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1. Introduction 

Research on the communicative function of parentheticals has tended to focus on spoken discourse and has largely assumed that the parenthetical material is assumed to be an example of a ‘disfluency’ that characterizes unplanned discourse, for example:  

(1) Uh around the end of the century – it was 1899 wasn’t it – Elgar came along with the Enigma Variations (ICE-GB S1b 032 044: cited in Wichmann 2001)

(2) That’s a little bit of uh – how shall I put it – uh uhm uh arrogance that has still got to be eliminated uh in my life. (ICE-GB S1b 041: cited in Wichmann 2001).

(3) When we were on holiday – goodness, look at that car! – we saw so many interesting places. (constructed example from Wichmann 2001)

(4) When we were on holiday – you’re off soon as well, aren’t you – we saw so many interesting places. (constructed example from Wichmann 2001)

Such disfluencies, claims Wichmann (2001) are ‘evidence that speakers have trouble planning their utterances, but are constrained by interactional principles to keep talking’ (Wichmann 2001: 189). On this interactional approach, the emphasis is on hesitations, revisions and self corrections, incidental comments about what is being said in the host utterance, self-addressed questions and reminders, responses to something external to the conversation, and questions designed to elicit feedback or to check attention. 


This sort of approach is consistent with the definition of parenthesis in the OED as a word, phrase or sentence inserted in a passage with which it has neither a grammatical or contextual connection. Thus Biber et al (1999) define a parenthetical as a ‘…digressive structure (often clause) which is inserted in the middle of another structure, and which is unintegrated in the sense that it could be omitted without affecting the rest of that structure or its meaning’ (1999:1067).


Wichamnn (2001) argues that the idea that a parenthetical is an unplanned, interpolated structure which is not integrated with its host syntactically or semantically is supported by studies which show that editing out a parenthetical leaves the remaining utterance sounding prosodically well- formed and coherent (Wichmann 2000). The speaker will signal the digression prosodically, but will resume the pitch contour at the point at which it is interrupted. While the digression is typically signaled by pauses, a decrease in pitch and amplitude and increase in tempo, Bolinger (1989) points out that that any of these prosodic features may be suspended. Thus a parenthetical may be higher in pitch than the host, louder, and slower. The choice, claims Bolinger, depends on the communicative function of the parenthetical – for example, whether it’s a revision, an aside, an appeal, a hesitation, or a comment on the surrounding talk.
At the same time, however, Wichmann points out that not all parentheticals are semantically and syntactically detached to the same degree. There are structures which have the prosodic properties of parentheticals – they are intonationally comma’d off, as syntacticians are fond of saying – but seem to be syntactically and semantically related to their hosts. Perhaps not surprisingly, these more integrated – or ‘anchored’ parentheticals largely co-incide with the parenthetical phenomena that have interested syntacticians and (more recently) semanticists. They include non-restrictive relative clauses (e.g. (5)), nominal appositions (e.g. (6)), and parenthetical adverbial phrases ((7)) and clauses (e.g. (8)):
(5)
Penn, who last week received an Oscar for his role in Clint Eastwood’s Mystic River, may also have thought of Eastwood’s previous picture, Bloodwork… (Observer 7 March 2004)
(6)
Paul (Sean Penn), an ailing mathematics teacher with a few months to live, receives the architect’s heart in a successful transplant and hires a seedy private detective to discover the identity of his donor. (Film review Observer 7 March 2004)

(7)
It is, unfortunately, impossible for you to go. 

(8)
My idea, as you know, was to treat the phenomenon as a conventional implicature. 

The question raised by these phenomena is how are they are to be represented in a grammar in which notions of immediate dominance and linear precedence play a central role, or (as Haegeman (1988) and Burton-Roberts (1998) argue) whether the integration they display appropriately accommodated within the grammar at all. 

However, in between the disfluencies in (1) – (4) and the linguistically licensed parentheticals in (5) – (8) there is a range of parenthetical phenomena which are not unconnected to their hosts but which are not – or at least only controversially – linguistically integrated. For example:
(9) 
It’s been a mixture of extreme pleasure – I’ve had hundreds of letters from 

all sorts of people who have enjoyed the book – and considerable irritation 

because of being constantly interviewed. (ICE-GB S1b 032 046: cited in 

Wichmann 2001)

(10) 
The driver of Al-Kindi’s only remaining ambulance – the other three have been stolen or looted – had disappeared. So the dangerously ill Mr Khassem was bundled into a clapped-out rust-bitten Moskavich 408. (The Independent 16/5/03).

(11) 
What is obvious – and we have eye-witness reports – is that they were killed. (from a discussion of the causes of the extinction of the population of Easter Island, BBC, Radio 4, 26 August 2005).

(12) 
A helicopter, a HELICOPTER – and here was me who’d never even flown in an ordinary plane – would come and pick me up at …. (from Stargazing: memoirs of a young lighthouse keeper, by Peter Hill, abridged by Laurence Waring, read for Radio 4 by David Tenant)

No matter what you think of the arguments that have been made for accommodating parenthetical adverbial clauses such as the one in (8) or nominal appositions such as the one in (6) in the grammar, there could be no such case for a parenthetical such as the one in (9) or (10). Yet at a communicative level, even these linguistically unlicensed parentheticals are more like the those that have been accommodated in the grammar than the digressive, unintegrated parentheticals in, say, (3) and (4). They may be, as Potts (2005) argues, ‘non-at- issue’ in the sense that their truth conditional content is sealed off from that of the host. Nevertheless, in contrast with, say, (3) and (4), their utterance is justified by the way in which their interpretation is related to that of their hosts at the level of pragmatic interpretation. Of course, if you argue, as Haegeman (1988) and Burton- Roberts (1998) have done, that there is no syntactic integration in the examples in (5) – (8), and that the parentheticals in these examples are in fact syntactic orphans, then integration at the level of pragmatic interpretation is all you have in any of these examples. However, I shall adopt a position of convenient agnosticism on this issue here. 
2. Pragmatic integration
In fact, as I have argued (Blakemore 2006, 2007), not all pragmatically integrated parentheticals are related to their hosts in the same way. For example, while some parentheticals may affect the explicit or implicit interpretation of their hosts, others are related to their hosts only in the sense that they are interpreted in a context of assumptions or questions made accessible by the hosts. Compare the parentheticals in (10) and (11). The parenthetical in (10) achieves relevance by providing an answer to a question assumed to have been raised by the host (‘Why was there only one ambulance?’, but it does not affect either the explicit or the implicit content of the host. Its relationship to the host is comparable with the sort of relationship that has one finds between segments of discourse – the one that been labeled elaboration in coherence approaches to discourse (see, for example, Mann & Thompson 1987, 1988). A similar analysis could be given for (9).
In contrast, the and-parenthetical in (11) is intended to play a role in the hearer’s interpretation of the host utterance. In particular, it plays a role in his interpretation of the evidential status of the proposition that the Easter Islanders were killed, or his understanding of the sense in which the proposition can be said to be obvious. Notice that the information about the strength of commitment communicated is not communicated explicitly by the parenthetical but is derived pragmatically from the proposition it expresses on the basis of contextual assumptions about eye-witness reports. The hearer is expected to derive an assumption about the strength of commitment that is being communicated on the basis of particular contextual assumptions about the eye witness reports (e.g. that they constitute the best evidence that a historian might provide). However, the point is that the relevance of the parenthetical lies in the effect that it has on the hearer’s understanding of the degree of commitment that is being communicated by the host, and hence one might say that it affects the derivation of a higher-level explicature.

A parenthetical may also affect the interpretation of its host by communicating an assumption which alters the context for the interpretation of the host utterance. Recall the example in (12) (from Blakemore 2005). In this passage the information that a helicopter would come and pick him the author up is relevant as a representation as a representation of an utterance in a letter which he has received. However, the author’s aim is not simply to communicate the contents of the letter, but to enable the reader/hearer to share his reaction to the letter as he read it. Thus the repetition of a helicopter (which in this reading was produced with emphatic stress) is intended to encourage the hearer to explore his own contextual assumptions about helicopters further in order to derive implicatures which capture the excitement of being able to travel in a helicopter. The and-parenthetical refines this search in the sense that the hearer will be encouraged to imagine the prospect of traveling in a helicopter for someone who has never flown in any kind of plane at all. There is a sense in which the relationship between the and-parenthetical and host in this example is similar to the relationship between the conjuncts of (13):

(13) 
I hadn’t even flown in an ordinary plane and they were sending a helicopter to pick me up.

However, this is to ignore the role that the repetition and the and-parenthetical play in creating the impression that the reader/hearer is reading – and processing – the letter with the author and in this way sharing his excitement. An utterance such as (13) could not be used to create this sort of stylistic effect. 

3. Parentheticals and stylistic choice

This sort of example shows that a parenthetical is not always the result of the trouble that speakers have in planning their utterances: on the contrary, it is itself planned and is the result of a choice made for a particular stylistic effect. However, I do not wish to suggest that all pragmatically integrated parentheticals are the result of a stylistic choice.  Pragmatically integrated parentheticals may also be the result of the sort of on-line reformulation and revision which characterizes spontaneous discourse. Consider, for example, the example in (14) (from Blakemore 2005):   
(14)
We were in the pub garden and a big rat – and I mean BIG rat – ran out from underneath our table. 
This and-parenthetical is intended to play a role in the hearer’s interpretation of a big rat in the host utterance, and in this way it affects his interpretation of its truth conditional content at the level of pragmatic interpretation. The way in which the parenthetical achieves this effect can be explained in terms of Robyn Carston’s (2002) account of the pragmatics of on-line concept construction. The idea is that we use our contextual assumptions about rats and the encoded meaning of big to recover a pragmatically derived concept big for a rat*. However, the parenthetical will encourage us to search our contextual assumptions further to derive a different concept big for a rat** - and we will assume that this is a more faithful representation of the sort of rat the speaker is recalling (a rat which is much bigger than any normal big rat). 2

While this sort of example may demonstrate the difficulties that speakers have in formulating their utterances in spontaneous discourse, it does not show how they are constrained by interactional principles to ‘keep talking’, as Wichmann claims. The decision – and it is a decision – to reformulate, revise, or comment on what one has said in a parenthetical is constrained by the aim of optimizing relevance. As Sperber & Wilson (1995) have pointed out, the fact that an utterance is produced and processed over time means that a hearer will be able to access some of its constituent concepts, with their associated logical and encyclopedic entries, before others. This means that certain contextual assumptions will be triggered before others, and that a hearer who is assuming optimal relevance will use these to construct hypotheses about the speaker’s informative intention. This suggests that the point of disrupting the structure in, say, (14), is to ensure that the hearer to direct his efforts to the recovery of those effects from an explicature which includes the concept big for a rat**  rather than one which includes the concept big for a rat*. In other words, it ensures that the hearer does not waste processing effort in the construction of an explicature which does not yield an interpretation which is a faithful representation of the speaker’s thoughts. In this way, the use of the parenthetical is consistent with the speaker’s aim of achieving relevance for minimum cost in processing effort. 
The point is that the pursuit of optimal relevance means that every communicator will aim to choose the most relevant vehicle for her thoughts within the parameters set by her abilities and interests. It is inevitable that speakers engaged in spontaneous discourse and speakers engaged in planned discourse are working within different parameters. There are forms available to speakers that are not available to writers, and, indeed vice versa. Moreover, the stylistic decisions made in spontaneous discourse are fast, made ‘on the trot’, and are affected by the evidence provided by the audience’s own contribution to the discourse. Consequently, they are subject to revisions and repairs that the audience is aware of, revisions that are made mid-utterance and which are reflected in its form. In contrast, the decisions made in planned discourse are considered decisions, taken over time, and made on the basis of assumptions about the audience’s contextual and processing resources which cannot be based on evidence that is provided by the audience as the discourse proceeds but on evidence that the communicator has in advance of the discourse. Indeed, the end result may be the product of revisions which the audience will not be aware of. However, the point is that in either case, the decision to interrupt a structure with a parenthetical is made in the pursuit of optimal relevance.

4. Parentheticals in free indirect thought

Now, writers of fiction are clearly in the business of producing planned discourse. However, they may also be in the business of representing discourse which is not planned or, indeed, the thoughts of a character who is not himself/herself engaged in an act of communication. My concern in this final section is with the use of parenthetical structures by writers of free indirect thought (FIT) or free indirect style (FIS). 

As Dillon & Kirchhoff (1976) say, the material that appears in FIS is to be understood as a representation of a character’s thoughts as he would express them, ‘though not necessarily as a “verbatim” rendering of internal speech (1976: 431). Within the relevance theoretic framework of this paper, all utterances are interpretive representations of thoughts, and there is no guarantee that the interpretation recovered by an audience is identical with the thoughts communicated. The success of an act of communication does not depend on the duplication of thoughts, but rather on the enlargement of mutual cognitive environments. In ordinary descriptive uses of language, the interpretation is intended to contribute to the sense of mutuality between communicator and audience. In FIS it contributes to the sense of mutuality between character and audience. 

This means that a writer aiming to represent a character’s thought may use a linguistic form to suggest a line of processing rather than to deliver a particular set of assumptions, and that elements of the utterance do not necessarily correspond to particular constituents of a character’s thoughts. Thus a writer of FIS uses such devices as exclamatives, expressives, repetition and the sort of appositional pseudo repetitions I discussed in my 2008 paper. The passage in (15) is typical:
(15) 
That was the way to live – carelessly, recklessly, spending oneself. He got to his feet and began to wade towards the shore, pressing his toes into the firm, wrinkled sand. To take things easy, not to fight against the ebb and flow of life, but to give way to it – that was what was needed. To live – to live! (Katherine Mansfield, ‘At the Bay’, p. 209) 


When Dillon & Kirchhoff say that FIS is not necessarily a verbatim rendering of internal speech they do not so much have in mind the difference between the duplication and interpretation of thoughts as the blurring of the distinction between direct and indirect discourse. For while it displays many of the features of direct discourse (exclamatives, repetitions, expressives and so on), it also maintains the 3rd person pronominal reference and the ‘back-shifted’ tense that characterizes indirect discourse. In other words, one hears both the voice of the character and the voice of the author. Indeed, as Erlich (1990) points out, the events of a FIS narrative may be conveyed from the perspective of many different characters as well as of the narrator.

It seems any interest that has been shown in the role of parentheticals in FIS is restricted to those parentheticals which explicitly indicate the source of the represented thought. The following are Erlich’s (1990) examples from To the Lighthouse:
(16)
Her shoes were excellent, he observed. (To the Lighthouse, 22)

(17)
Human relations were all like that, she thought, and the worst (if it had not been for Mr Bankes) were between men and women. (To the Lighthouse, 107
Such parentheticals may be said to provide evidence of the narrator: it is, after all, Woolf who is explicitly attributing the content of the host to her characters. However, as Reinhart (1983) observed,  a speaker who explicitly attributes an assumption to a subject can present that assumption either from his own perspective or from the perspective of the subject to whom it is being attributed. Now, Potts (2005) has argued that expressives are among a class of expressions and structures which communicate assumptions which must be attributed to the speaker of the utterances which contain them – they are speaker oriented.3  For example, what is communicated by the expressive in (18a) in the indirect thought report cannot be attributed to John, but rather represents the speaker’s own point of view:

(18)  (a) Johni thinks that it was that bastard Henry who got hisi job. 
However, (18b), where the expressive occurs a sentence marked as free indirect thought (note the forward pronominalization and obligatory tense agreement) whatever is communicated by the expressive must be attributed to John (the subject) rather than the speaker: 

(18)   (b) It was that bastard Henry who had got hisi job, thought Johni. 

Or, to take an example adapted from Erlich (1990), the speaker of (19a) will not be taken to be attributing a contradictory belief to Oedipus because the assumption in the host is being represented from the point of view of the speaker (who, in contrast with Oedipus knows that Jocasta is his mother):

(18) (a) According to Oedipusi hisi mother isn’t hisi mother.

In contrast, in (19b), which, like the examples in (16) & (17), exhibits the forward pronominalization and obligatory tense agreement that characterizes such sentences in FIT, this speaker-oriented interpretation is not possible. As a result, the host must be interpreted from the perspective of the subject and the speaker will be understood to be attributing a contradictory belief to Oedipus:
(19)
(b)  *
Hisi mother was not hisi mother, Oedipusi believed. 

According to Reinhart and Erlich, sentences in FIT containing parentheticals which attribute the source of the thought being represented are always subject-oriented.


However, the parentheticals one finds in FIS are not restricted to the clauses which explicitly indicate the source of the thought being represented. There are the self-addressed questions which Wichmann (2001) gives as examples of digressive, disfluencies – for instance, the one underlined in (20):

(20)
But just at that moment steps sounded, and, looking in the mirror, she saw George 

bowing in the doorway. How queerly he smiled! It was the mirror, of course. She turned round quickly. His lips curled back in a sort of grin, and  - wasn’t he unshaved? – he looked almost green in the face. (Mansfield, Revelations, 194)   
There are also the revisions, hedges and reformulations that one might find in unplanned discourse – for example:
(21)
Monica always had the feeling that they loved her in this shop and understood her – the real her – far better than many of her friends did. (Mansfield, Revelations, 193).
(22)
They might begin by being as serious as possible, dead serious – at any rate, as far as he was concerned – but then suddenly, in the middle of a sentence, Anne would glance at him, and a little quick quiver passed over her face. (Mansfield, Mr and Mrs Dove, 289)

(23)
And when she breathed, something light and sad – no, not sad exactly – something gentle seemed to move in her bosom. (Mansfield, Miss Brill 331)


We also find the sort of parenthetical exclamatives which one might find in unplanned direct speech – for instance:
(24)
Up until now it had been dark, silent, beautiful very often – oh yes – but mournful somehow. (Mansfield, Her First Ball, 341)  

(25)
It was his sayings one remembered; his eyes, his pocket-knife, his smile, his grumpiness and, when millions of things had utterly vanished – how strange it was! – a few sayings like this about cabbages. (Woolf,  Mrs Dalloway, 5)
Interruptions, digressions, revisions are characteristic of actual speech and, indeed, of thought. Thus one might say that Mansfield and Woolf have made a stylistic decision to use parentheticals in order to capture the difficulties a character is presumed to have when he experiences a feeling which he does not recognize or which surprises him; to capture the intensity of a feeling or thought which a character is feeling; and to capture the way that the train of a character’s thoughts may be interrupted, perhaps because it reminds him of another or perhaps simply because he has just noticed something in the environment.    
In all these cases, both the parenthetical and its host represent thoughts which can be attributed to the character.  However, there are also parentheticals which represent a character’s thought but seem to interrupt a description which is in the author’s voice:

(26)
He began parting his bushy hair, his blue eyes fixed and round in the glass, his knees bent because the dressing table was always – confound it – a bit too low for him. (Mansfield, Prelude, 25)
However, one also finds parentheticals which can be attributed to the author but which interrupt a representation of a thought which must be attributed to a character. Virginia Woolf seems fond of this device – there are three examples in the following passage:
(27)
He never knew what people thought. It became more and more difficult for him to concentrate. He became absorbed; he became busied with his own concerns; now surly, now gay; dependent on women, absent-minded, moody, less and less able (so he thought as he shaved) to understand why Clarissa couldn’t simply find them a lodging and be nice to Daisy; introduce her. And then he could just – just do what? just haunt and hover (he was at the moment actually engaged in sorting out various keys, papers) swoop and taste, be alone, in short, sufficient to himself; and yet nobody of course was more dependent on others (he buttoned his waistcoat); it had been his undoing. (Woolf, Mrs Dalloway, 140)  

The material surrounding the three underlined parentheticals in this passage can be interpreted as a representation of Woolf’s character’s (Peter Walsh’s thoughts). However, the parentheticals are not part of these thoughts, but provide evidence of the author’s voice. The first indicates the source of the thought, and, moreover, describes the physical context in which Peter Walsh is having the thoughts Woolf is representing. This description actually begins a couple of pages earlier with the sentence ‘Peter Walsh unlaced his boots’ and it is taken up again with the third parenthetical in the passage in (27).   
The second parenthetical can also be interpreted as providing evidence of the author. However, this time it seems to be pragmatically related to the host in the sense that it provides evidence for – or strengthens – the attributed thought it represents. There is a similar example in (28) where Woolf is representing the thoughts of Richard Dalloway:
(28)
As for Buckingham Palace (like an old prima donna facing the audience all in white) you can’t deny it a certain dignity, he considered, nor despise what it does, after all, stand to millions of people (a little crowd was waiting at the gate to see the King drive out) for a symbol, absurd though it is; …(Woolf, Mrs Dalloway, 104) 

In fact, the first parenthetical I have underlined can be interpreted as a representation of a thought which is attributed to Richard Dalloway. The second is an example of a parenthetical which explicitly identifies the source of the thought. However, the third seems to provide evidence of the author’s voice, even though it provides a contextual assumption for, and hence strengthens, the interpretation of the represented thought in the host. 

The examples in (26) – (28) reflect the hybrid nature of free indirect style. It is as Auerbach (1968, cited by Erlich 1990) has said, ‘a multi-personal representation of consciousness’ in that it communicates thoughts from both the perspective of fictional characters and the author. Thus while the use of devices which characterize direct discourse contribute to the impression that the author is identifying with the character whose thoughts are being represented, there are nevertheless other features which remind us of the presence of the author. As we have seen, parentheticals play both types of role: they contribute to the identification with the author by capturing the digressions and interruptions that characterize direct speech and thought, and they also remind us of the author’s presence by providing the sort of information which the author believes will help us understand the thoughts being represented. Either way, one must see these parentheticals as the result of deliberate stylistic choice.
Notes
1. This is a minimally revised version of the paper read at the workshop on pragmatics and style, Middlesex University, 16 July 2008. I would like to thank Billy Clark for organizing the workshop, and all those who participated in the discussion following the paper. 
2. I do not want this to be taken to mean that we understand what is communicated by this parenthetical as being part of the thought communicated. The speaker of (14) will be understood to be communicating two distinct thoughts – the one communicated by the host (represented very roughly in (i)) and the one communicated by the parenthetical (represented very roughly as in (ii)): 

(i)
 a big rat** ran out from underneath [our table]i
(ii) 
when the speaker of (6) says the words  big rat she means ‘big 

rat**’


Each of these will have its own truth conditions, and in this sense the parenthetical is compositionally independent of the host. Moreover, each will have its own relevance. However, the point is that the thought communicated by the parenthetical is about the thought communicated by the host, and that it has no relevance beyond its role in identifying this thought. Thus it can only be said to affect the interpretation of the host in the sense that it communicates a proposition which is about some aspect of its interpretation.  It is what I have called a meta-conceptual parenthetical (Blakemore 2007).

3. More recently, Potts (2007) concedes that there may indeed be cases in which the expressive falls within the scope of the thought report, and that the interpretation in which the expressive reflects the speaker’s point of view is simply the pragmatic default: ‘it appears to be a marked option to evaluate expressives with a judge who is also not the speaker, but we need to allow for the possibility’.  
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