interpretation, but Kreuz and Glucksberg propose
toe call this account Echoic Reminder Theory because: a) this
term highlights the reminder function of echoic utterances, and
b) <<although all ironic utterances accomplish their
communicative intent by reminding listeners of some antecedent
event, not all such reminders are Nachoich,>> (1989: 375);

- echoic interpretation is then a special case of reminders in

general : allusions to prior occurrences or states of affairs.

Az can be deduced from these premises, Echoic Reminder
Theory is very close to Sperber & Wilson’s Echoic Interpretation
Theory. There is much common ground between the two theories,
with the only difference that, according to Kreuz and Glucksberd,
the Echoic Reminder Theory covers a wider number of ironic
utterances, for echoic utterances are simply one special kind of
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reminder. Then there could be cases of ironic utterances which
are reminders but not echoic. In this respect, Kreuz and
Glucksberg seem to be right, for I have found several instances
of verbal irony in the corpus which are "reminders" of some idea,
thought, person or situation but that could not be labelled as
"echoic". Consider the following comment by Bertrand Russell:
f1]
<<If you wish to persuade people that because Adam ate
an apple, all who have never heard of this interesting
occurrence will be roasted in an everlasting fire by
a benevolent Deity, you must catch them young, make
them stupid by means of drink or drugs, and carefully

isolate them from all contact with books or companions
capable of making them think.>>

(BR, 1958: 58)
This passage is rich in terms of ironic interpretation: on the
one hand, the adjectives "interesting®™ and "benevolent" are
ironic in the traditional sense: they convey "the opposite";
Russell wants to say that adam and the apple were not interesting
cccurrences at all, and that the Deity can not be benevolent if
it will xoast any person in an everlasting fire (which
constitutes, in itself, an ironical situation). ©On the other
hand, all the passage is ironic because it is reminiscent of some
religious ideas which Russgell is obviously criticising. Thus,
this comment reminds us of these ideas but is not "echoing" them
in the strict sense of the word. %o echo would be te repeat the
game ideas in some way or another, but Russell is not repeating
what religious people say or think; he is being bitterly
sarcastic by giving a "recipe" for persuading pecple of some
religious belief, this recipe being "making them stupid by means
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of drinks or drugs and making them incapable of thinking", He
is trying to remind the readers of some errors that —according
to his view- religion has committed, and of religious ideas that
are ridiculous as far as he can judge. as noted above, thus,
instances of "reminding", though not "echoic' irony, can be

found.

In the same way as with Sperber and Wilson’s Theory, the
approach of this investigation views the Echoic Reminder Theory
as showing one aspect or one of the possible strategies of irony,
but net all of them. Echoic Reminder Theory insists on
derogatory irony and states that "victimless irony is difficult,
if not impossible to interpret" (1989: 377). We have already
seen how irony can be sometimes clearly victimless (4.4.2), a
view that is held by serious scholars who have devoted their
lives to the study of irony, such as Enright or Muecke.

On the other hand, in the same way that it is not always
necessary for an ironic utterance to be echoic, the evidence of
many examples shows that, in some cases, it is not necessary
either for it to remind the listener of anything "that might have
been expected or hoped for". Consider the following exchange in
a trial, in which the lawyer is being ironic as to the anxlety
of the accused over his grandmother’s signing of the will:
[2]

11 ~was she in lbed on the ftwenty-’/fourth of
11 J/anuary# - = -
11 [@:m] - — =« ~n\of ~ -

11 ((cos)) ~when she was !\in b/ed#
11 she‘d ~got [dhi:] . :tray or a Ib\ook#

o o0go

N
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11 as a “~b\/ack’/ground#

11 ~h\adn‘t she{

11 ~y/esf

11 and *~you I im/aginef

11 were ~most ‘anxious that she was lc\/omfortable#
11 Dberfore ’'letting her :s\ign the ‘document# - - -

O pD oo

N NN NN

(LLC, S.11.1)

The irony of the prosecutor does not seem to be reminding anyone
of any expectation or hope. He is just attacking the accused by
letting the hearers infer that this anxiety for the grandmather
to be comfortable was not so much so for her comfort as for her
signing the will. The ironic strategy here (as in many other
instances) seems to be of a much more delicate sort than simply
the "reminding of any thought, idea or comment". Surely this
could be easily argued against by Echoic Reminder Theory
supporters by saying that the prosecutor’s ironic comment could
be reminiscent of some other similar comment or idea expresased
by any person at any given time, but then this theory would be
too general, and again, as is the case with Echoic Mention and
Interpretation Theories, any utterance could be labelled as
ironic, and the fact of being a reminding utterance would not be
a revealing fact for analytical purposes.

Before getting into the analysis of humour within irony, I
would like to conciude that all the psycholinguistic theories we
have been analysing present a true aspect or feature of irony.
Nevertheless, they all seem to fail in embracing all possible
cases. As was stated in chapters 2 and 3, if we look at the
phenomenon with the concept of "strategy" in mind, we can well

see that these particular aspects pointed out by the different
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theories are but particular strategies that a speaker can use to
be ironic; i.e., a speaker can echo a previous utterance and be
ironic, s/he can choose to "pretend" s/he is being another person
to express irony, or s/he can appeal to the hearer‘’s remembering
some kind of thought or comment to understand the irony of
his/her (the speaker‘’s) utterance. S/he may as well do all these
things at the same time or none of them and be ironiec all the
same. For we also conclude that the very essence of irony seens
to lie in implied contradiction, which can be present at any
level and which is expressed through a wvaried number of
strategies.

Finally, and as a sgummary and illustration, I present a
chart with the wmain theories of verbal irony (and their

arguments) discussed hitherto (chart 4.1).
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CHART 4,1 TUPORTES OF VERRAL IROWY DISCUSSED HITHERTO

THEORY MITHOR(S) ARGUMERTS KAIR IDRAS

1-CLASSICAL TRADITIONA Seerates, Cicero, Quintilian, * frony as “trope" or *fiqure*
Same] Johnson (and many of speech
xodorn uthors ) # the utberance means the opposite

of its Mteral meaning
{opposite of the proposition)

2- THEORY OF INPLICATURE Paul Grice 1 the ironic speaker violates one
of the waring of the Cooperalive
Principle, i.e., the Quality Waxiw,
and, thus, he is being insincere,
¥ the listener understands the irony
through implicature after rejecting
the literal meaning

3- THEORY OF SPRECH MTS Austin, Searle, Haverkate, etc. t indirect spesch acts can sowetings
convey Lrony
+ irony can result from an epposition
of speech acts

4~ ECHOIC MEFTIOR THEORY Sperber & Wilson + ald cases of irony are instances of
echoic gention of sore previous
utterance
5- ECHIC INTBRPRETATION/ Sperber & Kilson £ all cases of irony are instances of
RELEVANCE THEORY echole ipterpretation of some previous

thought, idea or utterance

§~ PRETERCE THEORY Clark & Gerrig + the ironist is pretending to use
one proposition in order to get
agross its contradictory one

7+ BCHOIC REMINDER THEORY Freuz § Glucksberg # jronic expressions reaind the

listener of some pravious thought,
consent, expectation or hope
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I now turn to another of the psychological aspects of irony,
namely, the faot that irony can be humorous and that then, humour
can be one of the intended meanings of it , as well as an aim or

purpose in itself.

4, Iron nd Humour

Verbal irony is very much related to humour. The
contradiction or clash expressed by it, and sometimes the witty
kind of aggression or praise that it conveys, gives a comic or
humorous effect to it. It generally elicits the external or
“internal® laugh of =some of the participants. In cages of
sarcasm (aggressive lrony), the victim of the criticism does not
generally laugh, but if there is an audience or if the words sald
by the irconist are later on told to a third person, most surely
these words will make the audience or third participant laugh,

In conversation, we many times tend to play. Language
becomes a game and joking through sarcasm (and irony in general)
is part of that game.

Neal Norrick (1994) analyses conversational joking and
states that "it is associated with aggression but also with
rapport, and with disrupting conversation but also with
intensifying cohesion" (1994: 409). He includes sarcasm within
conversational joking and points out that sarcasm can also
enhance rapport by excluding others., Though sarcasm and mocking
seem to signal negative effect, Norrick acknowledges that "even

these aggressive forms of joking reframe the interaction as play
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like the other Jjoking strategies, so they end up conveying
solidarity and modulating involvement, especially among
conversationalists who maintain a customary joking relationship"
(1994: 409).. 1Indeed, if we analyse the relationship existing
among people who are generally ironic and sarcastic towards one
another, in many instances it will be found that they are close
friends, husband and wife, or that they bear some other kind of
cloge relationship. This will be analysed in more detall in
chapter 5, in which irony will be sgtudied in the scope of
Politeness Theory.

According to some psychologists, there is a connection
between humour and memory. Stephen Schmidt (1994) concluded
(after a cognitive experiment in which memory for humorous and
non-humorous versions of sentences was compared) that humorous
sentences were better remembered than non-humorous anes. Maybe
this is one of the subconscious reasons for using irony (which
is generally humorous): we want to go deep in the hearer’s or
audience’s mind so as to leave our "seal" on it.

The use of irony as a humorous device has then much to do
with deep human psychological motifs. I believe that the
understanding of these psychological motifs can lead us to a
better comprehension of the whole phenomenon, and that is why it
will be very useful to introduce Freud’s theory of jokes, as he
developed it in his well-Known paper Jokes and their Relation to
the Unconscious (first published in 1905. The edition that will
be referred to here is the 1991 Penguin one). But before

scrutinising Freud’s reflections on jokes and humour, I will
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present briefly some of the theorles and ideas about '"laughter®
that different scholars have put forward. I conaider this
appropriate given the fact that laughter is a feature that very
frequently accompanies irony, and this occurs to such an extent
that I have had to consider it as one of the variables in my

study of the prosodic features of irony (see chapter 6).

4.7.1. Theories of laughter

In his book entitled Taking Laughter Seriocusliy (1983},
John Morreal presents four theories of laughter: three
traditional ones and his own. He notes that, unlike other pleces
of physiological behaviour like yawning or coughing, laughter is
connected with emotions, and that is why it is difficult to find
a comprehensive theory that accounts for all cases of laughter
{(the same can be said of irony, as I have discussed).

The oldest of the theories -though probably the most
widespread one- is "The Superiority Theory”, which holds the
hypotheasis that laughter is an expression of a person’s feelings
of superiority over other people, Plato was one of the first
supporters of this theory, for he thought that laughter involved
a certain "malice" or "a pain in the soul". Laughter, then,
according to this theory, is basically a form of derision and
something that people use to look down on others. OCne of the
steps in the evolution of modern laughter was the development of
ridicule. Indeed, in cultures like that of Samoa for instance,

cruel laughter and the laugh of ridicule seem to be the dominant
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kinds of laughter.

The =second theory discussed by Morreall is "The
Incongruity Theory". For the supporters of this theory,
amusement is an intellectual reaction to something that is
unexpected, illogical or inappropriate . The basic idea behind
this theory is that we live in an orderly world, where we have
come to expect certain patterns among things, their properties,
events, etc.; and so we laugh when we experience something that
does not fit into these patterns. The most famous proponents of
this theory were Kant and Shopenhauer {18th and 19th centuries).

In both the Superiority and Incongruity theories, there is a
certain duality or contrast that triggers iaughter.

The third of the theories of laughter, "The Relief
Theory", has a physiological point of view in which laughter is
seen as a venting of nervous energy. This theory was supported
by Freud (among other authors), as we shall see in the next point
of +this chapter. Laughing, within this theory, would be
analogous to the opening of a safety valve in a steam pipe: in
the same way that the opening of the valve releases excess steam
pressure built up within the pipe, laughter is supposed to
release excess nervous energy built up within the laugher’s
nervous system (Morreall, 1983:26).

The fourth and last of these theories is the one
supported by Morreall himself. He observes that each of the
above theories embrace one aspect of laughter but not all the
possible ones, and, so, he puts forward his theory by saying
that "laughter results from a pleasant psychological shift"
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(1883: 39). By giving this general definition he attempts to
cover all cases of laughter, even the laughter caused by
tickling.

Much could be said about each of the theories presented
above, but for the purposes of this piece of research, it is
enough to analyse them only a bit in order to find their
connection to irony. If we look at the claims made by each
theory, we shall see that all of them account for cases of
laughter which could he elicited after an instance of verhal
irony: the words "derision" and "ridicule" used to explaln the
firet of the theories are self-evident for cases of sarcasm or
"aggressive irony". The name of the second theory,
"incongruity", also recalls the contradictory essence of irony.
"The Relief Theory" will be analysed more profoundly in relation
to Freud’s view of humour and jokes, but for the time being, let
me say only that, many times, verbal irony serves the speaker as
an escape for his repressed feelings towards 'a given person or
situation. Finally, as regards Morreall’s "New Theory", I
think that most instances of irony constitute a "pleasant
psychological shift" and that iz the reason why they make us
laugh.

Therefore, the narrow relationship existing between
irony and laughter can not be denied. We shall now look into a
more complex and intricate psychological theory of humour, namely

Freud’s theory of jokes.

153



Irony as a psyehle and psycholinguistic phenorsron

eud’ te et

2.1 Causes a

Sigmund Freud makes a thorough analysis of jokes, after
which he concludes that "joking is an activity which aims at
deriving pleasure from mental processes, whether intellectual or
otherwise" (1505: 139). He writes about two main kinds of jokes,
namely, innocent jokes and tendentious jokes. He asserts that
tendentlous jokes are those in which there is either hostile or
sexual aggressiveness and that they generally call for three
people: the one who makes the joke, the one taken as the object
of the aggression, and a third in whom the joke’s aim of
producing pleasure is fulfilled (1905: 143). Freud points out
that in these cases, it is not the person who makes the joke who
laughs at it and who, therefore, enjoys its pleasurable effect,
but the inactive listener.

Sarcastic jokes would then be included within tendentious
Jokes, and the purposes and causes of the latter would be the
same as those of the former.

The psychological explanation that Freud gives for jokes is
traced back to the "childhood" of human civilisation and to our
individual childhood. He explains that ever since the childhood
of civilisation, hostile impulses against our fellow men have
been subject to the same restrictions and progressive repression
as our sexusl urges. And so it is that we have made some

advances in the control of our hostile impulses. To illustrate
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this fact, he quotes Lichtenberg, who put it in drastic terms:
<<Where we now say "Excuse me!", we used to give a box
in the ears.>>
(1905: 146)
This brutal hostility, now forbidden by law, has been replaced
by verbal invective, and so it is that by making (through jokes)
our enemy very small, inferlor, despicable or comic, we achieve
the pleasure of overcoming him/her, and a third person can,
therefore, bear witness by his/her laughter. In this part of his
analysis of Jjokes, Freud does not speak in particular about
irony, but it can be clearly inferred that this is applicable to
a great part of ironic jokes, namely, sarcastic or aggressive
ones. Freud explains the part played by Jjokes in hostile
aggressiveness in the following way:
<<A joke will allow us to exploit something ridiculous
in our enemy which we could not, on account of
cbstacles in the way, bring forward openly or
consciously; once again, then, the joke will evade
restrictions and open sources of pleasure that have
become inaccessible. It will further bribe the hearer
with its yield of pleasure into taking sides with us
without any very close investigation just as on other
occasions we ourselves have often been bribed by an
innocent joke into overestimating the substance of a
statement expressed Jjokingly.>>
(1905: 147)
In aggreement with this view, irony can be seen as one of the
Wyefinements" of civilization, and maybe this is why many authors
and people in general associate irony with c¢leverness or
intelligence. If a person is clever and voivilised", s/he will
try to express his/her aggressiveness in an elegant way, and not
start "punching other people on their nose',

Freud also remarks that another of the purposes of
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tendentious jokes may sometimes be to make aggressiveness or
criticism possible against persons in exalted positions who claim
to exercise authority. The joke represents a rebellion agalnst
that authority and a liberation from its pressure (1905: 149).,
After reading this, a recalling of the purposes of irony in many
cases cannot be helped. If we remember the examples of lrony
taken from the series "Yes, Minister" that have been analysed,
we shall conclude that most of them illustrate this purpose: the
use of irony (which is humorous to the audience) makes it
possible for Humphrey (the Minister’s Secretary) to criticise the
Minister, who is in a position of authority in relation to him.
All this has to do with the soclological variable of power, which
is considered by Brown and Levinson in their Theory of Politeness
and which will be more cloeely analysed with respect to irony in
the next chapter. But it is important for us to see Freud as an
antecedent to these ideas, which were later on inspected from a

soclolinguistic perspective.

4.7.2.2 Jrony in Frend’s view

In Jokes and their Relation to the Unconscious, Freud makes
only two allusions to irony. The first one is in relation to
"the techniques of jokes". One of the techniques of jokes is,
according to Freud, "representation by the opposite", a technique
which "is used frequently and works powerfully" (1905: 113). He
also notes that this technique is by no means peculiar to jokes.
It is also a characteristic of irony. Thus, Freud views irony
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in a very restricted light, which reminds us of the classical and
traditional approaches studied in chapter 2. His exact words are
the following:

<<The only technique that characterizes irony is
representation by opposite.>>
(1905: 113)

However, the entire book is full of ironic jokes which, for the
most part, are not considered by him toe be ironic, but that
clearly show irony working through strategies other than
"representation by opposite',

As has been argued, his explanation of the causes and
purposes of Jokes can very well fit in for many instances of
verbal irony, and, as we shall hereafter see, there iz still much
more in his theory of Jjokes that can perfectly wall be applied
to and related to irony. Later on, in his second allusion to
irony, Freud recognizes ilrony as a subspecies of the comic:

<<A person who tries to bring the joke-work into
operation in himself as deliberately as possible =~a
professional wag— soon discovers as a rule that the
easlest way of replying to an assertion by a joke is
by asserting its contrary and by leaving it to the
inspiration of the moment to get rid of the objection
which his contradiction is likely to provoke, by
giving what he has said a fresh interpretation. It
may be that the representation by the opposite owes
the favour it enjoys to the fact that it forms the
core of another pleasurable way of expressing a
thought, which can be understood without any need for
bringing in the unconscious. I am thinking of irony,
which comes very close to joking and is counted among
the sub-species of the comic... It produces comic
pleasure in the hearer, probably because it stirs him
into a contradictory expenditure of enerxrgy which is
at once recognized as being unnecessary.>>
(1991: 232).
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3_F da’ of joke h it ¢ elated to
me cho istic orles of 1rYon reviousl
iyse this chapter

All through Freud’s paper about jokes, we can find elements
that remind us of the psycholinguistic theories of irony we have
been analysing. When speaking about "the purpcoses of jokeg", for
instance, Freud states that "joke~techniques are partly governed
by a tendency towards econony. Glven that in the case of
tendentious jokes much pleasure is obtained, it is therefore
plausible to guppose that this yield of pleasure corresponds to
the physical expenditure that is saved" (1905: 167). I believe
a regalling of Relevance Theory is unavoidable here, particularly
in its claim that an assumption is more relevant if it has the
greatest contextual effects requiring the smallest processing
effort (1986: 125). In the case of irony, the speaker is trying
to be more relevant, and the ironic remark is the way he finds
of producing the desired contextual effects by trying to
econonmise in effort., This is also what happens with jokes, Freud
explains, and I understand this alsec holds for ironic jokes.

Another of the elements that can be found in irony, and
which =-as we have seen- 1is defended by Pretence Theory, is
mimicry. Freud makes an allusion to it when he explains that
mimicry is one of the sources of comic pleasure, and that it
"gives guite extraordinary pleasure to the hearer and makes its
object comic even if it is still far from the exaggeration of a
caricature” (1905: 261).

When analysing the genesis of jokes, Freud states that some
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jokes give us pleasure because they make us rediscover something
which is familiar to us; they make us remember. There is a close
connection between recognising and remembering; so, according to
Freud, there is also a pleaéure in remembering (1905: 171). &nd
this, needless to say, reminds us of the Echoic Reminder Theory
seen in 4.6.

It seems, then, that many of the elements which are present
in jokes are also present in irony: economy of effort, pretence,
remembering. And I would like to add that in the same way that
each of these elements does not define jokes in their totality,
neither does each of them define irony on the whole. They can
be present in many instances of ironic utterances but each
element is not enough if we want to get into the essentials for
a good definition of irony.

I would venture to say that all the examples of irony
analysed in the course of this investigation are humorous in some
way or another. In both "Yes, Minister” and The Golden Girls the
irony is intended to make the audience laugh, given their
characteristics as television comedy programmes. But even in
Bertrand Russell’s examples, which show a serious criticism of
soclety, religion and other human matters, it cannot be denied
that at least a very special kind of "inner" laugh is caused in
the reader, who is supposed to be his "accomplice". Many
instances of humorous irony have also been found in the corpus
of journalistic writing used in this investigation.

To present just one more very humorous example, let us find

the "pleasure" of the following sarcastic remark uttered by

159



Irony &5 a psychic and psycholinguistic phenorenon

Dorothy, as & criticism to Blanche’s desire to be "for ever

vaoung™:

{11

Dorothy: Now what are you doing?

Blanche: Taking my bee pollen, my gheep liver extract, and my
fish oll protein. I‘m getting years younger with each
passing day. :

Dorothy: Fine, Blanche. When they defrost Walt Disney he’ll have

someone to go out with.
(GG, 1991: 67)

4.7.2.4 The technigues of -okes

Freud analyses a considerable number of jokes (many of which
are clearly ironical) and finds different joke-techniques, which

are summarised as follows:

I} condensation
a) with formation of composite word
b) with modification

11 ltiple use of the same t
¢} as a whole and in parts
d) in a different order
e} with slight modification
f) of the same words full and empty

ITT) Double meaning
g} meaning as a name and as a thing

h) metaphorical and literal meanings
i) double meaning proper (play upoh words)

3) double entendre
k) double meaning with allusion
(1905: 76-7)
I am not going to deal with each of the techniques here, but
after all that has been said about irony, it is not difficult to

see that many of these techniques are also techniques or
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strategies used in ironic speech. "Double meaning" is the most
transparent one. Within "double meaning" , the use of puns or
plays upon words is one of the techniques which I have found to
be rather common among ironic strategies. An example could be
the following, given by W. H. Ballin (1920) (queting a theatre
critic), in which there is a play upon two common meanings o,f
precigely, the word play:

<<The Finchley Dramatic Society played Shakespeare last

night. Shakespeare lost.>>

(1990: 7)

By associating the meaning of "“play" for competitive games with
its meaning for "performing" or "acting", the theatre critic is
being ironic and humorous because his intention is ultimately to
say that the performance left much to he desired.

The analysis of ironic "double meaning" could also be viewed
from and associated with the standpoint of Minsky’s Frame-theory
(1975), a computational and psychological approach to discourse
understanding. Frame theory is basically an attempt to provide
conventional or stereotypic representations of knowledge of the
world as an explanation for the interpretation of discoursae.
Basic to Minsky’s theory is the claim that our knowledge is
stored in memory in the form of data structures which he calls
"frames" and which represent stereotyped situations. Thus, when
we encounter a nhew situation, we select from our memory a
structure called "frame", which is a remembered framework to be
adapted to fit the reality of the particular situation. The
example of the theatre play given above could then be interpreted

as a situation that calls for the retrieving of two mantal
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"frames": 1) the frame of "competitive games", where the verb
"play" fills a particular "slot", and 2) the frame of "theatre
performances", in which the verb "play" fills another kind of
"slot" (different from that in'1).

Related to Minsky’s Frames are Schank & Abelson’s Scripts
{1977), Sanford & Garrod‘s Scenarios (1981), Anderson’s Schemata
{1977} and Johnson-Laird Mental Models (1980). All of these are
proposals for dealing with the organization of knowledge in
memory and show ways to store such Knowlege.

As can be noted, Freud’s early techniques of jokes can now
be re-examined in the light of more modern psychological
approaches and theories. I shall refer to more of thease
techniques in the future development of this work, for as has
already been noted, the strategies or techniques used by the
ironist are a central concern of this investigation. A typology
of ironic stratégies will be presented in chapter 8, within which

the techniques anticipated by Freud will be reflected.
4.8 Conclusions

In this chapter, I have tried to approach the phenomenon of
irony from a psychological and psycholinguistic perspective,
which I understand to be very important given the great
connection between language and mind and, especially, between
irony and mental strategies. I have tried to discuss the main
principles of the most well-known psycholinguistic theories of

irony, and I have come to the conclusion that all of them show
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a certain aspect of the phenomenon, but none of them can be said
to describe it totally. However, it can be said that they have
helped us understand that irony can be pretence, remembrance, or
echo {or many more things), and that the causes of its use may
be deep in our mind, in the human tendency to obtain pleasure
from every activity; or, contradictorily (as irony itself), in
our primitive instincts of aggression towards our enemies or
opponents.

We have also been exposed to the humoristic side of irony
through the presentation of the theories of laughter and mainly
through Freud’s careful analysis of jokes. There is a very close
relationship between irony and humour, and irony and laughter.
Being humorous and ircnic at the same time can avoid physical
hostility. We can prove to be more '"elegant" and more
"oivilisad" if we manifest our hostility by means of irony.

Since humour is considered to be one of the characteristics
of healthy minds, we could then easily conclude that being ironic
is also very healthy in most cases, and that is one of the causes
that makes it worth investigating.

I have also tried to show evidence in favour of three of the
initial hypotheses (5, 6 and 7) by means of some examples
belonging to the corpora analysed. It has thus been concluded
that not all ironic utterances are instances of echoic mention,
nor do all of them convey a derogatory attitude, and also that
not all ironic utterances can be said to be instances of
"pretence".

As regards the speaker’s attitude, it has been shown that
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a speaker can sometimes use irony as an aggressive tool (and
therefore be sarcastic), but he can also use it with the
intention of praising the addressee; what is more surprisging is
that, in some special cases, he may be neutral and have no
intention of conveying any critical attitude whatsoever.

Having tackled one of the most prominent issues in the
production and reception of irony, namely psychologilcal
motivation and mechanisms, I now turn to analyse verbal irony
from a sociolinguistic perspective. In particular, T shall look

at it from the standpoint of Politeness Theory.
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<<The true ironist will be the man
who can be irocnical in ways not
permitted by the rules, values,
and norms of his speech community.
the reason is obvious: the less
likely the ocourrence of irony the
more impact it can have.>>

D.C. Muecke, The Communication of
Verbal Irony

<<Alice felt dreadfully puzzled.
The Hatter’s remark seemed to
have no sort of meaning in it,
and vet it was certainly English.
T don’t quite understand you",
she said, as politely as she
could.>>

L. Carroll, Alice‘’s Adventures
in Wonderland

5.1 Introduction

It would not be fair to study verbal irony without
taking into account the perspective that views the phenomenon as
one of the strategies of politeness that speakers use to reach
certain communicative aims. This view foouses wmore on the
sociological aspect than on the psychological one.

The main aim of this chapter is, thus, to discuss the
type of strategies and the sociological variables intervening in
the phenomenon of irony in the light of the Theory of Politeness.

In particular, I shall discuss some of the issues put forward by
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Brown & Levinson in Politeness: Some Universals in Language Usage
(1987, firat published in 1978).

Whereas Leech (1983) places irony as one of the
“principles of pragmatics" of interpersonal rhetoric (i.s. "a
second~order principle which builds upon , or exploits, the
principle of politeness" (1983: 82)), Brown & Levinson place
irony as one poszsible politeness strategy: more precisely, as a
substrateqy of the major politeness strategy n¢* 4 (off record)
for doing Face Threatening Acts (hereinafter FTAs). According
to Brown & Levinson, “a communicative act is done off record if
it is done in such a way that it is not possible to attribute
only one clear communicative intention to the act! (1987: 211).
Off record utterances are essentially indirect uses of language,
and, in all cases, the hearer must make some inference to recover
the intended meaning of the speaker. All off record strategles
{in Brown & Levinson’s view) viclate one of the Gricean Maxins.
"Be ironic" is placed as a strateqy violating only the Quality
Maxim (1987: 214). The observation of many ironic utterances in
the corpus studied led me to have some doubts in this respect,
and, therefore, I formulated the following research question:

Can an ironic speaker/writer violate the other Gricean maxims
as well?

from which the feollowing hypothesis was derived (Hypothesis n®
7 in the Introduction):

An ironic speaker/writer can not only violate the Quality
Maxim but also the other three Gricean Maxims.

I shall try to present evidence to confirm this hypothesis, for

I believe that Brown & Levinson’s conception is based on a
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traditional view of irony:; 1.e., they have restricted irony to
conditions of truth and falsity, to "opposite propositions", and,
as I have tried to explain in chapter 2, the problem does not
appear to be so simple.

Another of the research questions of my investigation
of irony in the field of politeness phenomena was the following:

Does irony fit perfectly within off record strategies, or is
it that many times the ironic speaker can make use of on
record strategies to make his/her point?
This question originated from the observation that, in the
corpora studied here, some ironical utterances were found in
which it was clear that the speaker was also using Positive
and/or Negative Politeness and both these strategies are
presented by Brown & Levinson as on record®.

From the above research question the following
hypothesis was derived (Research Hypothesis n® 8 in the
Introductory chapter of this dissertation)

An ironic speaker/writer can make use not only of off record
strategies but also of on record ones to make his point. The
frequency of occurrence of the former strategies is higher
than that of the latter, but this does not deny the
existence of the latter.
This would imply that a speaker can go off record with Negative
and/or Positive Politeness (as will be shown in 5.3), something

which is not in agreement with Brown & Levinson’s scheme of

strategies, which I reproduce in Figure 5.a:

Zepn sctor goea on recaxd in doing an act A 1# it im olesr to pactlolpants what conaunicative intantion led tha sctor
ko do A, {l.w., there e just one unasbiguously mttributable lntentlon with wich wltnasses would concuc]™ (19871 £8-%}.
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1. without redressive action, baldly
on record 2, Positive Politeness
with redressive action

Do the FTA

3. Negative Peliteness
4, off record

5, Don’t do the FT3

Fig. 5.a: Possible Strategies for doing PTA’s (1967: 69)

I shall try to show that there are various possible
combinations of both on record and off record strategies, and
that, even within the different substrategies labelled by Brown
& Levinson as off record, irony is not just one single, isclated
substrategy: it can combine with the other off record strategies
as well. From this last observation, the next hypothesis was
formulated (Research Hypothesis n® 9 in the Introduction):

A speaker/writer can make different off record strategies co-
occur in order to convey an ironic meaning.

Thie would again imply that irony is not so simple a phenomenon
as to be placed as a number on a list of substrategies which are
distinct and separate from one ancther. Politeness theory serves
my purpose in this respect, for it will allow us to observe the
versatility of the phenomenon by means of the appreciation of the
richness of the possibilities of combination of strategies. The
sheer variety of the phenomenon is indeed a temptation to the
thesis maker.

A final analysis is made in this chapter on the
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influence of the sociological variables P (power), D {distance)
and R (ranking of imposition of the particular culture) upon the
use of verbal irony. The initial research question was the
following:
Do the sociological variables P, D and R have any influence
upon the use of verbal irony? 1If so, in what ways do they
affect it?
And the resulting hypothesis was Research Hypothesis n® 10:

The sociological variables P, D, and R influence the use of
verbal irony

The ways in which these variables affect the choice of strategiles
within the use of verbal irony will be discussed in some of the
examples in the corpus, although I anm conscious of the fact that
these variables may interact in rather intricate and complicated
ways, and consequently further and deeper research than the one
done in this piece of work would be desirable in the future to
be able to make valid generalisations.

T shall now proceed to the discussion of the i1ls=sues
raised in this introduction by trying to give evidence for the
confirmation of Research Hypothesis n® 7, in connection with

irony and the violation of the Gricean Maxims.

5,2 Verbal irony and the maxims of Grice’s Cooperative principle

From Brown & Levinson’s definition of off record
strategies, it can be deduced that this type of strategy is the
ideal one to use when the speaker/writer wants to avoid

responsibility (to a certain extent) for doing his FTA. By going
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cff record, the speaker can leave it up to the addressee to
decide how to interpret the FTA, The clue to the correct
interpretation of off record FTAs lies in the making of some
inferences which will allow the addressee to understand what was,
in fact, intended by the speaker. The off record speaker or
writer, thus, invites conversational implicatures by flouting the
Gricean Maxims of Communication in some way. Brown & Levinson
arrange their 1list of off record strategies according to the
maxim that they believe each strategy violates [see their chart,
(1987: 214)]. As was anticipated in the introduction to this
chapter, '"Be ironic" is included within the strategies that
violate the Quality Maxim, and one of the aims of this part of
my work is to try to show that it can violate the other three
Gricean Maxins as well. Leech (1983) implicitly holds this
hypothesis when, after presenting example [1], he states that it
can easily tip over into an ironic interpretation:
[11 A: We’ll all miss Bill and Agatha, won’t we?
B: Well. we’ll all miss BILI?

(1983: 80)
We could not say that B is here flouting the Quality Maxim, for
he is telling the truth. This example is presented by Leech as
breaking the Quantity Maxim, as can be clearly observed, for when
A asks B to confirm A’s opinion, B merely confirms part of it and
pointedly ignores the rest. Leech relates this fact to the
exploitation not only of the Irony Principle but also of the

Principle of Politeness, for B could have been more informative

Leach notas thak ths veply in [1) would almost cartaibly hava a fall-pise tona, which Lz an intonatlsn eften
ascalated with indipact implicatura, This i & point that % shall dfacuma in detail in Chapter §.
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but only at the cost of being more impolite to a third party
(1983: 81). Thus, from Leech’s reasoning, it can be concluded
that people are ironic in order to avoid being impolite*.

T shall now present and discuss certain examples found
in the corpus that give evidence of the violation of the four

Gricean Maxims by ironilc speakers/writers.

5.2.1 Maxim of Quality®

As I have discussed in a previous paper (Alba Juez,
1995a), the fact that Brown & Levinson consider irony as a
strategy that violates only the Maxim of guality is consistent
with their view of irony as meaning "the opposite" of what is
gaid literally, since, in this way, it is clearly seen that one
is not "making a true contribution". This would include
prototypical examples of verbal irony such as "John‘’s a fine
friend" or "John's a genius", meaning "John’s not a good friend"
and "John's stupid" respectively, where the literal meaning is
not true. Examples from the corpus that violate this maxim have
already been presented in 2.4.1 of this dissertation under the
heading "Prototypical cases". But, as has been repeatedly noted
in this thesis, verbal irony goes beyond "not telling the truth",
and, since it underlies diverse intellectual mechanisms, it many
times violates the other maxims of the Cooperative Principle.

Green remarks that there is a greater moral load attached to the

‘ Thls La & polnt that T bellave could be rafuted for aone cakex of irony, as I ghell try to ahew Ln this chapter. Nate
also that it appears £o ba tha casa that whan Lasch uses tha tore "politaness® ha does not maan tha same se Brown and Levinzan,
Leach seemn here to stlck mora to the “soclal norm view” [in B, Frasar's terms, (19501 22013,

B'me Haxlms, as Orice mtated thew, hevae besn quated In 3,2,
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Maxim of Quality than to the others: "violating it amounts to a
moral offense, whereas violating the others is at worst
inconsiderate or rude" (1989: 89). I do not believe that this
is valid for cases of irony, since, as was discussed in 2.2,
although, in many cases, the speaker is performing an "act of
misrepresentation" (Fraser, 1994), the intention of the ironist
is not to mislead the hearer, an intention that is distinguished
from that of the liar, who does intend to mislead the hearer.
Consequently, I do not think that a speaker whose intention is
to be ironic can be thought of by his hearer to be a moral
offender for violating the maxim of quality. 1In many cases, the
ironic speaker is certainly rude and may offend the hearer, but
not precisely because of the violation of the maxim in itself but
because of the implication of his/her utterance, which is a
different thing. The ironic speaker is not lying; on the
contrary, s/he wants his hearer to know that he does not mean
what s/he says.

Interestingly, for some cases of irony, I have observed
that the Maxim of Quality is not violated in the least., As was
anticipated in Chapter 2, the ironic speaker sometimes means
precisely what s/he says. Martin (1992) presents the following
two examples of verbal irony, which, nevertheless, describe an
actual state of affairs:

1) "our friends are always there when they need us."
2) (A French television thriller called "Torturen was

reviewed in the following terms):

"I have to say that what tortured me most in watching
this film was boredom."

(1992: 81-2)
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In both examples, the speakers are telling the truth. In the
first example, the irony lies in the implicit opposition of thev
to ye (which would be the expected pronoun in that utterance) and
of uz to them (this represents, at a deeper 1evél, the opposition
self/others -~see B8.2). It has, for this reason, a comic~ironic
effect, but it cannot be said that the speaker is flouting the
Maxim of Quality. The second example is not lacking in irony
either, although the critic is telling the truth. He takes
advantage of the +title of the thriller ("Torture") and,
therefore, plays with it by using it against the thriller itself,
which gives a comic-ironic effect in order to warn his readers

about watching the programme in question.

5.2,2 Maxim of Ouantity

It was briefly shown in 5.2, by means of an example of
Leech’s (1983), how an ironic interpretation can be the outconme
of the violation of the Maxim of Quantity.

Brown & Levinson present an example of tunderstatement”
violating the Quantity Maxim which seems to be perfect also as
an example of ironic utterance {though they do not contemplate
such a possibility). This is the case of <<a teenage girl that
might say "He’s all right" as an understated oriticism
implicating "I think he’s awful" or as an understated compliment
implicating "I think he’s fabulous">> (1987: 218). In this way,
the Maxim of Quantity is flouted by avoiding the lower points in
the case of a criticism and by avoiding the upper points in the
case of a compliment or admission.
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In the following example, Dorothy is baing ironical
about Blanche’s "experience" with men, and by not making further
comments or not arguing any longer (i.e. saying less than
required), she implies that Blanche has a reputation for having
dated a lot of men:

[1] Blanche: You think Dirk looks at me and sees an old
woman?. He sees a young, vibrant, passionate
contemporary.

Dorothy: Blanche, you haven’t even been out with him yet.

Blanche: My instincts are infallible about this. Believe
me. I Know men.

Dorothy: No arguments here.
(GG, 1991: 71-2)

Dorothy is violating the maxim of Quantity but not the Maxim of
Quality. It can be said of this example (as well as of examples
1 and 2 in the previous section) that the speaker is telling the
truth; however, she is being ironic. The fact of not
contradicting Blanche seems to show agreement between Dorothy and
Blanche, but this agreement turns against Blanche because, by
saying that she has no arquments against Blanche, Dorothy is
implying that Blanche knows men too well, and, therefore, the
apparent agreement turns into a criticism, and here is the source
of the irony.

Another instance which I believe supports my argument
here is the following exchange between Bernard and Humphrey, in
which Humphrey is being uncooperative and sarcastic by flouting
the Quantity Maxim, for he is not as informative as required and

expected by the situation:
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[2] Bernard: What are we supposed to do about it?
Humphrey: Can you keep a secret?
Bernard: Of coursel
Humphrey: So can L.

(YM, 1994 Video Episode: "Open Government')

Humphrey and Bernard had been previously discussing the problems
of the "open government!" policy of the Minister (Mr. Hacker), and
Humphrey now lets Bernard infer that he has a secret plan against
the Minister by saying "Can you keep a secret?', to which Bernard
answers "of course", expecting that the logical consequence of
saying £o will be the immediate telling of the secret on the part
of Humphrey; however, contrary to his expectations (and those of
the audience’s), Humphrey replies, "so can IV, which is a
sarcastic way of saying, "I don’t trust you, conseguently, I
won’t tell wvyou the secret". He is, therefors, being
uncooperative by breaking the Quantity HMaxim (giving less
information than required), which triggers a humorous and ironic
effect. Again, it can not be said that the ironic speaker
(Humphrey in this case) is not telling the truth, He is saying
something that is true (i.e., that he can keep a s=ecret) but
which, nevertheless, has an ironical effect {mainly based on the
contradiction between the expectations of the hearer (Bernard)

and the actual reaction of the speaker (Kumphrey) ).
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5.2.3_ Maxim of Relevance

The way 1n which Grice stated that this Maxim should
he accomplished (i.e. by "“making one’s contribution relevant!)
has been interpreted differently by different authors. Brown and
Levinson consider that there are some off record strategles in
which the Maxim of Relevance is violated, such as: a) Give
hinte", b) "Give association clues® and c) “"Presuppose" (19871
215-17). The interpretation given is the following: "“If the
speaker says something that is not explicitly relevant, he
invites the hearer to search for an interpretation of posszible
relevance" (1987: 213), and this, I believe, is something that
can also happen when someone is being ironic.

Brown & Levinson show that one way of wviolating the
Maxim of Rel'evance is by using euphemisms. In the following
chunk of dialogue, Dorothy uses a euphemism ("pillow talk") to
be ironical towarde Blanche, and Sophia goes even further with

the ironic tone set up by Dorothy:

(13 Roge: Your date is over?
Blanche: You sound surprised.

Dorothy: Well, it’s just that your dates usually end with
a little -pillow talk.

Sophia: Yeah, like, "What did you say your name was
again?"

(GG, 1991: 186)

Dorothy uses a euphemism to express her surprise about Blanche

having finished a date without going to bed with the man in
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question. In addition, she uses the word "little", which is
functioning as a hedge here and is ironical, too, because Blanche
has a reputation for always experiencing great and repetitive
"gessions of pillow talk". The background knowledge of Blanche’s
character triggers this humorous and ironic effect, which becomes
even more humorous and sarcastic after Sophia’s comment on the
kind of "pillow talk": it is obvious that, by saying that Blanche
asks her lovers about their names when they are in bed, Sophia
implies that Blanche goes to bed with any unknown man she comes
across, and this is interpreted by the audience as an bitter
ironic (sarcastic) criticism.

Brown & Levinson admit that some indirect criticisms
could fall within the first strategy they consider as violating
the Relevance Maxim, l.e., "Give hints", but they add that the
construction of hints for indirect critiecisms involves complex
processes beyond the scope of their paper and even beyond their
"present understanding" (1987: 215).

T believe that it is not difficult to see that all
instances of ironic eriticism involve "Giving hints" on the part
of the speaker, since they are pieces of indirect criticism, and,
consequently, some hint has to be given in order to understand
the message conveyed. Perhaps this is why bPavid Holderoft notes
that "an irenical text is full of violations of the maxims of
Relevance and Manner" (1983: 506).

T shall turn to one more example found in the corpus
which can be interpreted as a violation of the Relevance Maxim

with an ironic intention. Examine the following dyad between
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Hacker (the Minister of Administrative Affairs) and Humphrey (his
Private Secretary) after Humphrey makes the Minister realise that
he hae "put his foot in" and that the Prime Minister is very

upset with him (Hacker). Hacker is now frightened and asks:

(2] Hacker: What’s going to happen?

Humphrey: The Prime Minister giveth, and the Prime
Minister taketh away.

(¥YM, 1994 Video Episode: "Open Government")

Apparently, Humphrey is not being relevant here, because, instead
of answering what is going to happen directly, he indirectly (by
using sarcastic echoic irony) says that Hacker will be dismissed
by the Prime Minister. Humphrey does not say this "bold on
record%; instead, he gives hints and association clues to make
Hacker understand what will happen, which causes a humorous
effect for the audience, who also rejoices in obsgerving
Humphrey‘'s cynicism.

Some comment should be made here about the fact that
there are authors, such as Sperber & Wilzon, who believe that the
Relevance Principle is never violated, for they support the idea
that "Relevance may be achieved by expressing irrelevant
assumptions, as long as this expressive hehaviour is in itself
relevant {1986: 121). Then the relevance of ironic utterances
lies in the information it gives about the speaker’s attitude
towards the "attributed thought" (for, as we saw in 4.3, in their
cpinion, ironic utterances are always cases of echoic use of

attributed thoughte)., This interpretation of the Principle of
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Relevance is evidently wider than the one given by Brown &
Levinson. From the standpoint of Relevance Theory, communicators
could not violate the principle of relevance even if they wanted
to (1986: 162). There are, according to Sperber & Wilson, maﬁy
situations where the speaker who is aiming at optional relevance
should not give a literal interpretation of his/her thought, and
where the hearer should not treat his/her utterance as literal
(1986: 233). This is a valid position, but the argument put
forward in this section has to do with the way in which the
violation of the Maxim of Relevance is presented in Brown &
Levinson’s Theory of Politeness. Following their reasoning (as
well as Grice’s), the Maxim of Relevance can be flouted
sometimes, and this, I have tried to show, can also be the case

for ironic utterances.
2 im o anne

An argument can also be put forward in favour of the
possibility of violation of the Maxim of Manner by ironic
speakers in some cases. In many instances, the speaker is hot
"perspicuous", at least in two respects: he is both obscure and
ambiguous. He may be brief and orderly, but, when going off
record, he will not preoisely try to avoid obscurity and
ambiguity. He will most probably be obscure and/or ambiguous in
order to minimise the FTA or to avoid responsibility. This would
apply perfectly to wmost ironic utterances, in which the

implicatures are cancellable, though not to those cases of
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conventionalised or implicature-free verbal irony in which the
implicatures are not cancellable or there is no conversational
implicature to be worked out (see 3.3.1 and 7.2.2}.

Following is an example from the London Lund Corpus of
English Conversaticon, in which two female secretaries are talking
about another woman, By saying that this woman "is not of the
most helpful variety", C is being ambiguous (because she does not
clearly say that she is unhelpful), and, at the same time, she
is ironically criticising her (the intonation with a falling tone
on "helpful" and a rising one on ''variety", as well as the
laughter, also help decipher the ironic interpretation, as will

be shown and discussed in Chapter 6):

(1]

C 11 . and [€:] they ~don‘t ‘seem to b/other _any_body# /
A 11 ~n\o# /
C 11 they *seem to ‘know their ‘way ar/ound# /
A 11 so it ~d\oes ‘seenmf /
A 1l a ~fairly ‘self-con’tained *‘unit ‘on its \own#* /
C 11 *it AM\is# /
C 11 ~v\ery ’self-con’tained##* 7/
A 11 »ry\esf /
c 11 ~and I lthink one of the :reasons Miss ’Baker /
C 1li s=sug:igest{(ed)) I ’'show you ((a))r\ound# /
C 11 I ~don‘t think you'‘ve met :Nelly ‘Cartwright /
c 11 up:sti\airs# /
A 11 ~n\o¥ /
{c 11 +I won‘t ![pri: - @:m] - - - wh\at‘s the ‘word# - [/
c 11 ~pre-perlsulade you# /
c 11 but [@:] *-%* - ghe's ~not of the most :h\elpful /
C 11 %%, %% var/lety# . /
A 11 #(laughs - - )* **x~Ay\eahf*x /7
c 11 [&:m] I don‘*t kn\ow# 7/
C 11 you ~may ’'hit it :\off with herj§ /

(LLC, S5.1.5.)

The Maxim of Quantity seems also to have been flouted in this
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example, for € is being "less informative than regquired" by
minimising in some way the expression referring to Ms
Cartwright’s unhelpfulness.

Apart from thé fact that prototypical cases of irony
viclate the Quality Maxim, all of these cases could be said to
be ambiguous, in which case they would violate the Maxim of
Manner as well. The following passage from one of Bertrand
Russell’s essays seems to illustrate one of these cases:

<<Some astronomers try to cheer us up in moments of

depression by assuring us that one fine day the sun
will explode, and in the twinkling of an eye we shall

all be turned into gas>>

(BR, 1958: 31)

strictly speaking, Russell could be accused here of baing obscure
and ambiguous for not saying directly that, by foretelling that
we are all doomed to such a fate, astronomers are npot cheering
ug up and that the day in which the sun will explode will not be
a fine day. But this violation of both the ouality and the
Manner Maxims of the Cooperative Principle serves Russell’s
ironic purposes of criticising those people who, in his opinion,

vimagine themselves on the throne of the Almighty" (1958: 31}.

The analysis and examples presented hitherto seem to
give evidence confirming Hypothesis n® 7, which tries to show
that irony is not only related to the Maxim of Quality, but also
to the other three Gricean Maxims (Quantity, Relevance and

Manner). Quantitative data for a further confirmation of this
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hypothesis will be given in 7.2.2.1.
In any case, the view of irony as violating the Gricean
Maxims iliuminates the nature of propositional irxony, as
Holdcreft (1983) states, For cases of illocutionary irony,'
perhaps the explanation founded on the violation of the maxims
is not that illuminating, for, as Holdecroft observes:
<<The illocutionary ironist on a direct reading may
breach no maxim: indeed, perhaps the only clue that
he is being ironic is the fact that he iz so0
uncritically fulsome.>> {1983: 507).
The observation of this fact, and its confirmation through
several examples found in the corpora used in this investigation,
led me to conclude that there is a type of verbal irony that
could be labelled as “"implicature—-free", for when using this
type, the speaker/writer flouts no maxim but is nevertheless

ironic (see 7.2.2).

I elat to Positive t oliteness

As was anticipated in the Introduction to this chapter
and discussed in a previous paper (Alba Juez, 19%5c), after
analysing and studying wany of the examples in the corpus, I
noticed that, in many instances, the ironic speaker was clearly
addressing not only the hearer’s positive needs, but also his
negative face needs, which would entail that this kind of speaker
not only makes use of off record strategies but also of on record
ones, since, as Brown & Levinson state in their theory (and as

can be seen in theilr chart, reproduced here in 5.1), Positive and
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Negative Politeness are substrategies of the higher oxder
strategy on record.

In other words, what I have observed is that somatimes
the speaker chooses to be ironic precisely because s/he wants to
make concessions to his/her own or the hearer’s positive fawe,
or in other cases, to his/her own or the hearer’s negative faca.
Thus, when going off record, a speaker is also using on record
strategies. Saving face seems to be a concern for hoth on record
and off record speakers. Then, redressive action can also be a
characteristic of off record FTAs.

Brown & Levinson do in fact believe that there may
exist a kind of “on record-off recordness" only in some special
cases such as the one shown when using conventionally indirect
requests as a nhegative politeness strategy (e.qd. could you
please pass the salt?", which should not be interpreted as a
guestion about the addresse’s potential abilities). They also
acknowledge that:

<<Many of the classic off record strategies -metaphor,

irony, understatement, rhetorical gquestions, etc- are

very often on record when used, because the clues to

their interpretation (the mutual knowledge of 8 and H

in the context, the intonational, prosodic and kinesic

clues to speaker‘s attitude; the clues derived from
conversational seguencing) add up to only one really

viable interpretation in the context.>> (1987: 212)
From these lines, I infer that Brown & Levinson would think of
on record-off recordness for irony only in those cases in which
it is conventionalised, and there can be no other possible
interpretation. However, they never go too deeply inte the

analysis of irony and they do not put forward any arguments about
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what they understand to be conventionalised instances of irony.
I have already presented (in 3.3.1) instances of what I judge to
ba conventicnaliged and non-conventionalised verbal irony, and,
with respect to the issue discussed in this section, I believe,
contrary to Brown & Levinson=- that an ironic speaker can use both
on record and off record strategies even when using non-
conventionalised vexrbal irony. This can be seen in the examples
I shall present of what T shall call "Positive" and. "Negative

Irony".
2 3. oaiti a atiwv

Ag was discussed in 4.3.1.2 (and shown by means of
corpus examples), not all cases of irony cbnvey a derogatory
attitude. Some authors [Cicero (circa 100 BC), King & Crerar
(1969), Haverkate (1988), Holdcroft (1983), Norrick (1994),
Lakoff (1972), Leech (1983), Kaufer (1983), Muecke (1970)] hold
the belief that 1t can also convey praise or =some positive
feeling towards the hearer, in opposition to some others, like
Brown & Levinson or Sperber & Wilson, who state that verbal irony
always has a deprecating nature.

I alse tried to show in 4.2,1.2 that there is
apparently a third kind of werbal irony which is intended neither
to criticise nor to praise, which could he considered as
"neutrall. The first two kinds of irony, i.e., "derogatory
irony" and Y“praising irony'", seem to be in close connection with

pogsitive and negative politeness. It is my impression that
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derogatory irony is always a strategy that has to do mainly with
Negative Politeness and the negative face of the addressee, and
that praising irony has to do mainly with Positive Politeness and
the Positive face of the addressee. Hence, I shall call the
former Negative Irony and the latter Positive Irony. If someone
is praising another person -be it by means of irony or by any
other means- he or she is carrying out redressive action directed
to the addressee’s positive face (i.e. his perennial desire that
his wants (or actions/acquisitions/values resulting from them)
should be thought of as desirable}. We may also encounter
certain instances of positive irony in which the intention is not
precisely to praise, but in which the speaker still addresses the
positive face of the addressee, as can be deduced, for inastance,
from the observations made by Leech (1983) and Kasper (1990} about
the speech "sounding" described by Labov (1972) as exchanges of
"ritual insults" by New York black adolescents. Kasper describes
ritual insults as instances of "ironic rudeness" and "mock
impoliteness" (1990: 211). Leech presents them as instances of
"hanter" or "mock irony"(1983: 144-5). Booth (1974) also writes
about a kind of ironic attack which takes the form of pretended
satire and often expresses distance or hostility, but which
social custom requires to be taken without deep offense. He
illustrates his point with some African tribes in whose culture
this form of teasing depends on a relation between two persons
(or even two tribes) in which one is by custom permitted, and in
some instances required, to tease or make fun of thae other, who,

in turn, is required to take no offence. A similar situation is
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found in the “flyting " of some "joking relationships" in some
English dialects (1974: 30}.

when the speaker is using negative irony to criticise
someone, s/he is carrying out redressive action directed to the
addressee’s negative face in the sense that s/he is making an
effort not to surpass the hearer’s territory in an excessive way.
Thus, by being ambiguous and indirect, the speaker is trying not
to inpede the hearer‘’s wants or actions. Then, 1t is often the
casa that an ironic speaker uses Negative Politeness to criticise
or make his/her hearer feel inferior, as will be seen in some
examples in the corpus. Leech explains this phenomenon by saying
that, whereas "overpoliteness" can have the effect of signifying
superliority or ironic distance, underpoliteness can have the
opposite effect of establishing or maintaining a bond of
familiarity (1983: 144).

Somatimes Positive and Negative Irony can co-occur in
the same utterance. Suppose that I have a friend who is not very
self confident, and, after doing an exam, he szays to me:

"T'm going to fail this exam. I did it all wrong."
After some days I meet him and he tells me that he has passed the
exam with a very good mark. Then I could ironically say (and
thi=s would also be a clear example of echolc mention):

"Oh, ves, you have failed, you did it all wrong, you are an
awful studentl!"

In this particular context, I would be criticising and praising
my friend at the same time. I would criticise his previous self-

deprecating attitude, but I would also Dbe praising him hy
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implicating that I think he is better and cleverer than he
hinself had thought he was.

The above discussion has led me to conclude that
hypothesis n®8 can be accepted, i.e. Positive and NegatiVer
Politeness can also be substrategies on an off record strategy,
for as it has been argued and will be shown in the examples, a
speaker can be ironic with Positive Politeness (and thus serve
certain purposes) or he can be ironic with Negative Politeness
(and thus serve certain other purposes).

A good example of the fact that irony can be combined
with Positive Politeness is provided by Brown & Levinson,
although they present it only as an instance of an "on record
with DPositive Politeness" strategy, hamely, strategy n® 83
nJoke". Brown & Levinson note that a speaker could be joking and
say to his friend:

"How about lending me this old heap of junk? (H’s new
cadillac)" (1987: 124)

Since both friends know that the car is a new Cadillac and
consequently that it is by no means "an old heap of junk", apart
from understanding that this is a joke, the hearer will also
understand that s/he should not take his/her friend literally,
and that, on the contrary, his/her friend is addressing his/her
positive face and wants to signify that s/he admires his/her new
car or, in more technical terms, that g /he wants his wants".
This is a prototypical case of "irony with Positive Politenaess",
i.e., Positive Irony (in which the speaker wants to maintain the

hearer’s pogitive face).
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The following passage, taken from a pamphlet written
py Jonathan Swift [guoted by King & Crerar (1969)} is proof of
the possibility of combination of irony with Negative Politeness.
It is endowed with all the formality and ‘conventional
indirectness® typical of Negative Politeness strategies, but at

the same time is &an example of the sardonic criticism

characteristic of Negatiwve Irony:

<<Another advantage proposed by the abolishing of
Christianity is the clear gain of one day in seven,
which is now entirely lost, and conseguently the
kingdom one seventh less considerable in trade,
business, and pleasure; besides the loss to the public
of 80 many stately structures, now in the hands of the
clergy, which might be converted into plavhouses,
rarket-houses, exchanges, common dormitories, and
other public edifices,

I hepe I shall be forgiven a hard word, if I call
this a perfect cavil. I readily own there has been an
old custom, time out of mind, for people to assemble
in the churches every Sunday, and that shops are still
frequently shut, in order, as it ie conceived, to
preserve the memory of that ancient practice; but how
this can prove a hindrance to businegs or pleasure, is
hard to imagine. What 1f the men of pleasure are
forced, one day in the week, to game at home instead
of the chocolate-houses? are not the taverns and
coffee-~houses open? can there be a more convenient
season for taking a dose of physic? is not that the
chief day for traders to sum up the accounts of the
weak, and for lawyers to prepare thelr briefs?. But
I would fain know how it can be pretended that the
churches are mis~applied?. Where are more appointments
and rendezvouses of gallantry? where more care to
appear in the foremost box, with greater advantage of
dress? where more meetings for business? where more
bargains driven of all sorts? and where zo many
conveniences or enticements to sleep?>>

(L969; 128-9)
Obviously, Swift’s diction suggests a period remote to our own,
but in familiar every day present language, it seems to be often

the case that we use Negative Politeness together with irony.
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If, for instance, a woman does not want her husband to be rude
to her (e.g. when requesting something) and always tells him that
he should be more “polite" (in the common sense of the word) to
her, the husband migﬁt make a future request in either of the
following sardonic¢ ironical ways (presenting a "clash" between
speech acts, i.e. irony at the illocutlonary level -see 3.4 and
7.2.3-)

"Excuse me for bothering you, but would you be sO kind as
to make me a cup of coffee?"

or:

"Will Her Majesty prepare me a cup of coffee?
which would mean: "it sounds ridiculous to me to treat you this
way, but considering you want me to be polite, I am mocking you
by being polite in an exaggerated way (Leech’s noverpoliteness').
Haverkate presents a similar example illustrating this kind of
illocutionary irony:

"could you do me the favour of shutting up?" (1988: 85)
Leech’s ironic example "Do you have to splll ash on the carpet?"
(1983: 143) and Searle’s ought you to eat gquite sc much
spaghetti?" (1975: 66) seen to ba also wvalid to support my
argument here.

Many examples of this combination of off record and on

record strategies were found in the corpus. I now turn to them.

5,3,2 Corpus e es of ve i ed in combinat T

P

T have observed in the wide variety of ironic examples
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in the corpus that some typical devices of Negative Politeness
are very often used in ironical remarks. I refer to hedges
and/or indirect conventionalised gquestions. Consider the
following conversation between Rose and the Reverend Avery:
[1] Reverend
Avery: Well, before we open the doors, I just want to
thank you all for taking time away from your own
Christmas to provide Christmas for some that are
less fortunate. We promise to turn away no one,
remembering how Mary and Joseph were turned away
at the inn,
Rose: Reverend Avery -it‘s always puzzled me; why didn’t
Mary and Joseph call ahead for reservations?. Surely
they must have realized how impossible it is to get
a hotel room during the Christmas season

Reverend
Avery: I guess that’s one for the theologians, Rosa,

(GG, 1991: 160)

In his last remark, the Reverend is ironical about Rose’s
previous comment (implying that it was irrelevant and silly),
but, at the same time, he is trying not to be rude (and therefore
trying to maintain her negative face by not imposing on her or
impeding her actions) by usging the hedge "I guess". This hedge
has the effect of softening the following observation ("That'’s
one for the theologians") which is certainly ironie, for anyone
would laugh at the possibility of such a 5illy observation being
a serious matter to be analysed by theologians.

Hedges constitute a device that allows the speaker to
show that he does not try to "trespass" the hearer’s or a third
person’s territory. In the following example, the speaker (A)
tries to soften the criticism he is making of the lecturer they

are talking about (a third and absent person} by using the hedge
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"I’m not quite sure...", although he is in fact being ironic ang
“economical with the truth%: he really means that in his opinion,

the lecture was useless:
(2]

11  ~ch d\eary

12 ~what was ‘he - ~I can‘t even relmember !what he
12 was d/\oing#

11 the ~day I ‘:went to his :1\/ecturej

11 but I re!member that ‘he - :brought ‘out [thr\ee
11 ‘things _in# .

11 "~\0ld /English#

12 ((~you lcl\assilcists)) [?@] ~you‘ve _prohably not
12 {d\one 0ld /English#

11  ~h\ave ‘you# -

11 ~c\ourse you ‘haven‘ty§ - -

11 ~bin_dan 'rin_dan _and w\in’dan#

11 the ~three v\erbs#

11 ~f?lall . {(are)) rh/yming#

~and ‘they !\all ((are)) :d=oing#

11 with #something ’going :r\ound#

11  +bin_dan to b/ind#

11 ~win_dan to w\/ind#

11 and . *rin'dan :to . "lr\/ind#

11  you “~kn/ow#

11 a ~p\ig#

{ - - laugh)

11 *#{ - - - laughs}* **A[ Am]gwk

11 +*~this is the llonly thing I‘ve ’‘brought a!lw\ay
11 from that l/ecture#

il =% - - I'm “not quite ‘sure what he was . trying
11 +##to*% , pri\ove with th/em#

11 “when he‘d !f\lnished#

20 (#-% = = laughs)

Ll it g i i g g B B2 R R TR SR R T O 8
o]
[} =
o =

R e R T T

(LLC, 8.1.6.)

In this example, the irony is aimed at the negative face of the
third person in question, as is the case with most situations in
which two speakers are ironically criticising a third participant
{present or absent). But this irony iz also aimed at the
positive face of the hearer or addressee, i.,e., there is also

positive politeness between the two interlocutors, for it is
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often the case that the ironic speaker wants to show his hearer
that s/he trusts him/her and that he considers him /her a
"cooperator", establishing in this way a mutual complicity. as
Sperber (1974) notes, "irony against a third party is an
invitation to real complicity. Inversely, irony directed against
the hearer is an invitation to keep one’s distance® {1974: 144).

As we know {see 4.3.1), Sperber does not consider the
possibility of "Positive Irony", and that is why he states that
irony towards the hearer is always an invitation to keep
distance, I have already spoken of the fact that irony towards
the hearer can also have the intention of praising or showing
positive feelings or a positive evaluation of the hearer, even
when this is not so frequent a strategy as the one addressing
hissher negative face. I now turn to one of these less

frequently found cases:

b}
w
[

B 11 A=umg -~ /
B 12 ~[?)it's [?] . Aw\elly} . /
B 11 AIm . em!{pl\oyed as a}) rmathemal!t\/ician# - /
B 11 sta*tistics is what I :ish\/ould know# /
B i1 ({and)) I ~don‘t know 'anythlng a:b\out it# /
B 11 warh\/eally# /
A 20 ( - . laughs) /
{B 11 ~pri\cgramming {com~p\uters#}f - /
B 11 %{{~th\at‘s what /I do#))* /
A 11 %~y\esf§ /
A 11 do* Ayou know ‘Malcolwm B\ /owen# /
Y 11 +over at the comp\uter /unity# /
B 11 A[\ml# /
a 11 +nice b/ov§ - /
A 11 ~»sure lhe‘d h/elp yvou# /
A 21 if you ~got stiuck# /
B 20 ( - = laughs) -

(LLC, S.1.6.)
When & (a female academic) says that Malcom could help B (a male
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academic) if B got stuck, she is ironical and she is joking, for
B has just said that programming computers is precisely what he
does, so she is in fact addressing his positive face by
implicating that he needs no help and that it is very unlikely
that he would ever get stuck. The laughter coming afterwards
shows that, in effect, it has been interpreted as an ironical
joke on B’s part.
Returning to the use of ironic Negative Politeness as
a weapon against a third party and a sign of complicity between
interlocutors, consider this remark by Bertrand Russell:
{41 <<Cruelty is in theory a perfectly adequate ground for
divorce, but it may be interpreted so as to become absurd.
When the most eminent of all film stars was divorced by his
wife for cruelty, one of the counts in the proof of cruelty
was that he used to bring home friends who talked about
Kant. I can hardly suppose that it was the intention of
the California legislators to enable any woman to divorce
her husband on the ground that he was sometimes guilty of
intelligent conversation in her presence.>>
(BR, 19b8: 72-3)
The sarcasm of Russell’s final comment here lie= in the use of
the Negative Politeness hedge "T can hardly suppose..'", which
simulates consideration for and innocent belief about the
California legislators, but which ironically implicates that he
does suspect them of being rather ignorant and scarcely
intelligent, to such an extent that they dare to condemn people
because they can maintain intelligent conversation. Thus, the
aggressive or Negative Irony is here directed against the

legislators (a third party), whereas he establishes certain

complicity with his readers, which implies the use of Positive
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Politeness towards them. It is as if he said: "You and I know
that this is wrong, so I make you my accomplice in criticising
and condemning this behaviour or these ideas". In general, this
is always the case with all of Russel’s argumentative writing.
He is very critical of social conventions, religion, politics and
other aspects of human life, and he expects his readers to share
his views and ideas.

A similar example, though different in that the
Negative Politeness is directed against the hearer, is found in
one comment made by the President of Buranda in a conversation
with Hacker (the British Minister of Adnministrative Affairse) in
the television series "Yes Minister":
(5] Hacker: Oh, Charlie, may I speak frankly? We are friends,

aren’t we?

President
of Buranda: Of course.

Hacker: You must realise that bit about colonialist
depression was a bit, well, very, well, actually
profoundly embarrassing.

P of B: Why?

Hacker: That passage in which you urge the Scots and the
Irish to uh, eh... I wonder if you could uh, give
it a miss,

P of B! Give it a miss??

Hacker: Yes.

P of B: But this is something I feel very, very deeply to
be true. Surely the British don’t believe in
suppressing the truth,

Hacker: Good Heavens, No!

{YM, 1994 Video Episode: "The Official visitn)
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On hie visit to Britain, the President of Buranda has not been
favourable to the British Government both in his comments and
written documents. Hacker is trying to use their old friendship
{they were classmates at College) in order to Yhush him up"'. The
President of Buranda then uses irony with Negative Politeness (so
that he can sound "polite") to show that he can not be bribed or
threatened easily. vgurely the British don’t believe in
suppressing the truth" is a hedged ironical remark that addresses
Hacker’s negative face and leaves him no way out and no more
possibilities of trying to bribe the president of Buranda. In
fact, the President does think that the British want to suppress
the truth, given the evidence of Hacker’s intent to make him
withdraw his previous public criticisms against British

colonialism.

5,3,3 Trony and Positiv egative Politeness: apitulati

The examples discussed in the previous section, as well
as a careful meditation on the phenomenon of irony in the light
of Politeness Theory, have led me to conclude that, in effect,
both Poszitive and Negative Politeness may be used as tools to
convey ironic meanings. It has been shown that these two kinds
of politeness may be both directed elither to the positive or the
negative face of the addressee, oI to both faces similtanecusly.
As has been explained and shown in previous chapters (3 and 4),
a speaker may sometimes be ironic but neutral, which implies he
ie neither criticising nor praising or making any kind of
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evaluation. In this particular case, the ironic utterance does
not seem to threaten anybody’s face, in which case it would be
logical to think that some ironic remarks can not be considered
FTAs®, From these considerations I have come to the conclusion
that there ‘are three main kinds of verhal irony: Positivae,
Negative and Neutral, and, within these three main categories,
there are numerous substrategies (as will be shown in chapter 8}.

The possibilities exploited in this chapter are

illustrated in Figure 5.b:

/ Addressing the negative face of the hearer/reader
NEGATIVE

Addressing the neqative face of a third party but the positive face
of the heaver/reader

/

VERRAL IRUT wee= DOSITIVE
\ \ Addressing the positive face of a third party

\

f hddressing the positive face of the hearer/reader

NEOTRAL ~=-m (apparently non- face-threatening)

e Indead, Bruce Fraser polnts cut khat, although all acts are Lnhagantly FTAS becausa thay regquire the heaarer ta do
wark to understand tha spiaker!s communicative imtentions, "nearly all (parhaps all} acts can ba construed ag non-FrAs under
approprlate clrcumatances" [1990: 22%).

148



Irony In the frasevork of Politeness Theory

I have not found instances in the corpus of positive irony
addressing the positive face of a third party, but the example
quoted by King & Crerar (1969: 116-7) and discussed in this
dissertation in 4.3.1.2 is proof of its possibility of
occurrence. King & Crerar present it as an instance of irony
used to convey praise. I am refering to the speech delivered by
the chairman of a testimonial dinner in honour of Mr. Frank
Faulkner. The chairman is addressing the audience and uses irony
with Positive Politeness towards Mr. Frank Faulkner (the third
party), for he speaks about some "flaws" of character that Mr,
Faulkner had, which should be interpreted as an ironical way of
saying that he had no flaws, and that he was indeed a great
person.

Up to this point in this chapter, I have been
discussing the possibility of the combination of two on record
strategies (Positive and Negative Politeness) with off record
irony. The next step will be to analyse the possibility of the
combination of verbal irony with the other off record strategies

in the taxonomy created by Brown & Levinson.

5,4 TIrony and the o) aco trateqgies

Flgure 5.c reproduces the chart in which Brown &
Levinson present their taxonomy of off record strategies. As may
have been anticipated (after considering the possibility of
violation of other maxims on the part of an ironic speaker), it

has been observed in this investigation that a speaker may make
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use of any of these off record strategies to convey an ironic

meaning.

Fiqure §.c: Chart ff rogord st ies Bro avinson’s wode

1. Give hints

Violate Relevance ===-- 2, Give association clues
// Haxin 3. Presuppose
Invite conversational 4. Understate
impiicatures, via hints ---- violate Quantity ---=--- 5. Overstate
triggered Dy vielation Haxla 6. Use tautologies

of Gricean Waxims

/ 7. Use contradictions
l 8. Be ironic
/ Violate Quality Haxim --- 9, Use metaphors

// 10, Use rhetorical questions
Off record
Do FT4 ¥, but

Be indirect

)

1%, Be anbiguous
12, Be vague
Ba vague or awbiquoug ~------ Violate Manner Maxim ---~ 13, Quergeneralize
14, bieplace A
15, Be incomplete, use
ellipsis

(1987 214)

200



Trony {n the frapevork of Politeness Theory

The first strategy in the chart ("Give hints"} is a
strategy that could be said to be used in most cases of irony if
we consider that the speaker is not being "direct" (as was
discussed in 5.2.3). This strategy is very tightly related to
the second one ("Give association clues"). That a speaker can
be ironic by giving hints and association clues can be confirmed
when analysing the following passage:

[1] <<Men who allow their love of power to give them a
distorted view of the world are to be found in every
asylum: one man will think he is the Governor of the
Bank of England, another will think he is the King, and
yet another will think he is God. Highly similar
delusions, if expressed by educated men in obscure
language, lead to professorships of Philosophy; and if
expressed by emotional men in eloguent language lead to
dictatorships>>.

(BR, 1958: 25)

Russell is giving association clues and consequently giving hints
to the reader, who, by making comparisons, will be led to the
conclusion that professors of Philosophy and dictators are
iunatics. This strategy constitutes an indirect criticism, which
displays ironic intentions on the part of Russell, who tries to
show how close to lunacy dictators and philosophers are, in spite
of the fact that they try to hide this situation, be it by means
of either “"obscure" or "eloguent" language. There is an implied
contrast between "apparently sane" people and '"apparently mad"
people, stressing the fact that we may Dbe deceived by
appearances.

The third off record strategy in the chart (Presuppose)

can also be used for ironic purposes, Brown & Levingson admit
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that in their example:

"I washed the car again today" (1987: 217)
the word "again" presupposes that he has washed the car before,
and this in an appropriate context (when S and H have agreed to
share the task) "may implicate a criticiem" (1987: 217). 'The
same holds for their other example:

"At least ‘I don’t go around boasting about ‘my
achievenentg® (1987: 217)

where the contrastive stress on “"IM and "my", together with the
phrase "at least" presuppose that someone does or did go around
boasting, and, consequently, it can be said to be ironical,
considering it is an indirect criticism in which there is an
implied contrast.

To take an example from the corpus, consgider the

presuppogition implied in Dorothy’s ironie guestion:

f21 (Blanche enters, wearing light jacket)
Blanche: oOhh, here you all are.
Dorothy: How’d your physical go?

Blanche: Oh, just fine. The dootor could not believe it
when I told him my age.

Dorothy: Why, what age did you tell him?

(GG, 1991: 175)

The final gquestion, and especially the words ‘“what age¥,
presuppose that Blanche may well have lied to the doctor with
respect to her age. It also shows an ironical criticiem against
Blanche, implicating that she certainly looks her age, but that
only in the case that she lied could the doctor have made such
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a remark (that she did not look her age). The irony alsc lies
in the implied contrast between her real age and the age she told
the doctor she was.

Another example of ironic presupposition is found again
in Dorothy‘s words when talking to Blanche after she cones back
from hospital:

[3] Blanche: T am not back to my old self. As a matter of
fact, I may never be.

Dorothy: What are you talking about, Blanche?

Blanche: Listen, I know this sounds crazy, and if it hadn’‘t
happened to me T wouldn’t believe it either, but
while T was being operated on, I had an ount-cf-
body experience! T was.,.. floating... looking
down at myself. I ~it was like... it was like...

Dorothy: What, the mirror on your bedroom ceiling?

(GG, 1991: 182)
The determiner "your" in Dorothy’s final rhetorical questicn
presupposes that Blanche has a mirror on her bedroom ceiling,
which indirectly constitutes a "hint" about hexr bedroom habits.
Dorothy is again being sarcastic and trying to implicate that
these habits are not very "decent".

It has already been shown (briefly) in this study (=ee
§.2.2) that irony can also be conveyed by means of understatement
(a way of generating implicatures by saying less than is
required) or overstatement (a way of generating implicatures by
saying more than necessary, i.e. exaggerating or choosing a point
on a socale which is higher than is warranted by the actual state
of affairs). These are strategies 4 and 5 in the off record

chart. I shall enlarge the data given by providing two more
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examples from the corpora, the first of which is an instance of
understatement and the second of which is an instance of
overstatement. In the first one, two academics are criticising
‘the changing character of the Head of Department. They have
previously said that he is a woody person and that, one day, he
has great arguments with somebody about something, and, the next
day, he expounds that person’s views as his own with great
conviction, never admitting he was wrong. B understates by
hedging on the amount of criticism he is willing to make with
such expressions as "a bit" or "in a way", which, together with
their laughter (and the falling-rising intonation given to key
words) also allow for an ironic interpretation:

[4]

B 11 *((but . ~that lis only :n\/atural#))* /
(A 11 a ~ra*ther ‘weak ch\aracter# /
A 11 ~d\oesn‘t it# /
B 11  Am\ay‘be# /
B 20 #*{{untranscribable murmur))# /
A 11 #*~pot ‘guite b\ig e’nough# /
A 1l to *go* and ’'say l\ook old ‘chap# /
A 11 *y\ou were r/ight# - /
A 11 or per~haps not _even _big e_nough _to . /
A 11 r\ecog’nize# /
B 11 I ~got the Im:pr\/ession# /
B 11 that he ~didn‘t !r\ecog’nize it¥# . /
A 11 ~n\o# /
A 11 *Apr\obably#* /
B 12 *~that ‘[@:])(([m]))* - he ~just dilg\ested the /
B 12 ‘id/eas# /
B 11 and ~then _came _out with _them _quite /
B 11 spont_aneously and without re!fl\ection# /
B 21 *({but it's a}) ~bitk /
A 11 *A[\m}#w /
(B 11 d/A\ifficult# /
B 11 in a ~w\/ay§ - /
B 11 that a ~person could be "ls\o unre"fl/ectivey /
B 11 as *not to _r/\ealize# /
B 11 that he‘d ~ch\anged his m/ind# /
B 20 #*( - laughs)* /

(LLC, S.1.6.)
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The hedges "a bit" and "in a way" are here used in order to
ironically soften or minimise the ironic fact that the Head of
Department first argues against another person’s idea and then
uses that idea as if it were his. Thus, in this‘example there
is a display of the two main kinds of irony: wverbal and
situational. It can be said that the speaker is verbally ironic
because he uses linguistic hedges like "a bit" or "in a way" when
he, in fact, means that it is very difficult to understand that
a person could be so contradictory. In addition, there is
situational irony precisely in this contradictory nature of the
person that is being criticised.

The second example 1s one in which exaggeration
(overstatement) is used with ironic purposes:
[5] Blanche: I‘ve decided I can handle this relationship. I'm

going out with Dirk Saturday night.
Dorothy: Was it ever in doubt?

Blanche: Momentarily. This is agtrictly off the record,
but Dirk is nearly five years younger than I am.

Dorothy: In what, Blanche? Dog years??

(GG, 1991: 65)

This is one more instance showing Dorothy’s aggressiveness
towards Blanche by being sarcastic and again implying that
Blanche iz a liar. Dorothy wants to say that pirk is certainly
much younger than what Blanche asserts he is, and she achieves
this effect by making a question that displays exaggeration and
pungent criticism.

T have not found examples in the corpus of strategy n?é
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("use tautologies™), but I have heard ironic speakers use
tautologies and do it for their ironic purposes. The exanmple
that comes to my mind is one in which echoic irony is used: An
American (academic) friend of mine was having a conversation with
a British professor. My friend praising the "“American way of
life", saying that America was a land of freedom and opportunity,
etc., and he concluded hig turn by saying:

"America, my dear professor, is America."
with which he meant that America was a unigue country in which
all the perfection in the world had been concentrated. Later on,
these two same people were watching the news on televigion, and
after a succession of horrible bieces of news showing crime and
misery in the U.S.A, the British professor "took revenge" and
said:

"America is America, my dear friend."
The professor was evidently using the tautology in an ironic way
to mean exactly the opposite my friend intended to mean in his
previous and analogous comment. He tried to tell the American
academic that his country was not so perfect as he thought it
was, and the echoic repetition of his previous tautological
remark seemed to be the perfect tool for doing it.

"Use contradictions" (strategy ne? 7 in the chart)
belongs in the =ame group as "Be ironie", and, since
contradiction appears to be an intrinsic feature of irony, it can
be said that these tweo strategies always work together. Although
not all contradictions are ironic, it appears to be a fact that

in all ironies a contradiction of some kind is implied. This has
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been amply discussed throughout this dissertation, and,
therefora, I consider it unnecessary to present examples here,
gince all the examples of verbal irony displayed hitherto show
the working of implicit contradictions.

Tronical effects can alsoc be achieved by means of a
metaphor (strategy n@9). For example, one could ironically
criticise a singer one considers to be bad by saying: "He's a
nightingale!". Similarly, in the following dialogue from the
London Lund corpus, A refers ironically to the Board of the
Faculty as a "Supreme Soviet" (a metaphor that is hedged by the
particle "sort of"), after some mild criticisms oconcerning

acadenlc structure and lts bureaucracy:

—
~
et

B 21 3~ /
A 11 3*%A[\m]#* /
(B 21 3thought that you were on this [@m] - /
A i1 3~n\o# - /
B 11 3~faculty board repre:s\entative ((2 to 3 syllef - [/
B 11 3whatrever you c\all it#)) . /
A 11 3no [&h @] it‘s ~{c\alled} . board of the /
A 11 3f\aculty# *-* /
B 11 3%~[=mhm]#* /
(A 11 3you ~s=eef /!
A 11 3we “we ., are members of the :faculty of \/arts /
A 11 3{*of* the unirv/ersityf}# - /
B 11 3%((~y/esf})* /
(A 11 3~put . [dhi] . !faculty of \arts# . /
A 11 34has . [€:] a sort of - sulpreme s\oviet# . /
A 21 3%.* ., which l1s /7
B 11 3*A{/mhm]#* /
(A 11 3called the "Ab\oard of the _faculty# /
B 11 3~y\esf /

(LIC, 8.1.2.)

Asking a question with no intention of obtaining an
answer (Strategy n* 10: "Use rhetorical questions) may also be
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a strategy to convey ironic meanings. Brown & Levinson point out
that to ask such a kind of question is "to break a sincerity
condition on questions, namely, that S wants H to provide him
with the indicated information" (1987: 223). They later on note
that questions that leave their implicated answers hanging in the
air may be used to make criticisms and thus can be mixed with
lrony (1987: 223). The possibility of using questions to be
ironic has already been discussed in different points of this
paper. I shall here present one more humorous example, in which
the Minister’s wifé makes another of her pungent, ironical,
rhetorical questions. The Minister was trying to explain to his
wife that he had to set the example for the "Economy Drive"
policy he was trying to carry out. He had cut down on furniture,
cars and any kind of priviledge he had as a Minister, and =50,
that day, he walked home from work. The wife complained about

it, because he got home very late (as a consequence of going on

foot):

[&] Hacker: Oh, darling; you don’t really understand politice,
do you? This way 18 going to bring me much more
power in the end.

wife: Darling, and how are you going to travel when you‘re
Prime Minister, hitch-hike?

(YM, 1994 Video Episode: The Economy Drive)

The rhetorical question is evidently showing the wife’s annocyance
at her husband’s crazy policies, and she is at the same time
mocking him and manifesting contempt towards his ideas. She uses
sarcastic irony and tries to pinpoint the ridiculous situation
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brought about by her husband’s policies by exaggerating the next
step to be taken by him: indeed, the image of a Prime Minister
hitch~hiking on his way to work every day appears as ridiculous
and irenic.

It has already been stated and discussed (see 5.2.4)
that most instances of verbal irony seem to display some Kind of
ambiguity (strategy n® 11}. Likewise, one may be vague or may
overgaeneralise (strategies 12 and 13) when being ircnic. The
examples given by Brown & Levinson lllustrating these two
strategies could also be interpreted as ironical in sone
particular situations. Example n°® 81 (in which the speaker is
vague) could, in a given context, be taken as an indirect
criticism and reproach (for example, uttered by a person who is
tired of his/her friend’s addiction to alcohol} :

(81) "Looks like someone may have had too much to drink."
(1987: 226)
similarly, example 86 (illustrating over-generalization) could
be used ironically to implicate "You‘re not mature! and/or "You
should help me and you’re not doing it'":
(86) "Mature people sometimes help do the dishes." (1987: 226)

An example (from the LLC) illustrating these last two
strategies is found in the words of two professors (A and B) who
are interviewing a prospective undergraduate (C), and who, after
learning that she does not know enough English Literature (the
programme she wants to gtart) to meet the requirenents for
admiz=ion, are vague and generalise ln oxder to implicate that
she does not know anything:
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—
s
S

-a 20 2now we can‘t set up lecture courses and talk about /
a 20 2simple history or indeed even the simple history of/
a 20 2English literature we will compare a a play written/
a 20 2in the Restoration Period [@m] with something that /
a 20 2happened in Elizabethan times and we assume that /
a 20 2our students are knowing what we are talking about /
a 20 Zyou *see* 7/
B 11 2*and* we ~\also ass/umef# /
B 31 2that they ~kn\ow that# /
B 11 2~Mh\arlowe# /
B 11 2was ~writing be’fore !Sh\akespeare# - /
B 11 2not * \after#* /
a 20 2*before* you see very imporkttant** /
B 11 2*%Ay\esf+x /
a 11 27w\ell# | /
A 11 2I ~know it‘'s a . !dr\awback# /
A 11 2+but in ‘fact I lh\aven‘t ‘beenf - /
A 11 2+pr\eading m/uch# . /

(LLG, S8.3.1.)

By saying '"our students" and "they", the professors are
overgeneralising and being vague: they do not specify whether she
is included in that group or not, so ag not to be rude and tell
her directly that she has no idea of what she is talking about.
She certainly "catches" the message, for she readily admits that
she has not been reading much, which shows the success of the
ironical effect intended by the professors.

It 1is also possible to ironically "displace H"
{strategy n* 14). Brown & Levinson describe this strategy as one
in which the speaker goes off record as to who the target of
his/her FTA is, or he may pretend to address the FTA to someone
whom it would not threaten, and hope that the real target will
see that the FTA is aimed at him/her. This seems to be the case
in the following scene from The Golden Girls, where Blanche,

Dorothy and Rose are in a demonstration, and Dorothy criticises
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Rose'’s spesech in an ironical way. They do not speak directly to

Rose, though she can hear them:

[10] Rose: (into megaphone) All creatures must learn to
coexist. Back where I come from, they do. That's
why the brown bear and the field mouse can share
their lives and live in harmony. ‘course, they
can’t mate or the mice would explode. You Know what
I mean,

Dorothy (to Blanche): I think Rose needs to work on her
metaphors.

(GG, 1991: 95)
Dorothy is indirectly saying that Rose’s metaphor was awful. She
uses the hedge "I think" and minimises or softens the criticism
by saying that "she has to work on her metaphors" when, in fact,
what she means is that, once more, Rose is showing =signs of
having low intellectual capacities.

The last off record strategy in the chart, "Ba
incomplete, use ellipsis", may also be mixed with ireny.
Sometimes a speaker may be incomplete by placing strategical
silence or pauses in his discourse and thus leave the ironie
implicature "hanging in the air". For instance, I have observed
that, in American English, it has become a woliché" to say!

"With friends like this, who needs enemies?"
whenever a friend has shown that s/he is not a good friend at
all. Hence, sometimes the last part of the question is ellipted
and the speaker is perceived as ironic without completing it
("Wwith friends like this..."). Corpus examples of this strategy
will be given and analysed in more detail in 6.3.4, where silence

and pauses are viewed as possible prosodic features acconpanying
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irony.

In many cases, more than two of these off record
strategies can work together, as can be seen from an analysis of
many of the examples given. In the following passage, there is
a combination of ‘“irony", ‘overgeneralisation", Mgiving
association clues" and "being vague or ambiguous":

[11] Sophia: I don’t care if you’re paying for dinner. What
you want to do is craszy.

Martha: It‘s time to go, Sophia. I don‘t want to see
another Monday. I don’t want to wait and end up
going like Lydia. I‘m going to decide when it’s
over.

Sophia: I always thought somebody named God did that...

(GG, 1991: 113)

Sophia’s final remark is an indirect criticism of Martha’s
decision to commit suicide., By overgeneralising, being vague and
giving some association clues, she is avoiding the direct
criticism which would perhaps be something 1like: "“You are

completely crazy for having such an irresponsible attitude.

Having shown the possibility of combination of all the
off record strategies (in Brown & Levinson’s chart) with irony,
I now turn to the final issue in this chapter, namely, the
influence of P, D and R (the soociological variables) upon both
the choice to be ironic and -once this possibility has been

chosen—- the choice of the ironic substrateqgy.
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5.5 Jrony o ica iab a

Brown & Levinson argue that the assessment of the
seriousness of an FTA involves the following factors:
1- The "social distance" (D) of S and H (a symmetric relation);
2~ the relative "power" (P) of 5 and H (an asymmetric relation):
13- the absolute Y“ranking" (R) of impositions in the particular
culture.
(1987: 74)
If irony is a strategy used to do FTA’s, it is logical
to think that its use or non-use can be affected or influenced
by these variables. The seriousness or weightiness of a
particular FTA is compounded of both risk to S’s face and risk
to H's face, in a proportion relative to the nature of the FTA.
The following formula is given by Brown & Levinson to calculate
the weightiness of an FTA:
Wx =D (5,H) + P (H,8) + Rx
where D is a symmetric social dimension of similarity/difference
within which 8 and H stand for the purposes of this act., P is
an asymmetric social dimension of relative power, l.e, P (H,S)
is the degree to which H can impose his own plans and his own
self-evaluation (face)} at the expense of 8’8 plan and self-
evaluation. R is a culturally and situationally defined ranking
of impositions by the degree to which they are considered to
interfere with the agent’s wants of gelf-determination or of
approval (his negative and positive face wants). (1987: 76=7)
According to Brown & Levinson, going off record (and,
consequently, also being jronic) is one of the least risky

strategies: the more an act threatens S’s or H's face, the more
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8 will want to choose a higher-numbered strategy, because these
strategies afford pavoffs of increasingly minimised risk. Then
the explanation for irony within this framework would be (in the
cagse of Negative Irony, for this is the only type they take into.
account) that, given that the speaker/writer wants to criticise
somebody or something, he chooses to do it in an off record way
by virtue of the fact that this strategy offers more security and
less risk of face loss. I have observed, however, in the corpus
as well as in my everyday experience, that many times hearers can
be cffended by ironical remarks, giving evidence that this rule
does not always work. There may be persons or even whole
cultures that consider being indirect and ironic a ruder
behaviour (and, therefore, a more threatening one) than gimply
going baldly on record (indeed, in our Western culture, sometimes
it is considered more valuable to be "frank" or "open" than to
be indirect and obscure),

Nor does this rule seem to work for cases of Positive
Irony, for, why should a person choose the strategy of criticism
to convey praise when it is more risky to do so? (It seems,
indeed, to be more risky, since, given its off record quality it
could be open to misinterpretation and ambiguity, and then
someone could interpret it literally (as a criticism instead of
praise). This, I believe, can partially be explained by the
thesis put forward above, that off record and on record
strategies can combine in order to create more intricate and
subtler strategies that convey equally intricate and subtle

meanings such as those labelled as "ironic". Tt can also be
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explained by means of the working and influence of the
sociological variables P, D and R. The weaving net of variables
does not seem to be simple, and, consequently, tgeneral rules"
like the one discussed here do not hold valid for some caseas,
and, therefore, they should be worked out in a more detailed and
careful way.

T shall thus proceed to discuss each of the
sociological variables, first separately, and then together, in
relation to the corpora examples 1 am using for this

investigation.

.5 istance

Diane Blakemore states that "by leaving his attitude
implicit, the speaker/writer of an ironic utterance conveys a
suggestion of complicity" (1992: 170). Sperber (1974) makes a
similar statement. This idea would suggest that when a spaaker
chooses to be ironic, it is because s/he estimates that the
distance between him/her and the hearer is relatively small (they
are "accomplices"). But, in spite of what Sperber and later on
Blakemore said, I have noticed that it can also happen that
verbal irony be chosen on occasions in which the factor of
distance is higher, precisely because of the aforementioned risk-
minimising payoffs. It locks like a paradox, then, that the
ratios "the higher the distance, the higher the probability of
using verbal irony as a strategy" and nthe lower the distance,
the higher the probability of using verbal irony as a strategy"
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could hoth be true. But, in fact, these statements reflect the
relativity and context-dependency of the phenomenon of irony.
In some particular situations, one of the statements will be
valid; in some others, the other one will be congidered as valid,
and this validity seems to depend on two main factors:

a) whether the irony is aimed at the hearer or at a third party
(see Fig 1 in 5.3.3) and b) whether the ireny is positive or
negative. In the sarcastic irony found in The Golden Girls, for
example, the distance value among the four women is rather low,
considering the facts that they are all friends, they live in the
same house, and, consequently the relationship among them is a
very o«lose one, Most of the irony used by the "girls" (and
specially by Dorothy) is of the Negative kind: they have a great
tendency towards making witty, pungent and eriticising comments
of one another. Most cases could then be labelled as '"Negative
irony directed to the hearer". This s=eems to confirm the
hypothesis that "familiarity is more permissive" with wverbal
irony. The same but also the opposite (paradoxically and
ironically) could be said of the "Yes Minister" series: on the
one hand, we find bitter and frequent irony on the part of the
Minister’s wife (when addressing the Minister), which shows how
common it may be among closely related people, But, on the other
hand, we find equally bitter irony in Humphrey’s comments
(Humphrey 1s the Minister’s Secretary) and, here, the D value is
much higher than in the case of the wife. In the case of
Humphrey, it could be sald that he uses irony to minimise his
face risk when criticising the Minister, something he would not
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be allowed to do in a direct way.

As regards the examples taken from Bertrand Russell’s
argumentative prose, it is important to distinguish between a)
the targets of his irony and b) the readers of his irony. The
distance between him and his readers can be estinated as low,
since his readers become his accomplices in criticising the
targets of his irony (a third party that can be society,
religion, the government, etc.). Then the distance between him
and his targets appears to have a higher wvalue. consequently,
the ratio adopted for these cases of verbal irony will wvary,
depending on whether we take into account his readers or the
"yictims" of his irony. T do not disregard the possibility of
the readers and the victims being the same peaple in some
particular cases, in which case the readers would not be
Russell’s accomplices and would feel attacked. But, in general,
Russell uses the third person in his sarcastic comments, which
at least gives the impression that his attack is not directed to
the second person (the readers, in this case).

David Kaufer (1977) emphasises the iwportance of &
reader’s having knowledge of the author’s beliefs as a regulsite
step in assessing whether a particular discourse is ironical or
not. As an illustrating example, he gquotes thiz passage from
Huckleberry Finn (chapter 32), in which the implication of the
lagt statement is that "niggers" are not people:

- Good Gracious! Anybody hurt?

- No‘m. Killed a nigger.

- gsitl:: it’s lucky: because sometimes people do get

(1959: 216)
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Kaufer thus argues that, 1f we assume that Mark Twain is a
racist, then we have no reason to helieve he is being ironic in
having a character speak this way. But, if we assume that he is
not a racist, we can explain thig remark as Twain‘s way of
attacking this character. In the case of Russell, something
similar occurs, for it also seems logical to assert that it is
easier to understand his sarcastic irony if one knows, for
example, that he had liberal ideas and was an agnostic. The
conciusion to this is, then, that the shorter the distance
between speaker and hearer or writer and reader, the higher the
probability of comprehension of the irony conveyed.

As regards the examples taken from the London Lund
Corpus and those in the newspaper articles, I can not make
generalisations in terms of D or any of the sociologlecal
variables, since, in the case of the LLC, they belong to
different texts in which different contextual factors are found,
and, in the case of the newspaper articles, they are different
pieces of journalistic writing written by different authours
about different topics. Consequently there are different values
for the P,D and R variables in each particular case. I shall try
to analyse thess variables in the actual examples from the LIC
and from the other sources used in this investigation in section
5.5.4, after discussing, in a general way, the other two
sociological variables, namely, Power and Ranking of imposition

of the particular culture,
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2.5.2 Power

Considering now the P variable, it seams that a paradox
takes place again: it can be logically supposed that a person in
power could make great use of irony in order to bitterly
criticise whatever or whoever s/he considers to deserve such
criticism. This may be the case of Bertrand Russell’s ironic
attacks, for he was a person in power in the sense that he had
moral and academic authority to be able to and to dare make such
oriticisms.

On the other hand, it could also be the case that a
person uses irony in order to avoid on record criticism (and,
therefore, avoid certain responsibility and face loss) of a
superior or person in power, as seems to be the case with
Humphrey’s ironic discourse in the "Yes, Minister" series.

According to the results of four experiments conducted
by Thomas Holtgraves (1994), the Power of the speaker influences
even the comprehension of the hearer, for one of the conclusions
of these experiments was that, when the speaker was higher in
status than the hearer, the comprehension of indirect requests
was quicker than when the interactants were equal in status.
This could, perhaps, mean that persons in power are expected and
allowed to use indirect strategies with people having a lower
social or professional rank, and this could be one reason for
people in power to be ironic.

Interestingly, the knowledge of the exact value of the
P variable may make the hearer decide whether an utterance is
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ironic or not. Lakoff (1972) notes that a superior may address
an obvicus inferior {e.g. in the army) by saying "Come in" with
no sense of sarcasm. But if an officer addresses a private by
saying: "Come in, won’t you?", he is necessarily being sarcastic.
Similarly, whereas the use of please prefacing an imperative is
a "“mark of politeness®, its use by an Army officer to his
privates would be interpretahle as sarcastic (1972: 911).

Studies by Holmes (1984), Preisler (1986) and Smith
Hefner (1988} demonstrate that greater politeness investment does
not necessarily encode lack of power in conversational
interaction. This could explain the fact that, sometimes, a
person in power uses negative politeness strategies to be ironic,
as has been shown in 5.3,

Harris (19%5) argues that "truth" comes to be defined
pragmatically as what is acoepted explicitly as shared knowledge,
and, in her study, she observed that powerful institutional
members move from the "given" to the '"new", which 1is often
"disputable®, by a variety of communicative strategies which the
less powerful “glients" find difficult to challenge (1995: 117).
This would mean that powerful people are to some extent entitled
to change what is considered as "true" by the sole virtue of
their authority and power, and it does not seem illogical for
this to have consequences in their use of irony.

Johnson (1992) writes about the use of hedges with
Positive Politeness with the purpose of diminishing the power of
the speaker. Hedges like "I find", "I believe", etc., could be

used to mitigate the claim to knowledge of the speaker, and, as
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knowledge is an aspect of power, they could also mitigate his
power. It would be interesting to investigate whether this can

also happen when hedges are used in irenic utterances.

5. anki of i ition of th artic 4] a

The R variable may also affect the decision to choose
irony as a strategy. For instance, there are certain situations
in everyday life in which irony seems to be more accepted and
expected than in others. One would not expect, for example, a
fitness instructor to be ironic when giving instructions as to
how to do the exercises. On the other hand, irony towards the
opponent party is expected and enjoyed by people in general when
listening to the politicians’ speeches in their election
campaigns.

As was noted in 3.3, Booth (1974) observes that irony
seems to be used, at least in oral form, in all cultures, for he
has been unable to find anyone from any land who could not think
of examples from his own people, and he even notes that, in some
cultures, some ironies are firmly built into the usual terms for
things (e.g., as quoted in 3.3, in Western American, tall men are
nicknamed "Shorty!, or, in one part of India, a blind man is
called "man with a thousand eyes") in which case we could speak
of '"conventionalised irony" (see 3.3).

I have already mentioned some cultures in which a kind
of irony used with positive politeness is part of the ritual of
some groups (e.g.: the "ritual insults" of black adolescents in
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New York, the teasing relationships of some black tribes in
Africa, or the "flyting" of joking relationships in some English
dialects). In these cases, the R variable becomes of utter
importance, since the same kind of language used in another
culture or sub-culture , or with other people, would by no means
be interpreted as ironic and could lead to catastrophic results.

As is the case with P and D, R is also decisive in many
instances for the assessment or the labelling of a given
utterance as "“ironic", Blum XKulka {1990) writes about the
notiong of "sincerity" and "truthfulness" in the Chinese culture,
and notes that, for instance, a Chinese hostess will claim "there
is nothing to eat" even after laying ten different dishes before
her guests (1990: 262). Here, actual truthfulness is waived in
gervice of what Leech (1983) called "the principle of polite
modesty". Hence, in this case, we could not label the hostess’s
utterance as ironic: her purpose is to be perceived by her guests
as a modest person, and, consequently, an ironic interpretation
seems to have very little sense here.

In the study mentioned above, Blum-Kulka concludes that
culture interferes in the amount of direct and/or indirect
politeness strategies people use in family discourse. This would
imply that the frequency in the use of irony (an indirect, off
record strategy) will also vary according to the culture. I do
not intend to prove this hypothesis here, but it appears as a
fertile area for further research.

The incidence of the D, P, and R variables upon the use
of irony can be, in iteelf, a topic for a whole thesis or
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dissertation. I do not intend it to be the main topic in this
dissertation, but I shall try to introduce some research on the
problem (that can be extended in future investigation) by means
of the analysis of some of the corpus axamples. I now turn to

them.

5.5.4 D, P and R as viewed in some examples in the corpora

An example of a situation where the speaker has power
over the hearer and uses irony to criticise her can be found in
example [9] in the previous section (5.5.3), in which two
professors are "attacking" a prospective student for not having
the required knowledge to enter University as a graduate student.
This example was presented as a ocase where the off record
strategy of "overgeneralisation" is used together with irony.
By saying: "we assume that our students are knowing what we are
talking about, you see", the professor tries to mitigate the fact
that, contrary to their assumptions, this student did not know
what she was talking about. Evidently, his condition as
professor gives him authority to say this, and so it can Dbe
concluded that he is ironic because he is powerful (if the
student’s interlocutor were another student, the probability of
occurrence of this particular use of irony would he lower). But
at the same time, these professors try to "mitigate" the
criticism by overgeneralising and by using hedges like we
assume" which could be interpreted (as Johnson (1992) notes) as

an intention on the part of the speakers not to be rude and, in
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that way, diminish their power to a certain extent. In spite
of this possibility, it still can be said that the P wvalue is
high for thae speakers. The D value is also high, considering the
fact that this is the first time they have met and that the
relationship is that of professor-student. As regards R, it
seens to me that, in our Western society, teachers are better
allowed to criticise students face to face (both in an on record
and in an off record way) than students are allowed to criticise
teachers in the same covert manner. When a student and a teacher
are face to face, it is more face threatening for the student to
oriticise the teacher than vice versa. It is different when the
criticism is not made face to face, in which case it seems that
students feel they can do it freely { e.g., when two students
criticise an absent teacher).

The formula for this first example of irony in the
gection seems then to be the following:

[1] hP (8,H) + hD + 1R
where:
hP (8,H) = high power of the speakers (the professors) with
respect to the hearer (the student);

high distance among interlocutors;

low ranking of imposition of the culture on the speaker,
since his act is not highly face-threatening.

hD
1R

ne

This example shows that the power variable affects the value of
the R variable, for the ratio "the greater the power, the smaller
the face threat of the spesaker and, consequently, the R value"

seems to work.

Consider now example 3 in section §.3.2, in which a
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uses positive irony by saying to B (who is a computer programmer )
that Malcolm (the man at the computer unit) "could help B if he
got stuck"., Both A and B are academics who now work together in
the same department. A is a woman aged 45 and B i=s a man aged
28. Neither of them seems to have power over the other, they are
colleaguaes and are engaged in friendly conversation; therefore,
A tries to show hig friendliness at a particular moment by
uttering a sentence whose presupposition is intended to be
understood as ironic; i.e., "if vou got stuck!" presupposes that
B might get stuck, but A wants to nean the opposite, for
considering B is a computer programmer, it is very unlikely that
he would get stuck or that he would need any help from anyone
with computers. It is a way of telling B something like: "I know
that you know a great deal about computers", with which she is
addressing B’s positive face. The D value is 1low, then,
considering they are colleagues. A’s utterance doez= not try to
interfere with B’s wants of self-determination or approval; on
the contrary, A is making an expenditure of '"goods', i.e., an
expression of regard for B’s positive face. The imposition of
the culture can be said to be low, for —other things being equal-
colleagues are generally expected to be in good terms with one
another and, therefore, there is a general assumption ahbout
trying to kesp each one’s positive face, which, by way of
praising, does not seem to be highly risky. The combination of
the sociocloglcal variables for this particular example would

therafore be:
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[2] 1P (5-H) + 1D + 1R

where:
1P (S-B) = low power both of speaker and hearer over each other
1D = low distance between interlocutors
1R = low ranking of imposition of the culture on the speaker to
do the FTA.
This example shows that Positive Irony can be used in contexts
in which the values of the three sociological variables are low,
a fact that seems logical for friendly relationships, for in
these cases the interlocutors are expected to have equal status,
and consequently it is not frequent to find great differences as
regards power or distance, and, considering the degree of
confidence and trust between them, it is also logical to suppose
that there will be fewer opportunities in which any of the
interlocutors finds himgelf doing a highly risky FTA.
Conzider now one of the typical ironic passages by
Bertrand Russell:
[3] <<,., I am sometimes shocked by the blasphemies of
those who think themselves picus -for instance, the
nuns who never take a bath without wearing a
bathrobe all the time. When asked why, since no man
can see them, they reply: "Oh, but you forget the
good God". Apparently they conceive of the Deity
as a Peeping Tom, whose omnipotence enables Him to
see through bathroom walls, but who is foiled by
bathrobes. This view strikes me as curious.>>
(BR, 1958: 38)
Since Bertrand Russell was not religious, it can be said that the
D value measuring the distance between him and the "victims" of
his irony {religious people) is high. But, as was explained in
5.3, the ironic speaker may be criticising (or praising) a given

person, who ls different from the addressee, in which case the
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values of the sociological variables should be estimated for both
relationsghips. In this particular instance, if we consider that
Russell’s addressees (his readers) are "his accomplices" and not
his victims, then the D between him and his readers has a low
value, whereas that between him and his victims is high.

As regards the P variable, Russell here can be
considered as more powerful than both his readers and his
victime. He has the power of knowledge, of being a prestigious
mathematician, thinker and philosopher, and, as such, he can
write a book, express his ideas and influence many people with
them.

With respect to the R value, it seens reasonable to
think that it was rather risky to dare criticise the church and
religion at the time he was writing his works (early 20th
century), for religion also had great power, and it was not easy
to attack it in such a way. Then, the ranking of imposition of
the culture at that time could be considered high if we take into
account the risks a person was running when daring criticise such
an institution as the church. Therefore, the combination of
variables for this particular instance (and for many of the
Russell examples) is:

[31] hp (V)

+ hP + hR
1D (R)
wheret
hD (V) = high distance between ironigt and victims of irony
1D (R) = low distance between jronist and readers

hP = high power of writer/ironist
hR = high ranking of imposition of the culture upon not doing the
FTA
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In the following example from The Golden Girls, Sophia
uses her authority as the oldest of the "girls" to be sarcastic
towards Blanche. As has been noted in some of the examples
discussed in this work, Blanche has a reputation for having ample
experience with men, and, therefore, she’s being constantly
attacked by her roommates, especially by Dorothy and Sophia:
[4] Blanche: Rose, what were you doing out so early this

morning?

Rose: Well, I couldn’t sleep, so I went for a spin last
night -to Alabama. Blanche, do you know at a truck
stop in Tuscaloose they have an eqdd dish named after
you?

Blanche: Really? How are they prepared?

Sophia: Over easy,

(GG, 1991: 205)
Sophia uses here the strategy of "giving association clues" in
order to be ironic and implicate that Blanche is "easy with men".
Sophia has a certain power over the girls by virtue of being the
oldest of the four, and so her bitter criticisms are generally
expected and accepted, no matter how much the other girls 1like
them or not. The D value is here quite low, considering the fact
that the girle are friends and live in the same house, as a
family. The P variable seems, again, to influence the R value,
since the Ffact of being more powerful (in age and experience)
appears to make the act less threatening, i.e. our soclety is
more permissive with old people and their opinions are generally

respected (albeit not always shared). The combination is thus:

{4] hP (8,H) + 1D + 1R
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where:
hP (S,H)} = high power of speaker with respect to hearer/s
1D = low distance value among speakers
1R = low ranking of imposition of the culture as to doing or not
doing the FTa.
It is interesting to note here that the two characters of the
series that use irony with greater frequency are the two
characters that have more power in a certain respect. As has
been said, Sophia has the power of experience and old age.
Dorothy (the other ironist of the series) has the power of
knowledge and education. Dorothy is the most educated of the
four girls; she is a high school teacher, and the three other
girls look up to her as the most intelligent in the group. She,
therefore, feels entitled to make pungent criticisms that many
times give evidence of the other girls’ ignorance or lack of
cleverness in many respects, and, indeed, this is one of the most
common effects of verbal irony: the ironist is seen as a witty,
intelligent human being that mocks at other not~so-intelligent
human beings.
Finally, I shall analyse one more example from the
“Yes, Minister"” video episodes. We have already seen that the
Minister’s wife makes use of sarcasm or irony in general to show
her disagreement or discontent with some of her husband’s
attitudes after having become the Minister of Administrative
Affairs. One instance is the following:
[5] Hacker: You’re very tense.
wife: Oh, No! I’m not tense. I‘m just a politician’s wife.
I’m not likely to have feelings. A happy, carefree,

politician’s wife.
(YM,1994Videoepisode:“OpenGovernment")
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Evidently, the wife has power over the Minister simply because
she is his wife, and, consequently, she can use as much Negative
Irony as she wants in order to criticise and influence him with
her feelings and thoughts. The D value is, on the contrary, very
low, given the kind of relationship (wedlock) between both
interlocutors. The R value also appears to be low, for being
ironic towards one’s husband does not seem to be extremely face
threatening in our culture; in fact, many times irony is used
among couples or families as a game and as a way of not using
more direct language that in some situations would be more
insulting. I am conscicus of the fact that generalisations
cannot be made here, though my explanation seems to serve the
purposes of this example and of other possible ones,

The combination of variables for this case would then

be:

[E] hP (S,H) + 1b + 1R
where:

hP (5,H) = high power of speaker over hearer (in the sense that
she can affect and influence her husband)

low distance between interlocutors

low ranking of imposition of the culture (since the FTA

involved is not highly risky).

1o
1R

|

5.5.5__ Conclusions to section 5.5

After the analysis made of the possible value of the

three sociological variables in relation to some examples in the
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corpora, the context-dependency of their value seens evident.
That is, no single formula or combination of the variables seems
to be the formula for cases of ironic FTA’s. In some contexts,
the P and D values may be high and the R value low, or the P low
and the D and R high, etc.. It nevertheless seems that, in cases
of Negative Irony, there is a tendency for the P value of the
speaker to be high, but this is only an intuition; more research
should be done on the topic to be able to make generalisations.
A statistical analysis of the most frequent combinations should
be done in order to reach more valid conclusions as to the
tendencies of ironic FTA’s in this respect.

In addition, the possibility of existence of other
sociological variables could be looked into, as well as the
existence of other dependent variables or sub-variables of the
main ones. Tt seems to me that, for instance, the ranking of
imposition of a given culture over an FTA may be wvalued
differently by different people (even within the same culture),
or that different pecple perceive power and distance in a
different manner, depending on, for instance, their personal
background or family history (which would then be considered
sub-variables). ‘

Brown & Levinson’s formula estimating the weightiness
of an FTA, thus, does not seem easy to handle, for the values of
the variables may vary even within the sanme situation and the
same FTA, depending on whether we consider the speaker’s power
over the hearer or over a third party, the distance as seen by

the speaker or as seen by the hearer, and the R value as seen
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from the kind of impeosition made upon the hearer or upon the
speaker , and, eventually, on how each of them regards this
imposition. In cases of irony in particular, all these details
.seem to be of utmost importance, for, as has been shown
throughout this work, both speakers and hearers (and audiences
or third parties, if there are any) need to understand an
intricate and complex network of psychological, sociological and
linguistic relationships that make it possible and "logical" to
reach an idronic interpretation of the utterance or act in
guestion. The combination of variables and the estimation of the
weightiness of the FTA may well be of a more complex nature than
the formula proposed by Brown & Levinson, although it has to be
acknowledged that this formula captures the important fact that
all three dimensions =P, D and R- contribute to the determination
cof the level of politeness with which an PTA is communicated.
In any case, the analysis of the examples in this
section has shown that, in general terms, it can be stated that
the sociological variables P, D and R influence the use of verbal
irony , as hypothesis n® 10 expresses. Although no quantitative
analysis 1s made here, I have tried to show how these variables
work independently but together, in order to provide the ironic
FTa with subtle shades of meaning which are crucial for its

correct comprehension.

5.6 CGeneral conclusions of the chapter

In this chapter, I have presented the phenomenon of
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verbal irony within the framework of Politeness Theory. Although

it can be said that this theory is a suitable one to analyse and

view ironic language acts, it can also be said that irony is a

much more complex phenomenon than it 'is shown to be by Brown &

Levinson in their Theory of Politeness. I have tried to

demonstrate that:

a)

b)

c)

a)

An ironic speaker/writer can not only violate the Maxim of
Quality (as Brown and Levinson claim) but also the other three
Gricean Maxims {Quantity, Manner and Relevance) (Research
Hypothesis n*7);

an ironic speaker/writer not only makes use of off record
strategies but also of on record ones {hypothesis n® 8). 1In
cases of "conventionalised" and "implicature-free" (see 7.2.2)
irony, the ironic FTA is completely on record;

both Positive and Negative Politeness can be used in
combination with ireny, a fact that supports my claim for the
existence of a negative and a positive kind of irony
(Research Hypothesis n® 8)¢

all the off record strategies presented by Brown and Levinson
(1987) can be used to convey ironic meanings and wvery
frequently two or more of them can co-occur to result in an
ironic whole (Research Hypothesis n® 9});

the sociological variables P, D and R are "handled" by ironic
speakers/writers and 'weighed" by the possible hearers so as
to assess the existence or non-existence of verbal irony and
the possible shades of meaning within the irony if it takes
place. This aspect, however, is not gcrutinised here, and,;
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as was anticipated, more research should be done in the future
as to the most fregquent possible formulas of weightiness of
the ironic FTA, or as to other variables or sub-variables
possibly intervening in the total weightiness as well,

aAll these conclusions have been reached after analysing
several examples in the corpora used for this investigation.

The concept of strategy used by Brown & Levinson is,
in my opinion, a very useful and descriptive one to understand
the phenomenon in question. For that reason, I have considered
the Theory of Politeness as fertile ground where verbal irony can
be better comprehended and meditated upon. I believe that all
cases of irony can be structured and classified around the
concept of strategy, and that is what I shall try to show in the
taxonomy of ironic strategies proposed in chapter 8.

After having studied and discussed this theory, as well
as other theories of verbal irony in previous chapters, I thought
it would be necessary to clarify the role of certain prosodic
features that are generally associated with irony (e.g., ironic
intonation or "tone of voice") in order to be able to give them
their precise importance and place in the totality of ironic
strategies and in the total ironic meaning. I shall, thus, turn

to them in the next chapter.
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<<Pity the poor analyst, who has to do the
best he can with meanings that are as
elusive as a piece of wet soap in a bath
tub.>>

Dwight Bolinger, Aspects of Language

<<Virginia: That was a lovely lunch,
Blanche, a lovely lunch, in a
lovely house with your lovely
friends.
Blanche: Stop making fun of me Virginia
virginia: Making fun of you... Honey, I
was complementing you.
Blanche: I heard the way you said
"lovely".
Virginia: How did I say "lovely"?
Blanche: Oh, you know very well how you
sald "lovely", You sald "lovely"
the same way you say "lovely"
to a date who’s Jjust shown up
in a light blue tuxedo.>>

The Golden Girls: Scripts

6.1 Aims of the chapter

In this chapter, I present a study of intonation and
other prosodic features as they occur in ironic discourse, with
the aim of investigating in what way they are related to the
phenomenon of irony. In other words, the focus is on how and
when the speakers make use of these features as a tool or

strategy to convey ironic meanings.

As it seems evident that there exists what many people

refer to as "“an ironic tone of voice'", my secondary research
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questions for this part of the study of irony are the following:
1) Is there any specific kind of intonation for ironie utterances

in English?, or, Is there a special tone used invariably when
they occur?

2) Is there any other kind of prosodic feature which may serve
to signal or mark ironic utterances?
In order to answer these questions, I made use of the two kinds
of research that D. Brown (1988) considers. First, a review of
the existing literature on the topic was made, which I shall
discuss and which will serve as a basis for the clarification and
understanding of the problem. This would constitute what Brown
calls "secondary research". But at the same time, some "primary
research" was done, i.e. "a study derived from the primary source
of information", which in this case is the English language. To
thie latter purpose, I restricted my analysis in this chapter
only to the London Lund Corpus (LLC) because, in that corpus,
intonation and other prosodic features are marked (whereas in the
other corpora they are not). Since the texts analysed from this
corpus and the examples of irony found in those texts are
numercus, they seem to be enough for this part of my study. The
intonation and prosodic features of the video programmes can also
be observed, but considering that the examples in the LLC are
numerous, I thought it would not be necessary to make a prosodic
transcription of such programmes. As for the written source of
my corpus (Bertrand Russell’s prose and the newspaper articles),
there was, naturally, no way of making such a transcription,
though some interesting comments can and shall be made as to the
progodic interpretation on the part of their possible readers

(see 6.5),
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The hypothesis that I have derived from the research
questions is the following (which was anticipated in the
Introduction as Research Hypothesis n® 11):

<<There is no specific tone used exclusively for ireonic
utterances. Nevertheless, the frequency of occurrence of
the different tones within ironic discourse is different
from the frequency of use of these tones in non-ironic
discourse. Intonation and other prosodic features (such
as pitch level, laughter, eto.) work together to conform
the so-called "ironic tone of voice" and the use of these
features constitutes only one more of the possible
strategies ironic speakers have at their disposal.>>
The texts analysed are those specified and described
in the Introduction (see 1.4.1, 1}). Each of these texts is of
considerable length, and although irony, being a pragmatic
phenomenon, is not so easy to find as, for instance, a syntactic
category, eighty six (86) occurrences of ironic utterances were
identified.

An account of the different cages of irony in relation
to the topics that concern us in this chapter will be made, where
86 occurences will be eguivalent to 100% of occurrences.

The objective of this survey is, then, to try to
determine the degree to which a particular intonation or any
other kind of prosodic prominence accompaniles ironic utterances
or affects their possible interpretation.

For the clear understanding of the problem studied
here, it is important to bear in mind that prosodic features
include not only tone-units (length, distribution and
structure), tone choice, pitch, range, prominence/stress,
loudness, rate, rhythmicality, pause and tension (see Crystal and

Davy, 196%9) but also silence and voice gqualifications such as
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sobs, laughter and giggles or cough, as Johns-Lewis (1986)
remarks. The function of prosody seems to be primaily concerned
with the semantics or pragmatics of the utterance, and therefore
the speakers’ conceptions of the functions of prosody seem to be
in considerable accord with psycholinguistic reality. Indeed,
Cutler (1983) comes to these conclugions after analysing prosodic
repairs in a great number of recorded examples: she observed that
prosodic repairse were issued when the speaker feared the hearer
night be misled into an inappropriate interpretation of the
utterance. Anomalous accent placement itself, ag long as 1t did
not carry unwanted pragmatic implications, was not corrected
(1983: 91).

The opening move for this analysis will be to discuss
what the researchers have found out about the different prosodic
features in connection with irony and te try to check this

knowledge with the data in the corpus.

6.2 Intonation

Many authors have studied the intonation of ironic
utterances to try to £ind out whether a particular intonation is
characteristic of irony and whether it is a necessary condition
to it,

Phoneticians such as Kenneth Pike (1945) in America and
Roger Kingdom in England (1958) claimed that tones had a semantic
function in language. When J.D. O’Connor and G.F. Arnold wrote
Intonation of Colloguial English (1969), it was already a well-—
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known fact among linguists that intonation was significant and
much importance started to be given to intonation contours of
utterances. Among the variety of meanings given to an utterance
by using different tones, Kingdom, in The Groundwork of English
Intonation, points out that "implicatory statements" require a
Tone III (falling-rising). Kingdom defines "implicatory
statements" as "statements in which the speaker intends his
herer to understand something more than the words themselves
convey" (1958: 222). Irony would obviousgly fall within this
category. Also Leech, in his Principles of Pragmatics, makes
reference to the fall-rise tone as "an Iintonation often
associated with indirect implicature”. In effect, the rate of
occurrence of this tone among ironic utterances can be said to
be high (as will be shown in the results of this survey), though
not exclusive of ironic discourse. For the sake of illustration,
consider the following examples from the LLC, in which the
falling-rising tone seems to be of high importance in the
interpretation of the ironic remark: In both "chunks" of
dialogue two academics (one female and the other male) are
criticising their Head of Department’s views on Literature and

how it should be taught:

f1]
A 11 but *n\o#
A 11 Ayou s\ee ‘[@:m]# .
A 11 [&] ~n/\o#
A 12 ~this 1s ~thisz is the :1\/inef
A 11 to A{(s\ell))#
A 11  A\obviously# *-*
A 11 - . ~and he ‘thinks that [\I kn/ow#
A 11 [?@] ~I'‘m . "ltoo ‘much con:cerned

with :w\ordsif - .
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[2]

fo-J

ol B i B o ol v B v B R

PrEporIpEOOrrOEPP OO

11

~I'm lweak on aes:th\etic as he p/uts
it# ( - - . giggles) which “seems
to m/ef .

~quite ‘quite 1\ooney#

I “mean *the Ifact#* that ’‘you ’‘you -
iat\udy a ‘thing#

~d\oesn‘t mean to =/ay#

you “can‘t also !!f\eel it#

kA [=m]#*

~d\oes ity

AAmE

Ab\ut#

~\anyway#

“this is _his |l\ine#

and “he‘s st/\icking ‘to it#

at the “n\/oments#

~till he ‘changes ‘next :y\/ear#

¥( - laughs)*

*( - laughs)*

*which I :gather is ’‘guite _

p\/ossiblef#

I ~th\ink ‘we you ~kn\/ow [@:m]#

“we ’'have "f/ashions#

(LIC, S.1.6)

*((but . ~that lis only :n\/aturalf§))*

a "~ra*ther ‘weak ch\aractery

~d\oesn‘t it#

*m\ay’be¥

*( (untranscribable murmur))*

*~not ‘quite b\ig e’nough#

to ~go* and ‘say l\ook old ‘chap#

~y\ou were r/ight# -

or per*haps not _even _big e_nough _to .

r\ecog’nize#

I ~got the im:pr\/ession#

that he ~didn‘t Ir\ecog’nize it# .

An\o#

*~pri\obhably#*

¥~that "[@:](([m])))* - he ~just dilg\ested the

‘id/easy

and “~then _came _out with _then _guite

spont_aneously and without rel!fl\ection#

*{{but it‘s a)) ~bit#

*AI\m]#*

d/\iffionlt#

in a ~w\/ay# -

that a “person could be "!s\o unre"fl/ective#

as “not to _r/\ealizef#

that he‘d ~ch\anged his m/ind# (laughs)
(LLC, $.1.6)
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Both chunks of the same dialogue present various combinations of
falling and rising tones, which help identify the whole
insinuating and criticising tone of the dialogue. In the first
chunk, one of the key utterances ig "till he changes next year",
which is placed as an afterthought or after comment to Ythis is
his line, and he’s sticking to it at the moment". The fall-rise
on "year" helps to stress the contrast between what the Head of
Department says now (i.e. the ideas he now sticks to) and what
he will think or say next year. The whole ironic insinuation is
that the Head of Department has a changing mind, and,
consequently, he is unstable and one cannot trust him very much.
In the second chunk, the speakers continue with their criticism
of the Head of Department’s weak character and B is mildly ironic
in his last remark {("but its a bit difficult...")}. Here
combinations of “"rise-fall' and "fall-rise'" can ke observed, as
well as what Kingdom (1958) called "Divided tone ITII" (labelled
PFall+Rise” in the LLC) in "so unreflective", with the falling
part of the tone on "so" and the rising part on the second
syllable of "reflective"; and in "changed his mind", with the
falling part on "changed" and the rising part on "mind". Again
it can be said that the falling-rising tones let the hearer
understand the ironic and criticising tone of the comment. But
in both examples, other prosodic feaﬁures are of considerable
importance, such as the laughter, the "hoosting" (i.e., an
increase of the pitch level), the pauses and the arrangement of
tone groups -and consequently of information groups (=ee

Halliday, 1985)~. These other features will also be taken into
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account throughout this chapter.

In spite of the relatively high frequency with which
the fall-rise can be encountered in the ironic utterances of the
LLC (as will be shown in numbers in the result session of this
chapter), it can not be said that all the cases included this

tone. The following examples confirm this statement:

[31] 11 "~g/\od _{(damnation))# .

11 IMl1l "~cr\own that _bastardy

11 *((be*fore I'‘m f\inished with him# -

11 it “used to be)) the "ls\ame {with the*

» b/N\Noardf )/

11 as ~w/\ell#§ .

11 *({ = laughs) . ((~ch n\o#

11 I could “see you sort of !s\eething#))*
11 ~wh/at#

the *same at the b/\oard _meetings#

11 *~t/\oo you* _Xnow#

21 I mean he ~takes over

11 *((~y\esf))*

11l *the :whole bloody ((!!th=ing#))*

13 *~he ~he “he is* :really ’cod al:m\ighty#
11 he “knows \everythingf - -

11 ((if)) ~I ldon‘t cr\own ((the)) b/astard#
11 { - laughs) -

PEOMPOPDDTT T ODORED
[
=

(£Lc, 8.1.1)

In his fipnal comment, A uses an ironic metaphor ("God Almighty")
with a falling tone on it. A is being ironic, for he evidently
does not approve of this teacher’s bhehaviour (he previously
referred to him as a bastard). Even though, according to
Halliday (1985}, the use of the straightforward falling tone
constitutes the "unmarked" use for statements, this tone occurs
very frequently within ironic utterances (see 6.4}, But in this
example there are other clues, namely, other prosodic features,

such as laughter, the prominence given by the heavy stress on the
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metaphor and other clues of the content of discourse and the
context that allow for the ironic interpretation.

In other examples, the tone used is simply a rise or
a combination of rise and then fall (Rise+Fall), as in the
following part of a conversation between academics in which & is
trying to show his scepticism as to the background of a certain

teacher:
[4]

13 2~this ~this #this lstr\uck mef#

11 2as a “kind of {/\odd} [t\itle#;*.;

11 24you s/eef* .

21 2[4]

11 2%~[\m]# -

11 2~[\m]#*

11 2*recognized :teacher *in ap:plied lingu\istics#¥
11 2%A[\mI# .

11 2~[\m]#*

11 2- [€] . ~you kn/ow#

11 2((with ap*plied in br/ackets#)) -

12 2[(~@8:m] . ~and [@m] - :they =aid well :should he be
12 2[€m @] :recognized as a teacher of

12 2lin"!gu\istics# -

11 270 !I said :w\ell{

11 2you know I ~don‘t know very much about what he
11 2%ld/\oesf§ *.*

11 24in NF/O#

21 2zbut I ~have no reason to

11 2% ((~{\m]#))*

11 2bel/ievef#

11 2that he ~teaches linllgu\istias# .

bl ool g g i i i S R e v -

(LLC, §.1.2)
In fact, A is very sceptical about the title of "teacher in
applied Linguistics", and he does not believe that the teacher
in guestion is good or that he should be recognised as a teacher
of linguistics, This can also be inferred by the rising tone A
places on the word "“believe" and the enphasis he puts c;n

"linguisties" with a falling tone.
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Several combinations of tones have been observed in the
corpus examples. The gquantification and number of occurrences
of the tones, as well as their combinations with other prosodic
features, will be given in section 6.4 of this chapter. I shall

now continue with the discussion and literary review.

Ann  Cutler (1974) wunderlines +the importance of the

intonation contours of utterances such as:
"Harry'’s a real genius."
to determine whether the speaker really admires Harry or thinks
quite the opposite,i.e. that Harry is anything but a genius.
Nevertheless, she also states that if the cues from the context
are strong enough, no intonational cues are necessary at all.
For instance, if two people walk into an empty bar and one of
them says:
"Sure is lively here tonightln

the utterance will be understood as ironic regardless of the
intonation used (1974: 117). This seems to be a gquite reasonable
argument, but, what would not seem =o reasonable is to suggest
that the same holds for other prosodic features. What I mean is
that, as we shall see later on, when intonation is not crucial,
there seem to be other prosodic features that are related to
irony, i.e. features the speaker makes use of in order to convey
his meaning. Anne Cutler herself writes about “other features"
that may serve to identify sentences spoken ironically, which
are: a) nasalisation, b) slowed rate of speaking, or c)

exaggerated stress applied to one of the words (1974: 117). She
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also comments that, in certain dialects of English, it is
possible to achieve the same effects Intonation achieves by
appending the words "I donft think" (with heavy stress on
"don’t") to a sentence uttered with ironic intent, in which case
additional intonational cues are optional (1974: 117). an
example could be:
"John’s really handsome, I ‘don’t think."
In a later paper Cutler claims that the effect exercised by the
intonation contour of an utterance is dependent upon the context
in which the utterance occurs (1977:110), which reconfirms her
previous ideas, for she explains that in the sentence:
"Looks like a really popular place"

the propositional content is negated (and therefore the utterance
understood as ironic) if the speaker and audience are in the
process of entering a restaurant otherwise devoid of customers,
in which case the clue for ironig interpretation would be the
context and not the intonation of the utterance. In effect, both
linquistic and non-linguistic contexts have proved to be of major
importance for irony interpretation, considering it is a
pragmatic phenomenon, but this does not mean that context
excludes intonation or other prosodic features. In the examples
analysed in the corpus, context and prosodic features seem to be
parts of the whole and work together, rather than exclude each

other.

6.2, Tonjcit d tone

Hallliday (1967) treated intonation as a part of English
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grammar, and, in doing so, he was the first to integrate it in
the language as a whole. When analysing tone, Halliday notes
that "the English tone system is based on an opposition between
falling and -rieing pitch, in which falling pitch conveys
certainty and rising pitch uncertainty" (1985: 281). The
falling-riging tone (Tone 4 for Halliday), is, according to his
view, assoclated with reservations and conditions, having a
general sense of '"there’s a ‘but’ about it". fTone contrasts
relate to the "participants" in the discourse, for they represent
their attitudes to and expectations of one another on the one
hand, and their assessment of what is being said on the other
hand (El Menoufy, 1988),.

But Halliday does not think that tone is "all there is"
in the realm of intonation. He gives much importance to the
heavy semantic load carried by rhythm and intonation, and he
distinguishes tonicity from tone (1567, 1985). Tonicity refers
to the division of utterances into tone groups that in turn serve
to organise discourse into information units. Pach information
unit is organised as a pitch contour, or tone, which may be
falling, rising or mixed (falling-rising or rising-falling).

The information unit is made up of two functicons: Given
and New, which bear a close semantic relationship to Theme-Rheme
structures. According to Halliday "other things being equal, a
speaker will choose the theme from within what is given and
locate the focus, the climax of the New, somewhere within the
Rheme" (1985: 278). But although Given+New and Theme+Rheme are

related, they are not the same thing (see Halliday (1985) for
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clarification), but both are speaker selected, and it is the
speaker who maps one structure on to the other to relate his
discourse to the context or environment.

The important point about tone groups and their.
information units of Given+New used in combination with thematic
information is -for the purposes of this study- to show how this
combination may be exploited by the speaker to produce different
rhetorical effects (as being ironic, for instance). Halliday
explains that the speaker can "play" with the system, and a very
frequent type of linguistic game playing is "the use of the two
systems to achleve complex manoeuvres of putting the other down,
making him feel guilty and the like" (1985: 279). Interestingly,
the example Halliday gives to illustrate this point is one which
he classifies as '"mildly ironic":
<<speakerl: Are you coming bdck into circulation?

speaker2: I didn‘t know I was odut.
speakerl: I haven’t seen you for ages.>>
(1985: 279)
Halliday explains that speaker2 recognises an attack and defends
himself with mild irony. The graphlc representation of how the
two systems (Given/New and Theme/Rheme) work together to that

effect is the following:

I dldn’t know I was out
THEME RHEME
THEME RHEME
GIVEN NEW
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{1) Theme: “from my angle', with “I didn’t know as interpersonal
metaphor for "in wny estimation" plus negative
(2) Information: New: = contrastive out (contrasting with back)
and extending back over everything except perhaps the inicial I;
"as ¥ see it; I was not away, so you're wrong" (1985: 279).
This treatment of an ironic utterance apens up a wider
spectrum for the analysis of M"ironic¢ intonation': it is not only
the tones what we should take into account, but alsc the tonicity
of the whole utterance and how it combines with other systems or
structures. In the example given by Halliday the interaction
Given+New / Theme+Rheme is very neat and clear, but I cannot say
the same of the examples of irony in the LLC. In most of the
cases, the irony extends to more than one information group and
thus the correspondences cannot bhe so clearly marked, and the
combinations and networks seem to be more complex, which does not
mean that there is no "play" on the part of the speaker. On the
contrary, the impression is that the speaker plays “too muchV
with these systems and in much more complex and intricate ways
than Halliday’s example shows, Perhaps one of the neatest
examples I have found in the corpus is the following, in which
the speaker is being ironic in the traditional way (and
consequently, it is easy to identify the ironic proposition) by
referring to a person as "dear Damian":
f11 .
1212~1 en_joyed ., I ~still relm\ember#
ilia~that | {f\/irst ‘arts ‘thing I did} 1l\/ast ‘yeary
1112it was ~fdhi: 78m ?7&m] the :K\enwood ‘one#
lll12+~w\asn‘t it#
11124n\of

1112it was the “~one bef\/ore ’'that#

1112T ~think ‘Robert pro’duced {(\one) be:fore ‘you
lll2c\ame#

1112#it ~was the lone of [€m]

moowm»rom

« IM\atjevgx
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1112*+ah y\es#i—- —*;

1112"~oh y\es# .

1l12+y\es#

lilz+4y\esf+

1112%%Ay\asfrk

1112and ~I "!1l\oved ‘thaty

1112and +~every+body _else was being so !st\upid a’bout/
1112it#

1112%*inAcluding** a‘gain :dear ‘Dan :D\amiang
2012[€m] *. ( - giggles)

1112%ry/esi

Pommo o

(LLC, 8.9.1)

In the sentence marked in bold type in the dialogue, the two
structures, Given/New and Theme/Rheme, are strategically used in
combination: In fact there are twe information groups in it, and
the ironic load is carried by the second tone group, which is
like an after-comment or afterthought (irony is many times
strategically used in afterthoughts). In spite of the existence
of these two tone groups, it can be said that they are working
together, and that the nucleus of the information group is found
in the last falling tone on "Damian". The graphic representation
would be something like the folloﬁing, which shows how the two
structures (Given/New - Theme/Rheme} are used in combination to

attain the ironic effect:

/Bverybody else was being so stupid about it/including dear
Dan Damlan
THEME RHEME
GIVEN NEW NEW
GIVEN NEW

The speaker has chosen "everybody else" as the Theme, i.e.: "I'm
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going to say something about everybody else", and the new
information he wants to give, which coincides with the Rheme, is
that all these people were stupid, and what is more, that Damian
was included among these stupid people. As all these people were
stupid, the hearer (A) will understand that the speaker is being
ironic when saying "dear". This is also part of the new
information the speaker wants to convey.

Although this combination of tonicity with Theme/Rheme
structures seems to be an interesting and revealing one, I shall
not include ite occurrences in the quantification done in 6.4,
the reason being the aforementioned complexity of combinations.
In addition, this work does not aim at making a thorough analysis
of tonicity and/or Theme/Rheme structures. The main aim is the
study of irony within a pragmatic framework, namely, the
pragmatic strategies and discourse functions that speakers and
listeners have at their disposal to produce and understand it.
The use of prosodic features is but one more of the strategies,
and, in this chapter, the intention is to make an account of some
of these features (those that seem to be most prominent and
important).

As a final issue within the framework of "ironic
intonation", I consider it timely and appropriate to comment on
Gibbs and O0’Brlen’s findings of some psycholinguistic
experimental research on irony understanding. These
investigators point to the fact that "the irony of irony is that
we can often recognise ironic situations and language even though

we have a terrible time trying to define irony" (1991:8523). As
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one of the five main concluding points of thelr review of
psycholinguistic evidence, they state that "people can easily
understand sarcasm without any special intonational cues" (1991:
530). They are probably right if we think only of intonation,
for, as we have seen (and the quantified data will confirm) there
is not only one tone or special kind of intonation for all cases
of irony. But there are other prosodie features which co-
participate with intonation in most cases. Anne Cutler (1977)
also notes that the primary mode in which such emotions as anger
or fear are conveyed is voice quality rather than intonation.
El-Menoufy (a disciple of Halliday’s) remarks that the meaning
of tone seens to be still a controversial subject, and adds that
the selection of tone interacts with other intonational and non-
intonational selections te produce the total meaning of
utterances in discourse (1988: 4).

What seems to be essential to ironic interpretation,
thus, is the existence of some prosodic features, though not
necessarily all working together. To give a few examples, in a
given utterance, the most prominent and important one may be
intonation; in another, it may be the use of a high pitch on some
key words; in another, it may be the laughter of the
participants.

T shall thus proceed to discuss some of the prosodic
features -other than intonation- that have proved to be present

and outstanding in the ironic examples analysed in the LLC.
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6.3 Other prosodic features

Catherine Johns-Lewis (1986) exposes the difficulties
there are in defining prosody and in distinguishing intonation
from other prosodic features. Crystal (1969) views intonation
as:

<<a complex of features from different prosodic

systems. .. the most central (of which) are tone, pitch

range and loudness, with rhythmicality and tempo

closely related.>>

(1969: 195)

But prosodic systems -for Crystal~ not only include the above,
but also pause and tension, voice qualifiers (i.e.: whispery,
breathy, husky) and voice qualifications (i.e.: sob, laughter,
giggle, cough). A definition of intonation like Crystal’s
presents a greater overlap with prosody than a narrow definition
such as Gimsom’s, involving "rises and falls in pitch level®
(1980: 264). 1In this study I have considered intonation in its
narrow sense, and I shall now refer to the other features -which
are not strictly rises and falls in pitch level- as other
prosodic features.

Apart from the various prosodic features taken into
account by <Crystal, Johns-Lewis includes pause phenomena
(frequency, duration and distribution of pauses). Silence is
considered by this author to be a useful prosodic parameter which
can even distinguish between types of discourse.

In analysing the different ironic utterances in the
LLC, I have cbserved that some prosodic features tend to occur

repeatedly together with irony. Stress, for example, seems to
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occur repeatedly on words or phrases that are crucial for the
ironic interpretation, Indeed, Tannen (1984) shows in her
analysis of the conversation at a Thanksgiving dinner amonyg
friends, that heavy stress and breathy voice quality are used to
exaggerate the content of utterances and, in that way, be ironic
(1984: 86). Breathy voice guality is not marked in the LLC, and,
for that reason, it will not be possible to account for it in
this study.

Many instances have alsc been found in which an
increase in pitch level (not necessarily accompanied by falls or
rises) occurred at strategic points in the ironic utterances.
This is called "hooster" by Svartvik and Quirk and is marked by
means of a colon (:} before the "boosted" syllable, or by means
of an exclamation mark (!) in cases of exaggerated high pitch.
Tannen (1984) considers high pitch as part of expressive
phonology, used in many cases to show a mocking ironic style.
In some of the ironic utterances in the LLC, both a kinetic tone
and an increase in pitch occur on the same syllable, as is the
case with example 3 in 6.2, in which we can observe a falling
tone together with a "booster" mark on the second sylable of
"almighty". Both prosodic phenomena coincide or co-occur to give
prominence to a key word in the ironic metaphor "God Almighty"
(remember the speakers are criticising a teacher to whom they
referred previously as a "a bastard", and that they do not
approve of his "know-it-all! attitude).

Laughter and/or giggles have proved to be other

recurrent prosodic features accompanying irony. Finally and
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interestingly, pauses and silence also seem to have been
strategically placed by certain speakers in some of the texts to
convey certain ironic meanings.

In view of all this, a study of these features in
connection with the findings in the corpus becomes necessary at

this point of thé discussion.

6.3.1 Stress

As will be reported in detail in 6.4, most of the
examples analysed for this survey display the use (on the part
of the speaker) of stress on "key'" words. The words which have
been considered as "key!" here are those which were judged as
important for the ironic interpretation. In many cases, this
gtress colneides with the kinetic tone, but, in others, the
kinetic tone on a given word was not enough, and the speaker
considered it necessary to stress some other words which seem to
have been thought of as equally important to convey the ironic
meaning. The following iz a clear esample, in which the word
"bright" is uttered with stress on it, although it is not the one
containing the kinetioc stress. The speaker is being ironic about
the students’ attitudes and feelings, and it is evident that he

does not think that their feelings are "hright'":

(11

A 11 +funnily e:n\/ough#

A 11 I “made it com!pletely :v\oluntary with the
A 11 st/udents#

A 11 A=and# -

A

11 ~I lknow ‘Tom and . :J\/ack#
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contributing to ironic meanings,

~the lother ’two ‘lecturers :thought it would
L{f\old up} in In\/0 "timey

you ~kn/ow#

~funnily en/oughf

~students !kept c\oming in and s/aving# .
{((can I ~do)) phil/ology ‘pleasef

Ayou kn/ow#

( - laughs) “and *’go* it‘s

*AL\m]#*

+gr /\Nowing#+

Arather than dilm\/inishing#

~which

+AL\mM]#+

*A[mh\m]#*

IT ((*!feel* pli\eased))¥

you “kn/ow#

({~this is where 1 to 2 sylls ![t\/en€z]#))
~comes ‘smack in the :(\eye) for !th\em#

( - laughs) that ~students ":\/are interestedj#
in ~l\anguage#

but th;n “Tom‘s refaction to :th\is /isy§ -
~[=€m]# .

[?] well they‘re “only ‘trying to :d\istance
thems/elves#

from ~l\iterature# - ,

~well I mean !this is com’plete h\ooey# .
AL\m]#

- despending _how you "!l\ock on ‘languagef - -
and "~th\en#

~he s/ays#

you know ~literature should be ex"_p\/erienced#
and “not !st\udied# - .

well ~this is ![f\ine#

un*til you‘ve g\ot them#

Awriting ex"!\ /ams#

and they‘ve ~got to ‘write ‘down ‘these ‘bright
t:f\/eelings of ’theirs#

and they ~feel ‘enr so d/eepf

that they ~can‘t ex!pr\ess ‘emf

( - laughs) *~you* kn/owf - - -

(LLG, 8.1.6.)

This same example will be analysed later on in connection with

another of the prosodic features which have been detected as

namely '"booster" or '"pitch

rise", for, as can be observed, stress is not the only meaningful

feature occurring in this ironic utterance. Intonation, stress,
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high pitch and laughter work together here to contribute to the
ironic interpretation of this conversation.
Following is another example in which stress seems to

~be important as an irony marker:

(2]
A 11 ~how do you get \on with : (~Th\orpe# ) #
B 11 ~{(\oh))# -
B 11 ((we)) ~get on 'quite !w\ell I ‘think# .
B 1} Arare oc_casions _I s/ee ’hin#
B 20 ( . giggles)
A 20 ( . giggles) - ~ -

(LLC, 8.1.6)

Although the kinetic stress of the clauge "T get on quite well®
falls on the word '"well", there is also stress on the word
"quite'" which is thus given a certain prominence and later on,
after the after-comment "rare occasions T see him" can be
interpreted as placed on purpose to convey quite a contrary idea;
i.e., that they do not get on "so well", or to say it another
way, it leaves the door open to interpret that they get on well
because they hardly ever see each other, and that, if they met
more often, they would probably not get on "so well".

As has already been stated, the examples in which
stress seems to play an important part within the ironic meaning
are numerous. For the sake of illustration, I consider that the
foregoing examples are enough, and thus I shall continue the
analysis and discussion of the other proscdic features that have

proved to be outstanding among the ironic utterances studied in

the corpus.

268



Intanation and other prosodic features In ironic discourse: A survey

As noted above, Svartvik and Quirk use the "booster"
system to indicate range of pitch, which is a different thing
from direction of pitch. Allan (1986) notes how a change in
pitch level or "key" can change the meaning of an utterance. The
example he provides is the following:

the Robinsons [high key!}
1) We gave it to our neighbours, [nid key]
2) We gave it to our neighbours,

the Robinsons [low key]
The shift to high key in 1) shows that the speaker regards it as
important that "it" was given to the Robinsons. The downshift
in 2 indicates that he considers this informatic;n as
parenthetically and relatively unimportant (1986: 60). Brown &
Levinson {(1987: 72) note that in Tzeltal there is a highly
conventionalised use of high pitch or falsetto, which marks
polite or formal interchanges, operating as a kind of giant hedge
on everything that is said, and that its use seems to release the
speaker from responsibility for believing the truth of what he
utters. It would not be illogical to suppose that a change in
key could also be significant for cases of verbal irony. When
a speaker wants to convey an ironic meaning, there may be some
words or phrases that he wants to signal as "more important" by
means of a shift to high pitch.

In the following chunk of dialogue (which partially
coincides with the chunk presented in 6.3.1 [1]), a great deal

of verbal irony can be felt and inferred from A’s words. An
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increase in the pitch of some key words can be observed, as it

is shown by the booster symbols (: or !). The speakers (A, a

female academic, and B, a wale academic) are being sarcastic

apout the Head of Department’s approach tc literature:

{1}

LR T TR T S Y R SN SR o g R e S

-~ de*pending _how you "ll\occk on ’language# - -
and "~th\en#

rhe s/aysh

you know ~literature should be ex"_p\/erienced#
and ~net Ist\udied§ - .

well ~this is !lf\inef#

un~til you‘ve g\ot then#

Awriting ex" I\ /ams#

and they‘ve ~got to ‘write ‘down ‘these ‘bright
:f\ /eelings of theirs#

and they ~feel ‘em so d/eepd

that they “can'‘t ex!pri\ess ‘em§

{ —~ laughs) *Ayou* knjow# - -~ -

~\added to _whichf¥

WANT

*ALNM] %

think#

it en"~c\ourages#

the "~{1\azy} ":st\/udent#

to ~go to h/im#

and say ~I I ~s\ay#

~this is ((is)) fwhat they !d\o¥ .

( - sighs) AI !read a b\ook ’last n/ight# .
and it “moved me 1!s\o m/uch#

AT _can‘t th\alk a’bout it§ - -

~now lthis is _a a "lg\orgeous#

Alazy _way \outf

syou lls/eef

~he‘'s t/aken \in 'by th/is#

~dear _s/oul¥

{ - laughs) a*~bid*ing

*[m]* *%( -~ coughs)*¥

ffaith in *%’English {ll\it**erature#
Ay\ou kn/ow#

(LLC, 8.1.6)

The whole comment has an ironic tone, but there are three parts

of it that seem to carry the main ironic load. The first one is

when A says that the students’ feelings are "bright" and that
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"they feel them so deep that they can’t express them!". Here we
notice there is an increase of pitch before the first syllable
of "feelings" and the second syllable of "express". In both
cases the syllable in question bears a kinetic tone as well. It
is clearly understood here that A does not think the students’
feelings are bright and, even more, that they cannot have any
feelings at all (and probably this is the reason for the booster
and the falling rising tone on "feelings") since A believes they
are lazy and will tend not to read any books 1f the teacher has
such "crazy" ideas as the Head of Department’s.

The second part in which irony is heavily shown is an
example of "pretence irony", since the speaker (A) is imitating
a lazy student in his way out of studying literature. I refer
to: "I read a book last night and it....", The booster is placed
here before the word "so", which is clearly done to emphasise and
exaggerate the student’s supposed enthusiasm with the book in
order to cause a contradictory effect: the hearer infers that
obviously the student was not moved at all and did not even read
the book. The victims of irony here are the lazy students, who
will always try to cheat the teacher if he allows them to do so.
Indirectly, there is a second victim, namely the Head of
Department, whose loose behaviour with the students would -
according to A's views— cause these effects.

The third part of this example having a oclear and
identifiable ironlc intention is "He‘s taken in by..." {in hold
type), where there 1s some "boosting" before the word "soul'" and

before the first syllable of "Literature". The speaker is using
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here religious register ("soul", tabiding faith in") with a
twofold purpese: 1) to ironically point to the Head of
Department’s naive thoughts, and 2} to imply that the students
are not any “dear souls" or any irmocent "literature-faithfuli®
beings. The boosting or pitch increase on 'goul" and on
"Literature" may serve to achieve these effects, together with
other contextual and prosodic features (such as laughter and
intonation). As can be observed, in most cases, the "boosting
and the kinetic tones coinocide on the same syllable, though there
are some cases 1in which they do not, as in the last example
{"literature' has a booster but no kinetic tone). ‘This shows
that pitch level can sometimes be independent of intonation and
that it can alone be usged as a prominence marker having ironic
effects at the mame time.

Other examples were found in which the booster was
placed on other syllables than the one bearing the kinetic tone,
as is the case iﬁ the following chunk of dialogue in which the

speakers (two academics) are coriticising another lecturer:

(2]
B 12 he ~l\ocked ‘[@:m] - com*plietely unrefl/ective#
B 11 as ~though he _just _had . [?7] a !pattern in his
B 11  :h\eadf .
B 11 and . {{he}) “ex"|p\ounded#
B 11 with #great "Ifl\uency#
B 11 at a “moment‘s *In\otice#*
A 11 *Ayhesf*
A 11 ~y\es#
B 11 *and as |lthough he ‘wasn‘t ‘really :c\onscious#
B 11 of ~what the !pattern lw\as#
B 11 he‘d ((“~been ex:p\ounding#))
B 11 ~that was the im":pr\ession *((he ’gavef)}*
A 11 *ATA\MI#* .
F 11 Al=m]¥# - -
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B 11 *spoke in !beautifully ‘fluent _French :\English#
A 20 ( - ~ laughs)

B 11 it was ~quite f\unny#

B 11 if you ~trans{l\ated the ‘wordsy

B 11 +back lliterally ‘into :Fr\/ench#

B 11 you ~found the con’struction was :p\er’fecty

B 11 as ~far ((as)) . _{m\y ‘French) could 1t\ell# -

B 12 ((~kn\owledge of ‘French _which)} - - was “rather
B 12 ‘strange !\English# -~ - -

B 11 ~[\mi#

B 11 ~haven‘t _thought of h/im#

B 11 for ~y/\earsf§

A 11 { - - laughs) -

(LLC, 8.1.6)

When B says that the lecturer spoke in "beautifully fluent French
English", he 1is being ironic, The booster on the word
"beautifully" (a modifier of "fluent") is strategically placed
with a mocking intention. fThe prominence given to this word by
the high pitch may, at the beginning (before hearing the word
"French"), be thought of as a device used to stress and remark
how well the lecturer spoke English, but as soon as he inserts
the word "French", a contradiction arises, and the ironic meaning
is worked out or inferred: his English was not beautifully
fluent; he had a lot of interference from French.

211 the foregoing suggests that in ironic utterances
there 1s not only one prosodic feature working in isolation. 1In
this particular section, we have seen how an increase in pitch
level can work together with intonation and stress -~the three
features being present on the same syllable in some cases, or on
different syllables or words in others~ in order to distribute
the prominence load along different strategic points in the
utterance. But there are still other prosodic features which are

worth examining, namely laughter and silence/pauses.
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In chapter 4, I wrote about the relationship of irony
to humour., It could be noted that irony and some kinds of jokes
are very closely related, and it was also shown how verbal irony
generally elicits the external or "internal® laughter of one or
more of the participants. Laughter is, thus, a feature which
very frequently accompanies the phenomenon of verbal irony.

As may have already been noticed, the majority of the
examples presented so far in this chapter include laughter or
giggles strategically placed in connection with the ironic
utterances. In some cases, it may be the laughter of the ironist
to add one more clue to the ironic remark; in some others, it is
the laughter of the hearer to show that he has understood the
irony intended by the speaker. Devorah Tannen (1984), in her
analysis of irony and joking in a conversation among friends,
pinpoints the different ironic styles of two of her friends, and
shows how one of them often follows his ironic comments with
laughter (becauze his style is always dramatized through
exaggerated enunciation and is moak tough, mock annoyed or mock
solicitous) while the other never laughs after his ironic
utterances (because his style is mock serious). The findings of
Tannen’s analysis tell us that many times laughter is an irony
marker, but, on other occasions, the ironic speaker does not
laugh precisely because he is simulating seriousness, and this
requires a deadpan style, with no apparent prosodic features
marking the irony: "Only the kﬁowledge that the guestion was not
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serious, and the deliberate, clipped quality make it clear that
the answer is not meant seriously" (1984: 139).

Consider now the following example from the LLC, in
which the same speakers of example [2] in the previous section

(6.3.1) are criticising another leoturer:

(1]

A 11 . ~oh d\ear#

A 13 Awhat was 'he - ~I can‘t even relmember |[what he
A 12 was d/\oing#

A 11 the ~day I :went to his :1\/ecture#

4 11 but ~I re!member that ‘he - tbrought ‘out !thr\ee
A 11 ‘things _in# .

A 11  "~\0ld /English#

A 12 ((A~you l!cl\assicists)) [?7€] Ayou've _probably not
A 12 !d\one 0ld /English#

A 11 ~h\ave ‘you# -

A 11 ~c\ourse you ’‘haven‘td - -

A 11 +bin_dan ‘rin_dan _and w\in’dan#

A 11 the A~three v\erbs#

A 11 ~[?]all . ((are)) rh/yming#

A 11 ~and ‘they l\all ((are)) :d=oing#

A 11 with ~something ’‘going :xr\ound#

A 11 ~bin_dan to b/ind#

A 11 “win_dan to w\/ind#

A 11 and . Arin‘dan :to . "!r\/ind{

A 11 you ~kn/ow#

A 11 a ~p\ig#

A,B 20 ( - - laugh)

B 11 *( - = - laughs)* kkAL/AM]Frx

A 11 #~this is the !lonly thing I‘ve ’‘brought allw\ay
a 11 from that l/ecture#

A 11 =% - - I'‘m ~not quite ’‘sure what he was . trying
A 11 #**to** . pr\ove with th/em#

A 11 ~when he‘d !f\inished#

A 20 (*#-* — ~ laughs)

B 20 *( - laughs)#®

(LLC, S.1.6)

When A says that she is not quite sure what the lecturer 'was
trying to prove with them when he’d finished", she is using
"mild® irony to mean that in fact she thinks the lecturer’s
classes were pointless and boring. I say 'mild" irony because
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the speaker uses a "hedge" ('not quite sure") when, in fact, she
leta the hearer understand that she was sure that his classes
were not interesting at all. A reinforces this idea with her
laughter, and B also laughs to show that he understands and that
he is her "“accomplice" in the criticism.

In some particular cases, the laughter can be ironic
(generally sarcastic) in itself, without the need of any
linguistic clue. Consider the following dyad which could occur
between two people, A and B. & (a woman) knows that B (her
boyfriend) is a liar and that he does not love her (he has proved
8o after repeated actions showing lack of care and respect):

B: "I love you. Believe me."
At “Ha, Ha, Ha." (laughter)

In this case, the laughter means "that is not true and I don’t
believe you. vYou’re a liar", fThe contradiction here lies in
what the man says and what he really does, which makes &
understand his utterance as having an opposite meaning to the
literal one, namely, "I don’‘t love you',

A similar example seems to be the following from LLC,
in which a woman is talking about her teaching experience:
[2]

11 land I‘ve “~got about - ltwenty \O-/levely
1l rI~pb\oys#

20 1lyeah

11 1who “are . sort of . 1 {M/is8) M/iss#

11 1~they‘ve de’cided to ’'call me M\iss you s/eef
lyeah

11 1[€m] . ~M\iss they say#

11 1"Awh\y#

1l 1ldo we “have to ‘study p\oetry ‘Migs# -~
11 1AM\iss#

20 1T see

12 land ~things they‘re Agreat f\un#

aUooQQUooTon
3]
o
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1l lthey ~ask too ‘many :damn gu\estionsyf
20 1*( . laughs)*

11 J*.* you ~kn/ow#

11 tbut {ém] . they're ~all en!thusi\astic#
11 land they ~think I‘m all r\ight#

20 1*%( . laughs)*

ooQouooe

(LLC, 8.7.1)
In this case, C is being sarcastic with herself, because she
laughs at the fact that her students think "she is all right",
The laughter shows the irony because what she means with it is
that she believes her students are naive for believing so. In
fact, what she thinks of herself is that she is not "all right",
She is being critical of herself,

There is a great number of other examples in which
laughter and/or giggles play an important part in the whole
ironic meaning, but I will not include them here for the sake of
redundance. They will nevertheless be taken into account for the
results section of this chapter, in which an account of the
prosodic features accompanying irony will be made, I shall now
turn to ancther of these features which seems to be meaningful
when associated to irony. I refer to silence or pauses in the

conversation.

G.3.4 Silence and/or pauses

Many authors have directed their attention to the study
of silence in discourse. Dennis Kurgzon (1992), for example,

claims that silence may mean power in some particular situations.
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Kurzon concentrates on the silent response to a polar or wh-
interrogative and tries to show that at times it is the silent
person who uses his/her silence to gain control of the situation
tc attain power ({1992: 93). Gray (1992), when analysing the
"alements of assertive asking" states the following:

«<<One of the key elements of assertive asking is to
remain silent after you have asked for support. Allow
yvour partner to work through thelr resistence. Be
careful not to disapprove of his grumbles. As long
as you pause and remain silent, you have the
posgsibility of getting his support. If you break the
silence you lose power.>»> (1932: 268),

We have already seen how irony may be used by a person

in power (chapter 5), and it is not impessible to conceive of a
situation in which silence would be strategically used to bhe
ironic and show power at the same time. In certain situations,
a person may opt to not give a response to show or let his
interlocutor infer that his guestion was so stupid that it is not
worth answering. Indeed, Varcl Akman reinforces this argument
in his squib "When Silence may mean Derision™ (19%4). Akman
asserts that in some instances silence can be understood as a
speach act of the form "I will not participate in order to show
people (the listeners or in general, others present) that you are
a laughingstock"™ (1994: 213), Akman also explains that the
circumstances in which "silence means derision" are generally
distinguished by the existence of an "audience" in addition to
a guestioner and an addressee with a shared knowledge of the

audience about the gualities of the addressee and the questioner.

I believe the examples he gives can also be understood as ironic
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silence and, for that reason, I shall quote one of them:

<<The setting is a country after a military coup. A
famous professor of law (X) is being questioned in a
military court. In the past he played a major role in the
preparation of the constitution. X is now being accused of
assisting the activities of a secret organization to destroy
the nation’s sovereignty. The judge (Y) builds her case
on the allegation that X has viclated a specific
constitutional provision. When X objects to this claim and
tries to demonstrate why there is no basis for the
allegation, ¥ explodes: "What do you mean when you say that
I’'m misrepresenting or misreading the constitution? What
makes you think that you know better?"

Surely X knows better! After all he was instrumental
in drafting the entire constitution in its final form. X,
nonetheless, just keeps sllent>> (19594: 212)

Perhaps this example could be better explained by saying that X
uses silence to implicitly mean derision or to ridicule others -
as it is many times the case with verbal negative irony or
sarcasm. But at the same time he wants to point to an instance
of situational irony, namely, the fact that he is accused of
misinterpreting the constitution when he in fact played a wmajor
role in its preparation.

If we think of this issue in terms of Brown &
Levinson’s Theory of Politeness, it can be said that silence may
become an FTA in itself (as was anticipated in 5.4). Brown &
Levinson pay attention to this fact in their note n® 64, in which

they state:

<<A conversational viewpoint directs us also to the use
of carefully located silence as a means of
accomplishing an FTA even where our super-strategy 5
(Don’t do the FTA at all) is enjoined. Thus in Tamil,
polite acceptances may be conveyed by deliberate
silences, as illustrated by the glosses in this passage
(where A is a man, and W is his friend’s new bride):
A: Do you sing?

W: (silence)
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as

a

A: Hooray! Give us a song! ) )
Similarly, in Tamil the politest refusal is simply no
answer at all; hence if A writes to B for a favour and
B does not reply, this signifies a polite refusal.>>
(1987: 295)

Mc Carthy & Carter (1994) exemplify the use of silence

deliberate strategy in the exercise of power, and

subsequently note:

<<Deliberate suspension of a turn can be profoundly
unsettling and can be as effective in the assertion of
dominance as the refu=al to allow a turn to someone
else. Remaining silent can be construed as impolite,
non~commital or threatening depending on our
interpretation of that silence in the context of the
particular sequence of dramatic exchanges... Pauses,
too, can produce similar effectsg,.>> (1994: 139)

In the LLC I have observed cases of meaningful silence

realised in the form of longer or shorter pauses which are

strategically placed within the piece of ironic discourse,

Consider the following:

(1}

mww;‘wwwmmm
-]

o
o]

STpDwwwErean

>
el

13 #**well . }last ~last Y\/ear* we had a . we ~had a
13 d\inner#
11 *no it was a :finalists® relc\eptiony
11 ~wh\asn‘t it#
11 in ~which !six f\inalists turned ‘up# .
11 and "tevery ‘member of Ist\aff§
20 ( - ~ ~ laugh)
11 [e] ~\every ’'member of ‘staff¥
11 *avery ’‘member of ist\/aff turned ‘upg
11 but “only lsix f\inalistgy
11 ~\oh +{~G\od#)}#+
®( - - - murmuring)*
11 *+( . coughs)+ well “that ‘wasn‘t so sg\ood#
11 rw\as ity
20 [@:m)
12 the ~Christmas "[pa:] {(at)) the AChristmas
12 :p\arty#
11 we ~((there was)) lstacks+* of :b\/oozef
11 and a*g\ain all the st/aff ‘camef
11 +. and ({only)) ~one or twe
11 'under!gr\aduates#;— - —+;
20 +H - - - laugh)+
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20 +((6 to 8 sylls))+

11 you “mean in !other w\ords#

11 in the [dhi: ‘dhi:] the ~{b\usiness of [dhi:]} .
11 [dhi: ’‘dhi:] ‘staff ’‘student re!liations# .

~it's it's “*not the lst\aff who aref .

11 ~who are *. ((_making a _very _poor b=usiness#§))*
11  *+no n/\of

11 it‘s ((6 to 8 sylls it‘'s))* the ~students :by and
11 :1\/arge#

TR0
}_l
%)

(LLC, S$.3.3)
Pause is marked in the LLC by means of dashes (--). Each dash
is a unit pause of one stress unit or "foot". Brief pauses (of
one light syllable) are marked with a plus sign (+).

When B says that only one or two undergraduates came
to the party, he apparently is not criticising them, but the
contrast that is implicitly made of the undergraduates with all
the members of the staff, together with the pauses after the word
"undergraduates", give an ironic effect to his utterance. It is
as if the speaker sald: "I am not going to say anything else,
so I will now keep silent in order for you teo draw your own
conclusions about the undergraduates’ behaviour". The laughter
of wvarious participants of the conversation that comes
lmmediately after the silence is also revealing: the listeners
want to show that they receilved the message. Then A tries to
explain the conveyed ironic meaning by expressing it "literally"
{you mean, in other words...). _

That silence can help convey and understand ironic
meanings is not surprising if we consider that, in all cases
{even when there are no pauses or silence), much of what is

interpreted is what the speaker has not sald, rather than what
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he has said’. The foregoing example can be considered an
example of irony in which the speaker means what he says, but,
in addition, tries to make his listeners understand that he means
something else. I wrote about this kind of irony in chapters 2
and 3, to show that it could not always be said that the ironic
speaker always meant "the opposite" of the literal meaning of his
utterance.

Another example in which it seems that pauses play an
important part in the ironic content 1is the following
conversation between a couple, in which a man (b) is trving to

mock his wife’s obsession with buying everything at a very cheap

price:
(2]
a 11 ~let‘s have a ‘nip d\own#
a 11 to ~Head’quarter and G\eneral#
a 11 ({and)) ~see if they ‘have ’‘anything in ‘that
a 11 sort of ‘f£fifty-’nine b\ob# -
a 11 ~two pound t/en ‘rangef
b 11  ~r\ight# .
b 11 and the ~\other ‘place to l/ook#
b 11 is *~on the ’back of a !W\eetabix#
a 21 ( - laughs)
b 11 ({a)) ~c\ornflake _packet§# - - -
b 11 ~((might)) have these !\offers# - - -
b 11 ~[=m}# .
b 11 [g] *~give \over¥
b 20 ( -~ - laughs) - - -

(LLC, S.1.4)
Again, the pauses here are made in order to let the hearer (in
this case, the wife) understand that he means "more than what he
is saying". He is laughing at his wife’s intentions to buy a bed

at so cheap a price and that is why he scornfully speaks of

?
Verbal ireny hes, Lin tact, auch to do with “insipuetien®, s defined by Hertuccalll Papl {19s86).

272



Intonation and other prosodic features in ironic discourse: A snrvey

"finding an offer at the back of a Weetabix cornflake packet'.
Finally, I consider it appropriate to include an
exanple from The Golden Girls scripts (though, as I noted at the
beginning of this chapter, it will not be considered in the final
account of cases of prosodic features) in which a timely pause
"says more" than if the speaker had actually spoken. The girls
are here talking about how Blanche and Sophia were cheated by a
man and a woman (who was dressed as a nun):
[3] Rose: You two were victims of the oldest confidence game
going: the pigeon drop.

Blanche: But he just seemed so honest,

Rose: Well, that’s why it‘s called a confidence game., I
mean, he has to win your confidence or you wouldnft
put up the money.

Sophia: It wasn’t hig idea -the nun suggested it.

Rose: She was part of the team. They always work in pairs.

Sophia: I don’t know what the church is coming to. I
thought it stopped with Bingo.

Rose: That was no nun. I work for a consumer protection
show. We’ve been warning people about this for
months., Once these scamsters have your meoney in an
envelope, they make & switch and you wind up with
worthless paper. They prey on the old and gullible.

Blanche: Are you calling me gullible?

Rose; No, —-—-—- . (silence)
(GG, 1991; 229)

This silence, which is strateglcally placed after the 'no",
serves to "trigger" the implicature that Rose was calling her
#old", and thus has an ironical effect because, although Rose
seems to be answering that Blanche is not gullible and,

consequently, appears to be kind to her, she is at the same time
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calling her old, which creates a clash of intentions and suddenly
makes Rose become "not so kind".

In view of all this, it becomas clear that there is
more than one proscodic feature that can be said to be present and
help the process of conveying and interpreting ironic utterances.
I have analysed those which seem to be more prominent and
important in the corpus, although I am conscious of the fact that
there are other features which could have been analysed, such as
nasalisation or breathy volice (which are also used to convey
ironic meanings ~-see Tannen (1984)-). I have not included them
in my study because they are not marked in the LLC. This is
precisely one of the criticisms that could be made of the LLC,
namely, that not all prosodic features are duly marked.

I shall now proceed to show the results of the survey
made in this part of my work, whose purpose was to measure the
frequency of occurrence of each of these features in ironic

utterances.

6.4 The Survey
6.4.1 Account and Results

After the analysis of the prosodic features in some of
the examples in the corpus, and in order to give more accurate
answers to my research questions in this chapter, it was
considered necessary to quantify the cccurrences of such features
g0 as to be able tc make judgements and draw conclusions based

on their frequency of occurrence. TFor that purpose, a data base
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was created. The variables taken into account were those
prosodic features that were found together with the ironic
utterances analysed with certain frequency. Specifically, I
refer to a) Tone, b) Stress, c) High pitch, d) Laughter/giggles
and e) Meaningful silence/pauses. These were, then, the
dependent variables of this plece of research, the independent
variable being given by the eighty-six instances of ironic

utterances found in the LLC corpus.
6.4,1.1 Tone

To keep up with the order followed in the analysis, I
shall first refer to the results of the survey with respect to
Tone. The procedure carried out consisted in counting the times
each of the tones occcurred in the 86 examples of ironic discourse
found in the LLC. This was not an easy task, consldering that
irony many times extends to more than one tone group and even to
more than one sentence; however, the tone taken into account was
that which occurred in the sentence (or sometimes only the tone
group) containing the clearer and heavier ironic load.

The results of such an account are shown in table 6.1
and Figures 6a and 6b, where the numbers have to be considered
in relation to a total of 86 (eighty-six) occurrences.

Notice that, within the tones used by the speakers in
the ironic utterances -in a scale from the most frequent to the
least frequent- the order is the following:

1- Fall, 2~ Fall-rise, 3- Rise, 4- Rigse-Fall, 5- Level.
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6,4 . 0t i eat H . high pPitch
laughter/giggles and meaningful silence/pauses

The next step in the survey was to count the number of
times that the other prosodic features (stress, high pitch,
laughter or giggles and meaningful silence or pauses) occurred
at strategic points in the ironic utterances studied.

It is important to note here that, contrary to the case
of the Tone wvariable (where only one tone occurs for each
example), the ocourrence of one feature deoes not exclude the
occurrence of any of the others, and that is why the number of
ocourrences for each feature cannot be summed up to reach a total
of 86. All these features can co-occur in only one instance of
ironic discourse.

Table 6.2 and figure 6c show the number and percentage
of occurrences of the prosodic features with respect to the total
number of ironic utterances. In this table and this figure, it
can be observed that both stress and high pitch on key words are
rather freguent phenomena (80.23% and 73.3% of occurrences
respectively). Laughter and/or giggles seem to be a frequent
feature too. Forty-eight of the examples analysed had explicit
laughter or giggles included as a prosodic feature. Meaningful
ironic silence or pauses have proved not to be a frequent
feature, representing 3.5% of the total number of occurrences of

ironic utterances.
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6.4.2 Discussion of the results

As was anticipated, this survey intends to be neither
a definitive nor an exhaustive study of the prosodic features
used and understood by speakers and hearers of verbal irony.
However, it is viewed as a useful analysis to clarify the topic
to a certain extent. As table 6.1 and figures 6a and 6b show,
the tone which is most frequently used in the ironic utterances
of the corpus is the falling tone, presenting 42 (forty two)
occurrences out of 86 (which is the total number of ironic
examples studied here). Next in the ordinal scale of freguency
comes the Fall-rise, with 31 (thirty-one) occurrences out of 86.
The frequency of occurrence of the Rise and the Rise-fall is
comparatively low, presenting 7 and 6 occurrences respectively.
The level tone was not present on the key words of any of the
examples analysed for this survey, though its possibility of
occurrence is not discarded.

Tt can be observed, then, that the tones that seem most
likely to occur in ironic utterances are the fall (48% of
occurrences) and the fall-rise (36% of cccurrences), which
together make up 84% of the total number of ocourences. But this
tendency towards the use of fall-rise and fall in ironie
utterances would prove to be more valid -according to statistical
standards- if it were somehow different from the general tendency
of tones used in English in non-ironic utterances. In other
words, we might find that the tones most freguently used in

English for all kinds of utterances are the fall or the fall-
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rise, and thus the same tendency found for irony would not reveal
anything in particular as regards the intonation of ironic
utterances. If, on the contrary, it is found that the tendency
for non-ironic utterances 1s other than the one found for ironic
ones, then we shall be able to speak of a particular intonation
used by ironic speakers. With that idea in mind, and following
Prof., Cralg Chaudron’s advice (1995, personal communication), I
carried out a statistical account of the tones used in the non-
ironic utterances of the same corpus (LLC). This was made on a
random basis, using the table of randoem numbers for the
selections of the pages to be surveyed in each of the texts. The
resulte can be examined in table 6.3 and figures 6d and 6e. The
total number of tone groups counted for this analysis was 2,045
(two thousand and forty-five) of which 1,157 (one thousand, one
hundred and fifty-seven) were fallg, 367 (three hundred and
sixty-seven) were fall-rises, 363 (three hundred and sixty-three)
were rises, 61 (sixty-one) were rise-falls and 97 (ninety-seven)
were level tones.

Table 6.4 and figure 6f illustrate the comparative
study of the occurrences of the different tones for both ironic

and non~ironic utterances.
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TONES Fall-rise Rise Fahll Rise-fall Level Total
Percentage 179 17,8 56,6 an 4.7 100
Ocourrence 357 353 1157 (] a7 2045

Level 3
Rise-fall 4. 7% Fall-rize

Parcentage (%)
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Table 8.4. Comparison of the frequencies of cccurrence of the different tones in the

ironic & non-ironkc utterances in the LLC corpus.

TONES Fall-rise Fall Rise | Risefall | Level Total |
Ironc uterances (%) 6,0 488 8.2 70 0.0 wo |
Non-ironic utter (%) | 17,8 56,6 178 a0 47 w00 |

Percantage (%)
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ﬁ
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Tones

B ironic utterances (%)
O Non-ironic wtter. (%)

Rima-Tall

Fig. 6f . Comparative bar chart
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The results of the account and of the comparison of
occurrences of the different tones yield the following
information about the tones of the uttexrances of the corpus
studied:

— First and foremost, both the falling and falling-rising tones

appear to be the most widely used ones in both ironic and non-

ironic types of discourse. However, some observations resulting
from the comparison seem to be interesting:

% The fall has a slightly higher frequency of occurrence in non-
ironic utterances than in ironic ones (56.6% vs. 48.8%);

%* the rise doubles its freguency of occurrence in non-ironic
utterances (17.7% vs 8.2%);

% the fall-rise is the one that seems to make a more significant
difference, for it doubles its frequency of ocourrence for
ironic utterances, which could indicate that there is a
certain tendency for speakers to use it more when they want
to be ironic than when they do not;

* both the rise-fall and the level tones have low rates of
occurrence in both ironic and non-ironic discourse. The
slight differences between the percentages for these tones do
not appear to be significant. The fact that there are no
occurrences of level tones in the particular examples analysed
here does not discard its probability of occurrence, for, in

fact, the intuitions of native speakers tell that the level
tone can also be used in ironic utterances (Craig Chaudron,
1995: personal communication);

% the x2 (chi square) results show that the tone variable has an
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incidence on ironic utterances, i.e., there is a significant
difference in the use of tones between ironic and non-ironic
discourse. Thus, one part of the hypothesis laid out at the
beginning of this survey can be confirmed, in the sense that
there is not only one specific or particular tone for ironic
utterances, although the frequency of distribution of the
different tones is different, and consequently it can be said
that ironic and non~ironic utterances do not behave in the same
manner wlth respect to tone distribution. In other words, the
null hypothesis is not confirmed: there is a significant
difference between ironic and non-ironic language with respect

to tone. (See Appendix 4, “"Chi-squared test" for Hypothesis
n=ll).

In some cases, a particular tone co-occurs with heavy
stress and an increase of pitch on one or some of the key ironic
words, as well as with laughter and/or giggles, It has been
found (analysing the distribution of features in the data base)
that, in some cases, all the features studied here co-occur,
though, in some others, the only prosodic feature apparent is
tone (see Appendix 1, b). In any case, there is always at least
one prosodic feature which helps to give special prominence to
certain key words or pleces of discourse, to the point that in
some situations even gillence can be a means of providing prosodic
prominence with ircnic intentions.

Table 6.5 and Figure 6g shows the cross-tabulation of

the variables, which provides a quantification of the variables
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that co-occur. The vertical axis contains the different tones.
The horizontal axis, the other prosodic features studied. This
table permits a clearer view of the possible correlations hetween

tone and the occurrence of other prosodic features.
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The cross-tabulation of the variables (table 6.5 and Fig. 69g)
leads the researcher to make the following observations:
- 78.6% of the ironic utterances in which the speaker used the
falling tone displayed alse a use of stress on key words. 71.5%
of the same utterances contained key words uttered on a higher
pitch than the rest of the words of the utterance. Laughter was
present in 60.9% of the same utterances. Meaningful silence was
only present in 4.9% of them.
— 42.9% of the utterances in which the speaker used the rising
tone also displayed the use of stress on key words. 1In 42.9% of
these utterances the speaker used high pitch for certain key
words, and 42.9% of them also displayed laughter or giggles on
the part of the speaker and/or hearer. No instances o©f ironic
silence were found in co-occurrence with this tone.
- 87.1% of the utterances in which the ironic speaker used the
falling-rising tone also displayed the use of stress on Xkey
words, whereas 74.2% of them showed the use of high pitch on key
words. A lower percentage of these sane utterances (54.5%) co-
occurred with laughter or giggles, and the lowest percentage of
co-occurrence belongs to ironic meaningful silence {3.2%),
— All the instances (100%) of ironic utterances in which the
speaker used the rising-falling tone also contained the use of
stress on key words., Only in 66.6% of them was high pitch used
for key words, and, in 50% of these utterances, the speakers
laughed during or after the ironic comment. No ocourrences (0%)
of ironic silence were registered in connection with this tone.
The foregoing information leads us to the following
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conclusions:

= All the features studied can co-occur with any of the tones,
except for ironic silence, which, in the instances analysed here
did not appear in relation to the rise and the rise-fall. In any
case, ironic silence -though a possible variable- does not seem
to be a freguent prosodic feature in connection with irony.

~ Stress on key words occurs more frequently in connection with
the rise-fall, the fall-rise and the fall, and not so frequently
with the rise.

- High pitch tends to be used more frequently in connection with
the fall and the fall-rise. 1Its appearance in connection with
the rise-fall has been less frequent, and even less freguent in
connection with the rise.

- Laughter and/or giggles appear more frequently in those
utterances in which the speaker uses the falling tone and the
fall~rise, and less frequently in those in which the rise-fall
or the rise is used.

- Except for the case of silence, there are no remarkable
differences that could tell us that one prosodic feature is more
important than any other when it comes to conveying ironic
meanings., This seems to be in agreement with the hypothesis
underlying this study, i.e. that there is no specific "tone" for
ironic utterances and that other prosodic features can be used
in combination with the tones to yield the so-called "ironic tone
of voice". In some cases, as was the case with examples n® 40
and 77 (see Appendix 1, a), "tone" was the only prosodic feature
considered necessary by the speaker to accompany his ironic
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utterance. TIn these two particular cases, the falling-rising
tone was used, a fact that might lead us to conclude that when
the fall-rise is used, no other feature is necessary to
understand the irony. But the evidence of the data rejects this
conclusion, for, in most cases in which the fall-rise was used,
there were other prosodic features working with it. Besides,
there is another case in which the only prosodic feature used by
the speaker is tone, namely, example n® 66, and the tone used
here is the fall, not the fall-rise. However, there might be
other prosodic clues given by the speaker in this utterance but
not registered in the transcription of the corpus (I have already
noted that there are some features like nasalisation or breathy
voice that are not marked in the LLC but that could be irony
markers).

In any case, the results of this survey do not allow
the researcher to conclude that intonation is a sufficient
condition to determine whether a given utterance is ironic or
not. The results better tell us that different combinations of
different prosodic features are used by different ironic speakers
in different situations. The network of relatlonships and
combinations is complex, and it ultimately depends upon other
features of the whole context of the utterance. Thus, syntactic,
semantic, social and prosodic contexts work together to conform
the whole pragmatic event of ironic communication.

In order to have a knowledge of the tendencies of
combination of the different features studied here, a statistical

analysis of the possible combinations was made, All the possible
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combinations with their number of occurrences in the ironic
examples studied in this survey are shown in Appendix 1, b. This
statistical analysis tells us that the most frequent combinations
of prosodic features for cases of verbal irony are the following
(in order of importance)

1- Fall-rise + Stress on key words + High Pitch on key words +
Laughter

2- Fall + Stress on key w. + High Pitch on k.w. + Laughter
3- Fall + Stress on k.w. + High Pitch on k.w.

4- Fall-rise + Stress on k.w. + High Pitch on kK.w.

As can be seen, the statistical analysis of the combinations
shows the tendency of ironic utterances towards the use of tones
fall and Fall-rise together with stress on key words, high pitch
on key words and laughter or stress and high pitch only,
combinations that display the highest number of occurrences.
Other combinations are also possible, but not so freguent, which
seems, conseguently, to indicate precisely what was suspected at
the beginning of this survey, namely, that it 1s not only the
tone used which determines the "ironic tone of voice!, but also
other proscdic features 1ike high pitch or stress on key words.

All the foregoing suggests that prosodic features are
an important part of the pragmatic meaning of ironic utterances,
which seems to be a sensible conclusion, but, immediately after
all this analysis, another secondary research guestion naturally
arises: If prosodic features are important for the expression and
interpretation of irony, what about written verbal irony? In
other words, can we say that written ironic discourse has
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attached to it certain prosodic features that distinguish it from

other types of discourse? I shall try to answer, or, at least,

to discuss this gquestion in the following section.

On a first and unreflected view, it may seem absurd and
contradictory to speak of the "prosodic features'" of written
discourse. However, some studies seem to suggest that this is
not so absurd. KXeith Allan notes that "in writing, prosody is
somewhat grossly represented by punctuation, underlining,
capitalization, italization, etc." (1986: 58). Moreover, it does
not seem unreasonable to suggest that, when reading any type of
discourse, the context will help the reader to imagine and/or
deduce "how" this piece of discourse should be read aloud, i.e.,
which prosodic features to use. Crystal & Davy write about "the
phonology that underlies the written form of newspaper
reporting", and, although they consider that it is not normally
stylistically significant, they acknowledge that "certain
‘auditory effects’ can be found, which presumably reverberate
mentally" (1969: 180).

In a study contrasting discourse modes or 'genres",
Johns-Lewis (1986) examined pitch fundamental frequency (Fo)
tendencies 1in three discourse modes: reading, acting and
conversation. The evidence from this study showed that long-term
pitch characteristics are significantly different in the three
discourse modes selected: the Fo band occupied by the three
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discourse modes is narrowest for conversation and widest for
acting, with reading aloud being intermediate between the two
{(1986: 212}. For the purposes of the research question
concerning written irony, this study is not very revealing, but
it makes us aware of the fact that when reading a written text
aloud, the pitch of the voice tends to be higher than in normal
conversation.

El-Menoufy (1988) explains that in normal conversation
the selection of the final lexical word in a tone group as tonic
is the "unmarked" normal or neutral selection. On the contrary,
the selection of a non~final lexical word or a non~lexical woxrd
as tonic is referred to as the "marked" selection, and is
interpreted as the selection that indicates a presupposition
relation (1988: 13). In the research done herein, it has been
observed that the ironic writer may use different strategies to
make the reader consider a given word as important and prominent,
and, in this way, he may make the reader "shift" the tonic
syllable "mentally! from the last lexical word in the tone group
{unmarked positien) to some other lexical or non-lexical word.
In many of the newspaper articles examined, for example, the word
carrying the heaviest ironic load is put between inverted commas.
Crystal & Davy (1969) point out that inverted commas in the
language of newspaper reporting are used for a variety of
functions, one of them being to spotlight certain terms to which
the author wants to give special prominence (1969: 179). This
fact can be seen in the following comment made by Josh Young in

the Sunday Telegraph, in which he writes about a religious sect
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called "Scientology":

[1] <<The church of Scientology, founded by the late
science-fiction writer, L. Ron Hubbard, has no God and
its only declared goal is personal happiness. It
teaches that humans are actually "thethans", creatures
from another planet banished to earth 75 million years
ago by their cruel ruler. They can only free
themselves from evil influences by taking expansive
courses of "enlightenment" invented by Hubbard —courses
which made him a multi-millionaire.>>

(NA, January 15, 1994: 2)

The use of the inverted commas for the word tenlightenment" seems
to have changed the tonic syllable from the final lexical word
in the tone group ( which would be Hubbard) to the previous
lexical word (enlightenment). aAccording to El-Menoufy, the post-
tonic items are given and recoverable, as i the case here with
Hubbard, who was mentioned before at the beginning of the
article. The word "enlightenment" is thus the one that is made
prominent, in this case with an ironic intention, kecause it is
evident that the writer does not think that those courses inveolve
any enlightenment at all. The fact that these courses have made
Hubbard a multi-millionaire reinforces the irony intended by the
writer, if we consider that religion or church is something that
is, or at least should be, associated with spirituality.
El-Menoufy explains that the unmarked predictable
selection for the tonic syllable is the one that one would choose
if one was asked to read out an izolated sentence, i.e., one that
is out of context (1988: 13), which logically seems to suggest

that when the context is available, the reader may be led to

301



Intonation and other prosodic features in ironic discolirse: A survey

change the tonic item or focus®, depending on the meanings
conveyed, even when no inverted commas, italies or any other
explicit indications are given by the writer.

The writer of ironic discourse, then, may use a great
number of strategies to make his reader understand the intended
meaning, one of which can be the use of inverted commas, bold
type, italics, etec., and this may also give clues as to the
intonation or prosodic features to be used by the reader.
Another possible strategy for a writer is the choice of
vocabulary. Carter (1988) tries to show "the degrees of
neutrality or bias which are inscribed in the choice of words
which reporters make" (1988: 8). Carter explains that,many
times, journalists deviate from the use of ‘cgore'' vocabulary
{i.e., "the most normal, basic and simple words available to a
language user, those elements in the lexical network of language
which are unmarked" (1988: 9)) in order to show they are neither
neutral nor objective. The use of non-core words may thus
clearly show an attitude on the part of the writer. If we make
a connection of this information with irconic discourse, it
follows that when a writer wants to show sarcasm or irony to
express a given attitude, he may include non-core words in his
writing to that effect. As to the connection of this issue to
prosodic features, it might be hypothesised that the use of a
non—core word may make the reader direct his attention to that

word and, consequently, give some kind of prosodic prominence to

Although the foous does not always colnelda with tha tonic ayllabla, Sea Martinez Caro (1995}, Dick (1989},
Bisrviaraka {1991).
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it. More descriptive work is needed to test such a hypothesis,
and it is not the intention of this study to go deeper into such
an analysis. However, I consider it appropriate to include here
two examples of written irony in which the strategy of using non-
core vocabulary is found. The choice of some non-core words made
by Russell in the following passage is made on purpose, in order
to show his derogatory attitude towards religion:

[21] <<I should not wish to be taught in earnest only when
I am solemn. There are many things that seem to me
important to be said, but not best said in a portentous
tone of voice. Indeed, it has become increasing
evident to me that portentousness is often, though not
always, a device for warding off too close s=orutiny,
T cannot believe in "sacred" truths. Whatever one may
believe to be true, one ought to be able to convey
without any apparatus of Sunday sanctification.>>

(BR, 1958: 100)

The use of non-core words and phrases such as portentous/nessh
or "apparatus of Sunday sanctification" helps the reader identify
Russell’s ironic tone. He is also making use of the inverted
commas strategy with the word '"sacred", which may make it become
tonic, and, consequently, a marked option, whereas the unmarked
option would place the tonic syllable on the word "truths". In
this way, the reader will readily understand that what is sacred
for other people is not sacred for Russell, and conseguently he
is mocking and being ironic about such an idea.

In the following excerpt from The sunday Times,
Jonathan Marolis shows his scepticism in connection with the so-
called "intelligent buildings". He has previously stated that
people get confused in such buildings, for, although they are
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designed to be slaves to man, "it is sometimes not clear who is

Loss". He then explains that once he tried to switch on a light,

but he pressed a red button and "succeeded in calling the fire

brigade". PFinally, he notes:

[3] <<As I approached a chair-type device with some
trepidation, wondering if it would turn out to be
connected to the coocker, or the police station, I asked
a university professor who was showing me round, what

it was. "That" he pronounced gravely, "is a normal
chair",>>

(NA, November 5, 1993: 2)

The language used by this journalist is biased. The fact that
he is not being ohjective with the subject of his writing can be
noticed by analysing the strategies he uses. One of these
strategies is employing non-core vocabulary, as is the case with
"a chair-type device", which will surely call the attention of
the reader, and, conseguently, it does not seem unreasonable to
suggest that the reader will give some kind of prominence to this
noun-phrase, a prominence that would not be present if the word
had been merely "chair", The irony of this passage has also been
attained through  the strategy of "exaggeration" or
"overstatement", which has already been discussed in chapter 5.

The above discussion and analysis of examples have led
me to conclude that, even though prosodic features are normally
thought of in connection with spoken discourse, they are not
absent in written discourse. Writers have developed strategies
to mark these features in their writing, and in certain

conditions these strategies can also be used to give an ironic

tone to the text.
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I find it suitable to close this section by guoting

Booth (1974) in one observation made in his book A Rhetoric of
Irony:

<<In spoken ironies, especially in conversation, we are

accustomed to catching a variety of clues that are not

in themselves ironic -direct nudges of the elbow and

winks of the eye. In written irony the same kind of

nudge is sometimes given —often to the distress of
readers who prefer to work things out on their own.>»>

(19743 53)

6.6 Summarv and conglusions of the chapter

In this chapter, I have tried to clarify and analyse
the relationzhip between irony and some prosodic features that
accompany the phenomenon. Twenty texts from the London Lund
Corpus (containing sixty-four sub-texts) have been examined, in
which 86 (eighty-six) instances of ironic discourse were found.
An account of the different prosodic features accompanying these
examples has been made, as well as an analysis of the pragmatic
meanings involved in the use of such prosodic phenomena.

The results of the analysis showed that the most
frequently used tones for ironic utterances were the Fall and the
Fall-rise, although the Rise and the Rise-fall also ocourred in
a lower percentage of the cases. This preponderance of the Fall
and the Fall-rise proved to be valid also for non-ironic
utterances (after the statistical analysis of the sample of non-
ironic discourse), which could then mean that the preponderance
of these two tones in ironic utterances does not say anything in
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particular of such utterances, for they do not differ from the
normal tendency of all utterances in English. However, the
percentage of Fall-rises used in non-ircnic discourse proved to
" be much lower than that of ironic discourse, a figure that shows
that there is a certain tendency for ironic speakers to use this
tone more frequently. This is basically the conclusion drawn
from applying the chi-square (x2) statistical test: there exists
a difference between ironic and non-ironic discourse with respect
to frequency of use of the different tones.

But this study has also thrown some light on certain
prosodic features other than tone, which I believe helped to
¢larify to a certain extent what the elements of the so-called
"jironic tone of voice" are. These other features analysed were:
stress on key words, high pitch on key words, laughter/giggles,
and meaningful silence/pauses. The statistical analysis of the
possibilities of combinations of these features with the
different tones showed that there is a tendency for ironic
speakers to use the tones Fall and Fall-rise together with stress
on key words, high pitch on key words and laughter, or to use the
same tones only with stress and pitch on key words. Thase
combinations displayed the highest number of occurrences. Other
combinations proved to be sometimes used by ironic speakers (see
Appendix 1, b), though not with so much frequency.

All the foregoing suggests that, as had been suspected
at the beginning of the survey, it is not only the tone used
which determines the "ironic tone of voice", but also other
prosodic features, and all of them together contribute to the

31086



Intonation and other proscdic features in ironic discourse: A survey

interpretation of the ironic utterances as such, No one of these
features can bhe labelled as the prosodic feature exclusively
occurring in ironic utterances; rather, it seems more sensible
to speak of a certain ncollaboration" of two or more of them in
most cases. The co-occurrence of these features is neither
completely predictable nor random. It varies depending on the
situation, the speakers, etc..

After the survey carried out in this chapter, it can
be stated that prosodic features constitute one more of the
strategies the ironic speaker has at his disposition in order to
make his point, and that a varied and very rich network of
relationships can be woven among these features. This network
is surely rather intricate in most cases; I have tried to
discover and to describe only some of the possible combinations.
My intention has bheen to find a clearer explanation for the
function and frequence of use of certain features which proved
to be present in the examples of verbal irony in the corpus.

Tt is important to note that not all possible prosodic
features have been quantified and analysed in this survey. Cases
of nasalisation or breathy voice (which have also been identified
by some linguists as irony markers) for example, have not been
counted, simply because these features are not marked in the
corpus used for the survey. I understand that the features not
studied here may be as important as the ones that have heen
studied, and I am consclous of the fact that all these features
are also many times correlated with such non-verbal factors as
use of broad facial expressions and gestures, as well as with
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kinesic proximity and touching during talk, I agree with Tannen
in that "any device can be used to varying degrees, and each
person’s style is made up of a unique combination of devices®
(1984: 146), although, as I have been able to confirm after the
statistical analysis, certain tendencies in these combinations
can be identified.

Finally, a brief discussion about the "implicit"
presence of prosodic features in written ironic discourse was
made. The general conclusion that can be drawn from this
discussion is that the ironic writer generally gives his reader
clues as to how his writing should be read aloud, be it by means
of "graphic" elements (such as inverted commas, italisation,
etc.), by the use of non-core words or expressions, or by means
of other features of the context that can help the reader know
which word or words should be made prominent.

I hope this chapter has helped to see another aspect
of irony in a clearer light, and to understand that prosodic
features are another of the "tools" or strategies that ironic
Speakers can dispose of. fThese and other strategies have been
found and scrutinised all throughout the chapters written
hitherte, but they still seem to form part of a "chaosg". I shall
try hereinafter to organise this "chaog! by classifying the
different types of verbal irony (chapter 7), by proposing a
taxonomy of ironic strategies (chapter 8), and, later, by
analysing the functions fulfilled by these strategies and
proposing a taxonomy of such functions (chapter 9). All this,
I believe, will present a clearer approach to the procblem.
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