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TROPIC AGGRESSION IN THE CLINTON-DOLE
PRESIDENTIAL DEBATE

Asif Agha

1. Introduction

This paper attempts to answer a rather basic question about the nature of linguistic
aggression: How do we recognize aggression in utterances? Or, more particularly: How do
we construe any given utterance-event as an instance of an ‘aggressive’ act? Questions like
this are examples of a more general kind of question, one with which any attempt to
account for utterance meaning must contend; this is because all such attempts face the
problem of the relation between events and actions. Spoken utterances are acoustical
events. Yet when these spoken events register as ‘actions’, they do so because we can
ascribe a significance to them. So, the more general question is: How?

Tt is almost a truism to say that the construal of an event as an action occurs always
from some situated perspective on the event, a perspective from which significance can be
ascribed to it. Posed this way, the problem seems daunting. Yet, as T hope to show here,
different perspectives on the same event do not differ randomly from each other. They can
be scaled or calibrated one-to-another. The materials of the Clinton-Dole presidential
debate which I consider here are very well suited for this demonstration, for reasons which
will become evident below. But let me first say something about ‘tropes’ and why I think
they are relevant to the problem of action. e

The modern view of tropes and figures in language is shaped most profoundly (and,
in the most unfortunate way) by the period of the decline of thetoric into mere ‘tropology’

-(Ricoeur 1979, ch. 2), i.e., by the attempt to classify tropes into inventories and types, ever
more detailed, by giving each a distinct name. Yet this attempt has some of the qualities of
arearguard action, it is an attempt to deal with a problem by containing it, in names. Today,
it seems reasonably clear that the attempt exhaustively to name and enumerate ‘the tropes’
of language is futile; certainly, to every inventory so far given, we are always able to add
some more.

Yet the tropic qualities of language have interested everyone who has considered
the problem of utterance meaning. This is partly because tropic utterances appear to have
more than one meaning; they appear to be instances of more than one act. From this
standpoint, the problem of ‘tropes’ has a natural connection to the problem of ‘action’: Our
attempts to classify ‘events’ as ‘actions’ become mired, inevitably, in the grey areas
between prototypical cases. Consider aggression. We may be glad of the pure instances of
aggression that we find—for science, if not in life!—but only until we come upon cases
where the aggressive qualities of an act are intertwined with something else, some quality
which is the very opposite of aggression. Since such cases are routine in everyday life, the
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problem of the ‘ambiguity’ of events becomes a problem for the theory of action, and
merges, in itself, with the problem of tropes.

This paper is about the grey areas between the prototypical cases. It is about how
we can study them empirically. If my use of the word “trope’ seems a little strange at the
outset, please indulge me; I think you will agree by the end that it is not so strange after all.

2. Tropic aggression

T'use the term ‘tropic aggression’ in this paper to describe cases of language use where an
utterance implements aggressive effects in use but where its aggressive qualities are
masked or veiled in some way. My main interest is in the question of how tropic aggression
is recognizable as an effect of language use. The event of language use around which I
formulate my discussion is the first 1996 presidential debate between Bill Clinton and Bob
Dole. The debate—which occurred in Hartford, Connecticut, on October 6—was broadcast
on national television, and subjected to intense scrutiny by the media.

Next day newspaper coverage' provides some initial clues regarding the incidence
of tropic aggression within the debate. National newspapers described the debate as
‘generally civil’ (WP), ‘mostly cordial’ (CT), as ‘decorous’, having a ‘temperate, civilized
tone’ (NYT), as marked by ‘personal courtesy between the two rivals’ (LAT). The
candidates were said to have ‘clashed—politely it seemed’ (WP). Dole, in particular, was
said to have displayed an ‘aggressive wit’, often ‘needling Mr. Clinton’ (NYT), as posing
an ‘aggressive challenge to [the] president’ (CT), as using the “tactic [of] polite aggression’
(WP). Clinton was described as ‘unflappable’ (WP), as ‘calm but assertive’ (NYT);
‘Nothing that Mr. Dole said seemed to get under his skin,’ according to the New York
Times, “although he occasionally sounded the slightest bit defensive’.

These accounts are metapragmatic descriptions which attempt to fix and formulate
the pragmatics of the debate in summary form. The remarkable thing about them is that
they reflect a high degree of explicit consensus about certain features of the debate. Overall,
the debate is said to be marked by a degree of politeness or courtesy. Yet beneath this
surface, Dole is said to be the aggressor. These two pragmatic effects are clearly at odds
with each other. Although ‘politeness’ and ‘aggression’ are not mutually exclusive features
of action, they are mutually opposed descriptions of acts. I will be using the term ‘tropic’
to describe such cases of metapragmatic tension. I will say that two pragmatic effects have

a ‘tropic’ relationship to each other when they are distinctly reportable in contrasting
metapragmatic descriptions of the same activity.2

! Newspaper coverage forms a second type of data, distinct from the primary data of utterances. I
return to the relationship between the two below. Throughout my discussion, I abbreviate newspaper names

as follows: The Washington Post (WP), The New York Times (NYT), the Chicago Tribune (CT), The Los
Angeles Times (LAT), the Christian Science Monitor (CSM).

2 This is the general form of the problem of tropes, of which the problem of metaphor is simply a
special case. Thus, if someone says ‘my love is a rose’, this utterance can be reported in different ways. For
example, (a) “He said that he loves a flower”, or (b) “He said that his love is like a flower”. The problem of
metaphor has been posed in various ways in the literature, but the central issue is always that a single
utterance permits more than one gloss, its so-called ‘literal gloss’, as in (a), and its so-called ‘metaphoric
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My main argument in this paper is that such layers of mutually c.:oqtradic.tory ef}‘lfc.ec;
are discernible together in the pragmatics of utterances because the semiotic de;lnceshw ozrcm
constitute an utterance-act involve not one, but several norms of con.strpal. Eac_ suci1 1;, o
serves as a reflexive framework for pragmatic c:,onstrual during .SCII'!IOFIC act1v1st_y, a over agl
language users to identify pragmatic effects whl}e the utterancg is stll in pl'ay. ince se o
norms are invoked together during usage, their effe.cts are 1dent1ﬁgble ina r'ec:prol(l:o m);
reflexive manner during usage: The effects projected by any q:(xie Zerlmo ic nore
contextualize the effects projected by every otl'ler. All the norms 1 consider below are well
known, well described norms of speech. My intent here is not to propose any nev&; n s
but to show that the analysis of utterance meaning must attend to the conc;rrent‘ re Zx;lathis
to language use of such norms as we already know language to‘ po§sess., o;l;sléi)gn on this
issue will help us see the following: Language use appears mos‘.t orc'ln’laryh W eer oncurent
effects are highly consistent with each. other; it appears ‘tropic wb elnev o there are
incongruities between simultaneously pro;ectgd effects. Indeed, I argule): elow hat r;l)
language is special only in the s;nse tha:1 '1ts effefc‘:;sc tasre: shaped by an ex ary

i ources which shape ‘ordinary”’ effects.
allgnmeg;s(:ait};i'rteripic aggression are cases where some effects of arll utterz;tncfbel a;:
reportable as ‘aggression’, but where other concurrent ef.fects—po.tentlal ly re;t)o ;h c:his
well, though not always easily from the same'perspefztxve-——are mconstten tw' o
description. Some of the cases of ‘tropic aggrefssmn’ I discuss below are c aract: erlz1 icmy
such extreme internal incongruity of pragmatic effec'ts thtat'the utt?ranc;e 1stno ex;;1 aViny
reported as aggressive at all, even though it is trf.fated 1.mp1101t.1y by. 1-nte'r1 locu tc_>‘rs as eSSiong,
aggressive effects. Let me begin, therefore, by'dlscussmg the identifiability of ‘aggr
in my data, and the question of its ‘reportability’.

3. Native speaker evaluations

Although language users are easily able to typify certai.n utterances as ‘v1olenth. o}r1
‘aggressive’ in their effects, there is at present no pragmatic theory of utterances whic
accounts for this ability®. Part of the analytic problem is that the enactment of aggression

gloss’, as in (b).

3We can appeal to perlocutionary measures of aggression, of course. We mifgh; sa}‘; tha:i an a:;tz:)ax;;e
i ive if i i ression; that it is ‘abusive’ if someone feels abused, . .
is aggressive if its hearer experiences aggression; \ i abused, and so on
i t to deciding that some act of aggr
h perlocutionary measures of aggression are relevan ; hat j
?::22%1 tgxey tell us nftyhing about the features of the utterance-act itself w}‘uch implement su.ch aggres‘smr;%
1 i i jterion of intentionality. By this criterion, an utterance 1s aggressive
A second possible appeal is to the criterion o . y. By thi e e
i j ion by it. This criterion not only has the de
someone has recognizably intended aggression ) not onl ects of the frst
ion (ie. i i features of the linguistic utterance), it als
criterion (i.e. it tells us nothing about the aggressive feat ' ooy
i iteri identi the intentions of the utterer in order to be emp
d problem: It requires a criterion for identifying ; ons of th Te
fles:(t)':l g.side from przblems of circularity, the criterion of intentionality is tradmonallly formulhatedl by ?E{)C?I
: i ims. Such norms not only appear implausible in
rance-transcendent norms, such as the Gricean maxm. ' u n
tc(:(:lststecult\n'al terms, they suffer from a serious epistemological defect: They mus:-h belassumed to be Tlll: plaa)rre
, ind - i ible by the language user. They
ingui f any feature of the utterance-act discernible . y ar
(by the linguist) independently o utt : : e - They are
in j i tic norms which I discuss below are imman
utterance-transcendent in just this sense. The semiot T . W ‘
language use itself. The linguist knows that they are ‘in play’ only because their semiotic effects are manifest
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in language use is not narrowly identifiable with any discrete repertoire of linguistic
forms—such as a syntactic construction, or a suffix, or a register of lexemes®. The problem
is illustrative of a general lacuna within pragmatic theoryUsers of every human language
can commit and interpret a much larger variéty of pragmatic acts than the linguist can
identify by appeal to discrete linguistic repertoires.

A second, more particular, problem is that current pragmatic theory lacks any clear

functional criteria for identifying ‘aggression’ as a pragmatic effect. The lack of discrete
repertoires and functional criteria go hand in hand, to a degree. In the case of better
understood pragmatic categories—such as categories of tense, evidentiality, honorification,
etc.—the formulation of functional criteria has traditionally relied upon the existence of
discrete form repertoires. In studying the pragmatics of ‘aggression’, on the other hand, we
cannot formulate functional criteria by taking discrete form repertoires—already somehow
differentiable from the rest of the language—as our point of departure.

We can begin, nonetheless, by taking the metapragmatic ability of language
users—their ability to typify utterances as ‘aggressive’-—as our point of departure. This is,
in any case, the general point of departure for all pragmatic analysis: The linguist can
identify certain features of utterance form with certain pragmatic effects only if language
users provide metapragmatic evaluations—whether implicitly, or, in explicit
judgments—which serve as initial criteria on form-function identification’. ’

The ability of language users to formulate explicit metapragmatic reports about the

pragmatic effects of utterance-forms is highly constrained by the functional properties of
such forms, as Silverstein has argued:

“..we can best guarantee native speaker awareness for referential, segmental,
presupposing functional forms in language...The further we get from these kinds of
functional elements of language, the less we can guarantee awareness on the part

of native speakers—accurate metapragmatic testimony that can be taken at face
value.” (Silverstein 1981: 19-20; emphases added).

to language users during usage, and are reportable by them in ways predictable by the linguist (given
universal constraints on the transparency of linguistic Jorm (Silverstein 1981), discussed below).

4 Most languages do have some conventional means of expressing aggression, of course. For
example, English contains epithets—such as obscenities, racial slurs, etc.—whose pragmatic effects are
negatively valued by social standards of linguistic etiquette. Social standards formulate these epithets as a
stereotypically tabooed language of sorts, valorizing them as a lexical register of abuse. However, although
the stereotypic indexical properties of these forms make them usable as conventional markers of aggression,

they form only a small inventory of semiotic devices usable in this way. The acts of aggression I examine
in this paper do not employ this lexical register at all.

5 Even in the case of the grammaticalized indexical categories noted above (i.e., markers of ‘tense’,
‘evidentiality’ or ‘honorific relationship®), the linguist inevitably uses native metapragmatic ability as a
criterion for identifying forms. Minimally, the language user must trear the use of linguistic forms as
involving time reference, or evidence, or respect, in order for the linguist to identify such forms as possible
markers of these content dimensions. The analysis of such forms into categories of ‘tense’ or ‘evidentiality’
or ‘honorific relationship’, on the other hand, requires appeal to additional kinds of data, and to cross-
linguistically tested hypotheses about the nature of such categories. Native metapragmatic ability is a
necessary condition on the identifiability of criterial forms, not a sufficient condition on their correct analysis.
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Since language use always unites forms which are higher wilth forril's xgcm:tlg\;zz; :181:>ex'i1rg1
i i i ive testimony is, in general, unrehable”. '
these functional dimensions, native neral, unrela oot
i f such ‘(un)reliability’ can be scate
has shown, however, is that the degree o such lity  scaled With respee?
i i ions i -linguistically predictive way. Fea :
to these functional dimensions in a Cross T ey, linoar
i i the scales of unavoidable refere 8
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hich have lower values. '
forms “;n events of tropic aggression—where features of utterance fonndmotlvatte lilﬁ
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how in my discussion of the debate below: Explicit native testimony favors the
o atic effects which are implemented by referential, localizable, and presupposing
?ragmin utterances. In sharp contrast, the implicit metapragmatzc' responses of (iiscur?'l;/;
'oin:\ctants reveal the uptake of effects which are often mc'ons1stent with ‘s111c ffex'f) 1aI '
m ?:a agmatic reports. For example, utterances whose locahzab.le, referential effects
o gredg?s ‘complinients’ appear to have coercive effects on m‘.terlocutors, utter?ntcei
i‘:ﬁgse coercive effects depend upon non-referential, non-localizable features of tex
ive at all.
¢ are not reported as aggressive a . o
StrUCtUIMy criteria for identifying utterances with contrary effects w1thlp the dzlla(a::sdz?:;
upon perspectival differences between members of four groups c?f native spe éx Lo
tlrl)em evaluate the debate; their evaluations—whether 1mphc:xt~ responses;, ‘or e 1:1 il
descriptions—are available as data. I refer to the four groups as ‘interlocutors’, “audience’,
¢ tators’, and ‘viewers’. _ i}
comme:s a discursive interaction between interlocutors, the debate élf-vom; tﬁl{esgp;ozfd
ii alle 2
i) Bi i tic incumbent, (ii) Bob Dole, the Repul ican ¢
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ii1) Jim Lehrer—a television journalist—in the ro . ( ‘
gcl)lt)hhaplicit and explicit evaluations. The way m whxch. one e(glt:rllo;\gz: ;:::l:;s;i‘(]);
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? especially utterances in an immediaiely
responds to, an other’s utterance?s ( : D e e on'. I some
i i implicit metapragmatic evaluation o
turn) itself constitutes an implici i S B
i 1tly describes the pragmatics of an .
cases, moreover, an interlocutor ove: es o e namatcs
i icit metapragmatic judgments about ul :
as well, thus formulating explicit me ‘ : pragnalics,
‘A ions i ded by the audience co-presen
A second set of evaluations 1s provi ‘ 1 Bus
Theatre—in Hartford, Connecticut—where the debate occurs. 1At yarlo}lihpomtzmu:i nt}::z
i i istering a type of evaluation of the pragma
te, the audience laughs collectively, regis ring a! : .
g?’:;eeevent. Such evaluations are completely implicit from a denotational point of view,

ingui ¢ ‘natural’ data of language
¢ In practice, therefore, the linguist must employ bo.th Eypes of datt.l. @) tl;e ir;a m dano impizﬂy
use (illustrating the treatment by natives of the ‘?ra.gmatlcs of f((:vrrlicsﬂ;:rl:;es éliéiiéd, o which
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i imperfection of each is, in practice, mitigated by e availabi .
anal}t’slis;;h ﬁgl:at:;c?ﬁﬁgated by the availability of the other. The critical p(.)mt here,' ho-we.veg) 1sft::;t t:};
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E)fl‘lla;cpes of data provide the linguist with criteria on analysis based on the metapragmatic ability
language users.
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Two points of method are worth noting here. First, since I treat the problem of

tropes as involving distinct—potentiaily contrary—metapragmatic construals, I will, from

time to time, compare the metapragmatic evaluations of four different classes of social
and viewers. From this standpoint, ‘the

actors: interlocutors, audience, commentators,
Clinton-Dole debate’ consists of four distinct, but linked ‘events’: (i) it is a discursive
interaction between three interlocutors whose utterances formulate the course of the debate
itself; (ii) it is a public performance for an audience, co-present with the interlocutors; (iii)
it is a performance for a national television viewership; (iv) it is also reproduced, in part or
whole, by official commentators in television and newspaper reports. These four classes
of events differ in their participants, as well as in the semiotic devices to which participants
have access®. But the semiotic phenomena which link these events to each other, and do so
most consistently, are the utterances produced by the interlocutors. These form the primary
material under analysis; the data of native evaluations, though critical, is a secondary order
of data.
The second point of method is this: My analysis of interlocutors’ utterances will
proceed independently of the data of native speaker evaluations. Such a method is
necessary, of course, if the goal is to show that the semiotic properties of interlocutors’
utterances themselves shape differently positioned construals of them. So, it is to a
discussion of these utterances, and to the semiotic norms involved in their interpretation,

that I now turn.

4. Norm and trope )

In concluding her discussion of the pragmatics of ‘directives’ in English, Ervin-Tripp
discusses several types of tropic usages of directive statements in English—including cases
of metaphor, irony, sarcasm, ‘hyperpolite’ rudeness, and so on. In this context, she offers

the following important observation:

“If politeness were simply a meaning dimension, there wotild be no bad effects in

cases, the masking of aggression depends upon alignments

an-other-] ‘identification’, and the like. In such
those of aggressor and focus or

of self and other in roles/relationships which are reportably distinct from
aggression.

9 Some individuals are linked to the debate in more than one participant role, e.g., as television
viewers, and, subsequently, as newspaper readers. The differences of participation perspective are worth
emphasizing, nonetheless. The semiotic phenomena to which the interlocutors have access, for example,
differ sharply from those to which the television viewers have access. One big difference, for example, is that
Clinton and Dole are Jooking at the audience during the debate, but the television viewers are not. This
difference can itself become the basis of campaign strategy, as the following example shows: ‘As part of a
drive by the Dole campaign to rattle the President, Billy R. Dale, whom Mr. Clinton dismissed from the
White House travel office and who now works for Mr. Dole, was seated in the first row, facing Mr. Clinton’s
lectern. He... said he had been given a ticket by M. Dole. “It’s just a pleasure to be here,” Mr. Dale said
before the event began. “I'm not here to shake up the President, just to see the debate.”.” (NYT, X/7: B7).
Clinton, as interlocutor, was aware of Dale’s presence, as were the newspaper readers who read this report;
the television viewers were not aware of Billy R. Dale’s presence (and of any effects he may, or may not,
have had upon Clinton) while they were viewing the debate.
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erring by being too polite. It is because the deviance from a norm is given a social
interpretation that ingratiation can be as insulting as deviance through rudeness...A
skilled speaker relies on the contrast between what is expected and what occurs as
a resource for implying meaning. His ability to communicate qualitative insults,
deference, anger, sarcasm, humor, intimacy and distance rests on knowledge of
what the listener expects to hear and what social features cue that expectation. Thus
both to interpret the pragmatic intentions of the speaker who is ambiguous, and for
the development of rhetorical strategies, speakers and hearers have to have a
normative reference point.” (Ervin-Tripp 1976: 64)

The question of ‘normative reference points’ is, I would propose, a question of which
norms of interpretation are necessary for construing utterances while the utterances are still
in play; I will say that such norms are ‘invoked’ by utterances as conditions on their

construal. Since particular phases of discursive interaction co(n)textualize each other,
norms invoked in one phase may provide the ‘referen

ce point” for another phase, of course,
But before I turn to relationships of co(n)textualization, let me say something about norms

which are invoked in local phases of discursive interaction.

Since the entire debate takes place in English, the norms of English grammar are,
we might say, locally invoked in every phase of the discursive interaction; they have a
global provenance within the debate simply because they are invoked locally by utterances
throughout. One of the ways in which utterances invoke grammatical norms is by
canonically instantiating them. Many utterances within the debate are well formed by
phonemic and morphosyntactic criteria; at the level of grammatico-semantic content, many
utterances are canonical by criteria of sense-compositionality as well. But some of the most
memorable metaphors used in the debate call attention to themselves as denotational
metaphors precisely because they are not canonical with respect to sense-compositionality.
For example, one of Clinton’s campaign slogans, one which he uses several times in the
debate, consists of the phrase ‘a bridge to the future’. Since ‘bridge’ is a [+concrete] noun,
and ‘future’ is [+abstract], the sense-configured relationship between these two
nouns—configured by the morphosyntactic structure [[a X]np to [the YINP nP—is non-
canonical due to the difference in semantic class of X and Y (compare ‘a bus to the school’,
which is sense-canonical). Criteria of sense-compositionality—already in play, since
English is in use—provide a ‘normative reference point’, as it were, relative to which the
noun phrase itself-—which conforms to these criteria in every other respect—contains an

identifiable sense anomaly. The identifiability of a metaphoric utterance and its construal
as a metaphor are two different things, of course. The metaphoric construal of ‘a bridge to
the future’ depends critically on external contextualization of any utterance which contains
the phrase; the fact that it is a slogan which (only) Clinton uses (in seeking re-election, in
the final presidential term of the twentieth century, etc.) is critical to how the metaphor is
construed here. On the other hand, the identifiability of the form as a potential
metaphor—its metaphoric formulation, we might say-—is motivated phrase-internally by
a sequence of words which is non-canonical by sense-criteria.

A second norm of denotational construal involves the stereotypic denotation of
words. Denotational stereotypes about lexemes are beliefs about the denotata of words
which are consciously reportable by members of a community (Putnam 1975). Insofar as
such beliefs have a social distribution (i.e. are comparably reportable by many members of
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a society) they serve as social norms in .ﬂlzéienojc:lﬁgir;a&li gzzit;u;ll a?,f ;(’:t:;zn:;; :Tygzz:ilgi
however, such norms have a more restrict spm ld e s o lanounge
sense-compositionality. The latter are known implicitly by anyo kngoage
i i i etence. Norms of lexical stereotypy, on © Of
Eﬁn‘?dmuajeo?il’::r? rl::lsesr %Vr?:lr:sxgtel:zl (s:g::?:lly, as in the characte.:rislti(;:i case offsp:;ﬁ;z;:
vocat,nularies. In the vocabulary of contemporary.Axneqcan _pqh’uca spourse, or x erties,
‘Whi ? ic denotation quite distinct from the sense prop
g;et}‘:,: ﬁ)u\:l;ll::z:vsztﬁvliliat‘: 2vlsrz.tteerreiig;(,whose compositional sc‘anse ‘is recov’erablljnl':))‘:vivefz
speaker of English); it is distinct, also‘;v f:rom tslix;)p;:c;; :;rrx:; e:?;:::gﬁ; e(iarxshometo‘:vn).
o tot:'efldﬂ::; :j‘nﬁ};;eg::;;rp(oliiis::n‘Whitewater’ is a metonymic label for a re?,l
irsltg:: ‘;?:Z;d:.lalizvolving the Clintons (derived by mef;onymy from ‘awplall_a:cfy ;a:rr,le_ iﬂ
On one occasion during the debate, Dole mentions th.e name itew: 1
P ‘I’'m not talking about Whitewater now’, a trope which is 1nte_rest1ng in severa
e Uttefan(;e disl::luss below—thus invoking the scandal by stere9typ1c alluswg, . atnhd
jv”frl}r:zs;l:tsing the trope by denying the mention. Any sp‘ea:ker of Eng!lsh c;n :fc;c()gnr:)l:/e’ b;
denotational anomaly in every sentencse of the form ‘I'm npt talh;iiieg it X now by
ing the grammaﬁcal sense propertles' of al} the expre?smn? co : , ,a ond
knowmg’ the values of indexical expressions like ‘I’ and ‘now’. The tropic construal o
o i ‘;)ole’s utterance is lost, however, on every speaker of English whq 1s
- an'(;malvzi:l? the vocabulary of American politics, and who fails to g,rasp the connection
m;ﬂe stereotypic denotation of the word ‘Whitewater’ and Dole’s current adversary,
Chntoni\lonns of grammatical sense, lexical stereotypy and gr?x;m&%ca:}lzeci::gszﬁczl:g
j i are norms having a social distribu ion. ch, they
ar'efsocflral n?hTS;;le;I;ees;::;et:? :)gli:illiness of text structure, e.g., its propejmes of pf);txc
o elrl 121; incﬁuding the special case of text ‘cohesion’. Text structure itself prov; ei a
?ra:;lec\:wlork, for construing events of language use, a fralflework, create;d vi’rl}ll e}; al);
relationships between the sign tokens which comprise the te)g_t‘uald'?f\‘/en .tiable nan
is ‘entextualized’ (Bauman and Briggs (1990: 73))—or, rr}ade' ifferenti o fom
;gerzrli‘:olingil—uﬁerance-intemal relationships of contextualization motivate

comparability of different parts of an utterance, relative to the larger entextualized whole.

The “poetic function’ of language, as Jakobson described it, is a functiongl princ;q;le Whiﬁg

i'\lf)ates ‘diagrammatic value within utterances: The .dlag'ram cgnmsts solely in e
cor 1parability of co-occurring parts. Within any discursive interaction, the tex;cuZ.lty of
comi i ity— s studies

nioti i is, i -modal textuality—as numerou

i devices is, in general, a multi-mo '
fl;:;lfg:'lx;ance’ have now documented (see, for example, the referelgzis in Bz}l\utr)x:;nsincﬁ
. . ;

i formance with which I am concerne ere ex '

Briggs (1990)). The debate per : e oo ey
i tic effects as well. I re

ergent frameworks for shaping pragma : Iretu my
g?slcuision of “cohesion’ in the examples in (3), and of ‘parallelism’ in example (5), as

i ections which follow. ' '
= th?\:y purpose here is not to describe all the norms of interpretation necessatry for
construing the debate as such, but rather to point out some general fe?mffs rtelevtflln;n ;;:;Z

i i i d shaping the tropic effects o
ding of the role of norms in creating and s .

:llrslg e(r)sr::r::ritiial issue is this: However many semlotfc norms may Pe invoked by utte:ra::;s
or 1;tterance-ﬁagments themselves, all the norms which are in fact invoked are concu ly
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in play within the emergent order of discourse. During usage itself, each semiotic principle
(e.g. sense-compositionality, conventional indexicality, lexical stereotypy, etc.) shapes—or,
as I prefer to $ay—projects pragmatic effects. Since all of these effects are projected
together in use, such principles have effects which illuminate each other during usage; I
will say that such effects are reciprocally reflexive when considered in relation to each
other. Each such effect is analytically isolable in any perspective on language use which
differentiates these norms from each other, and differentiates the effects of each from the
effects of the others; relative to such an analysis, features of linguistic form appear to have
a functionally stratified effectiveness in utterance pragmatics. Within usage itself, however,
such functional strata are projected together in a concurrent fashion. From the perspective
of the language user, the effects projected upon one functional stratum are evaluated
relative to the effects projected upon others. As a result, anomalies along one functional
stratum—such as anomalies of sense compositionality, the opaqueness of lexical allusions,
the fractionation of speech-act roles (viz. ‘speaker’ into ‘animator’/‘author’/‘principal’
(Goffman 1981))—are, in principle, further construable by appeal to the effects of semiotic
devices concurrently in play. The traditional lore about tropic language—that it involves
a ‘deviation’ of some type—is better understood as the ‘anomaly’ of effects along one
functional stratum under conditions of construal where non-anomalous effects are
implemented along other functional strata, The tropic formulation—although ‘non-
canonical’ by one criterion—is made meaningful by others. Utterances which are
recognized as tropes are like meaningless utterances in being anomalous in some way; they
differ profoundly in being ‘meaningful” under appropriate conditions of co(n)textualization.
I turn now to an analysis of the debate itself. Since the tropic construal of utterance
pragmatics involves the interplay of relatively local and relatively global effects, I turn,
first, to a set of metapragmatic norms which are globally in play throughout the debate,
Unlike the grammatical norms discussed above, these norms are explicitly described within
the debate as ‘standards’ of interactional behavior; they are backed by the authority of civil
institutions; they are stipulated as holding for the entire debate; they differentiate the debate
from ordinary discursive interaction, formulating its character as a ritua] distinct from the
rest of social life. These are the ‘official rules’ of the debate as formulated by the
Commission on Presidential debates, and by the Clinton and Dole campaigns.

5. Official rules: The sanctioned metapragmatic organization of the debate
In his opening remarks, Lehrer describes the official rules of the debate as follows:
(1) The “official’ rules

Jim Lehrer: ...This event is sponsored by the Commission on Presidential Debates. It will last 90
minutes following a format and rules worked out by the two campaigns. There will be two-
minute opening and closing statements, In between, a series of questions, each having
three parts: A 90 second answer, a 60 second rebuttal and a 30 second response. I will
assist the candidates in adhering to those time limits with the help of a series of lights,
visible to both. Under their rules, the candidates are not allowed to question each other
directly. I will ask the questions. There are no limitations on the subjects. The order for
everything tonight was determined by coin toss... '
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These rules give Lehrer officially sanctioned cox}trol over the role of utt_terer §£ }tlt;:
questions, as well as the wording and topics (or topical conten% of t{le qlzies l::;lxzn o
i i i articular candidate, to end s|
to address a particular question to ap : . : :
?e:;tg?QZs but no authority to determine the order in which candidates t;pe‘atk.n ?n::tgz
fgnnulates tht; questions, he is able, to some degr;;, tol 1se:t a stz;?:::g f:;mrz 1 gver e
i fact that Lehrer has officially sanc :
e o et i 11. Dole’s remarks about Clinton exert
i the candidates exert some influence as well. , : : '
err::ilc)ll:rs;ble influence on the wording and topics of Lehrer’s questlogs tt}(: Chr;g:;e(sllglr::c;rﬁ
i i ‘tone’ of Dole’s statements. Both candi
ttempts independently to influence the . :
:mt otl') turn f:gm time to time, but the number of instances is very small.

Lehrer’s questions organize the question and answer period into 23 distinct

episodes. Each ‘episode’ has the routinized structure summarized in (2).

(2) Formulaic structure of each ‘episode’

ime allotted
Routinized order of utterances and roles Time
i didate
i licit question by Lehrer, addressed to one ca;n fate .
gg)inne,a_gxp;:;;%y that candidate (= ‘initial respondent’ or ‘IR’) Egg zzzzﬁdg
(iii) A rebuttal by the other candidate oo

(iv) A response by the initial respondent

Each ‘episode’ begins with a substantive que‘stion 'by Le.hrer to ;ép:;t;gz}a:e:;ggiitg:
followed by the candidate’s answer; such candidate is, I will say, { Lnitial respontent

isode. The IR’s answer is followed by a r(.abuttal ‘by e . \
B ety s d response by the IR. The choice of IRs is rotated by sxmple. al‘tema.l on.
fouowe(Ci)lt)‘i:hsrzcr?: 23 e)?plicit questions'?, 21 are topically distinct. The;e are d‘IStm'gtl}?:};:ﬁ
by roman numerals in table 1. Two episodes—V and XIX——h\e;ve th)e( Is;r(r:; :,c;pl;:(,lx)v(l(b N
candidate serving in turn as initial respondent (cf. V(a) vs. ®), .

ne

i i i d to the
10 1) addition to his ‘explicit questions’ (which fonnulat‘e the F({pu; ;)f :1}:; ;:;ssc’)i? 32;11 _l?h 110 he
IR’s answer, i.e., to turn (2.ii)), Lehrer also produces a numt.afr of transmop“ tq O oy They have the orm
hi l;formulate transitions from turn (2.i1) to (2.iii}), or from (2.iii) to .?’ .Th y have the form
;tttifirra;?vise:nhl(i time phrase) (+?)—e.g., ‘Mr. President, one mm;(te’, ‘Senatcl;r Z,Zl:,; éand?dates.pmey ¢ and
i i i re-allocate speaking tums be ‘ H
s mtorfalw!; m: ;) p;:(;g::l.t;f;i: :vt:te;atlll;etsopic itself preiupposable from prior dlscourse.‘ As th:’;l n;:i
count as anerics & 0ube]::omes routinized after the first few episodes, Leh.rer produ::c?s such. t;;m:x :aCh
re-au?cm’on paft:er?leml However, his pattern of eye gaze (as well as his use of hg}.nts visit : o.ti o
Questions ,1 o iq ont}i’x'mes to provide turn allocation cues to the candidates. The queshgn whic! in :;\.th
[ca'ndldate] " See.( ) cmble exception to the general distribution of question types. The eplsqde begins wil
:P‘l;ﬁ:iﬁg Zl:ase:txil:n’, not an ‘explicit question’. I discuss this case in some detail in section 9.2.
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Table 1. The ‘topics’ and ‘initial respondents’ of Lehrer’s questions!" -

Topic IR Topic IR
I. The federal government Clinton XIII. The Middle East D
gl 1\11\?[“:1 vs. four years ago Dole XIV. The future vs. the past Cl‘:ll;
. Medicare Clinton XV. The De; artme' i >
c . nt of Ed
IV. Dole’s tax-cut proposal Dole XVL Schoolpchoice seaton D(?le
:/’(ta)) Campa{gn ﬁnanc%ng Clinton XVIL The elite ) l(;lnl1t0n
V§ ?)(ri;ams:;gn financing Dqle XVIIL Clinton’s ‘liberal’-ism Cl(;n‘:on
VIi. Gmg1 use Clinton XIX(a). Personal differences Dole
L Gur : . ' Dqle XIX(b). Personal differences Clinton
M U Smton s foreign policy Clinton XX. Views of opponent Dol
. U.S. troops Dole XX i ’ i
s ool 1. Keeping one’s word Clinton
XI. Health care reforms Dole
XII. Iraq Clinton

The structure of all 23 episodes is routinized to a very high degree along the lines noted in
2) :above. The only overt departures from this routinized—and officiall

sanctloned.——pattem of turn allocation are a dozen or so utterances which are spoke; };
of tumn. I discuss five out-of-turn utterances for each candidate below. Overall, D%le’sno(::-

g
Of-tunl uttelallces appeal to be hl hly aggresslve m pragIIlatlc effect W]llle (: ||1()
] ll n's

6. Obvious departures from the official rules: Out-of-turn utterances

I begin my discussion of the candidates’ verbal activity by considering their out-of-turn
utterances, for two main reasons. First, these are the most obvious departures from the ;v rt
rules qf thg debate, the most obvious pragmatic disruptions of its ‘official’ metapra f’

org'fmlzatlon. Secondly, they are the least considered of the candidates’ remall)i'ksgnll cast
subject to self-monitoring. As such, they provide important clues about some featu’r eas;'
overall persona and style, features which pervade the debate as a whole. Yet, I es10

cpngerned here with the set of concurrent semiotic cues which shape (;ur 156 of the
51gnlﬁcance of these utterances as they occur. P Fense of the

6.1. Clinton’s out-of-turn utterances

Clinton’s out-of-turn utterances—summarized in (3) below—exhibit several recurrent

i1
My summary of the ‘topics’ of these 21 epi is i
. to pisodes is intended only as a rough gui
:::;:d;s.i:n :tv;rzszase,dmy @ss:npuofn of the ‘topic” is based on the topical NP in Lehrer’gs qﬁl;::izgo 'It’hi;sse
3 a description of what topics Lehrer explicitly fi in hi i : .
4 y formulates in his
respondents formulate and reformulate ‘what the topic is’ is an entirely different issue agl;e:rgelzzzwme

L Clinton: I agree with that. That’s right.
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patterns. First, Clinton’s utterances tend to occur during (or between) intervals in which the
audience is laughing at Dole’s jokes, as shown in the column on the right'? (the one
exception is (3b)); this tendency suggests that Clinton is often on the defensive. Secondly,
they tend to occur when Dole’s kinesic activity makes Clinton its indexical focus, whether
by means of held gaze or pointing (the one exception is (32)). Both tendencies together
suggest that Clinton’s out-of-turn utterances are not simply defensive, they are responses
to immediate pressure; they appear almost to be drawn from him. Yet, this is clearly a
superimposed effect. Its degree of saliency depends upon the density with which these
independently occurring pattems are aligned in some phase of discourse (as a comparison
of (3¢).with the other cases shows).
A third feature of Clinton’s out-of-turn utterances is that they -are produced when
Dole’s verbal activity counts as an attack. This is locally transparent in some cases—as in
(3a) and (3c)—from the content of Dole’s utterances, and from the audience’s overlapping
laughter. In (3d), Clinton’s out-of-tun avowal of his friendship with Kennedy is an attempt
to parry a more textually global attack on his ‘liberal’ views, and on his lack of judgment
in his friends, and in his dealings with them (cf. “Whitewater’); I discuss both cases below.
Within (3d) itself, these two more textually global attacks are laminated together locally
in Dole’s final noun phrase—uttered after Clinton’s interruption, and Dole’s subsequent
anecdote about Kennedy—i.e., in the phrase ‘your liberal friends’. The case in (3b) is
different. Here, Clinton is agreeing with Dole’s non-partisan proposal (an agreement invited
by Dole’s utterances and held gaze); he simply speaks at a point where his utterance
overlaps with Lehrer’s next turn.

(3)  Clinton’s out-of-turn utterances
Interlocutors Audience

(a) Episode IL
' Lehrer: Senator Dole, the president said in his opening statement,
“We are better off today than we were four years ago’.
»D’you agree?™»
Dole: (3 sec.) Well, hé’s better off than he was four years ago. {laughter-------

Dole: And I may be better off four years from now, but- {more laughter}
1 don’t know, I look at the slowest growth in the century.
He inherited a growth of 4.7, 4.8 percent. Now it’s down
to about 2.4 percent...

(b) Episode Vb.
Dole:  ...They know the Republican party hasn’t done it. They .
know the Democratic party won’t do it. <gaze turns t0 Clinton>
We have to agree that somebody else should do it, and we

12 The brackets {} and dashes ‘----" indicate approximately overlap of laughter with speech. So, in
(3a), the audience’s first laugh response begins after Dole has finished sayirig ‘...four years ago’; it continues
right through Clinton’s speech, and beyond it; after it ends, Dole begins with ‘And I may..."; the audience
laughs again after Dole’s ‘...but-"; when this second stretch of laughter ends, Dole resumes with ‘I don’t

know...".
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have to vote it up or down < i
gaze remains on Clinton>
Lehrer: Mr. President uh, th ion "
. T . , the senator men
--> Clinton: E?:z::edmgsm

(c) Episode IV.

Lehrer: Sen,atqr Dole,' speaking of your tax plan, do you still think

Bole that’s a good idea, the 15 percent across the board tax cut?

ole:  Oh yes, and you’ll be eligible. <looking at Lehrer> And-
. <gaze turns to Clinton> so will the=
-> Clinton: =Me too?
D(?Ie: So will the former president <points to Clinton> yes
Clinton: That’s good <sips water from a glass> I need it. T
Dole: T\’;cll, the people need it. That's the point.
is is not a Wall Street tax cut. This is a famil
This is a Main Street tax cut.... iy feent

(d) Episode XIXb.

Dole: ..AndI again— Iknow Senator D’ Amato, I think, may have
had a hearing or two on Whitewater. I can’t remémbcr But-
Uh he’s not my general chairman, he’s a friend of mim‘:
And- so is Senator Kennedy <gaze turns to Clinton> .
a friend of yéurs, and=

--> Clinton: =You bet <nods, smiling>

Dole: I remember one day on the floor I said ‘Now, gentlemen, let’
fne tax your memories,” and Kennedy jumped up and sai’d
Why haven’t we thought of that before,’ y’know. ,
So- so one of your liberal friends. '

{laughter}

{loud laughter,

A fourth characteristic of Clinton’s out-of-turn utterances is tha

z?btc?:::fr}ts.t ﬁ; first per;on pronoun occurs in four of them; it occflrtil:?s, :Irleo?rlel:rf ;lil:nyfrig?:agl

! ej tool;l b ?;3, and is recoverable as such by text cohesion in the fourth (i.e., Clinton’s

COheSion. makec)itcolunts, contextually, as ‘[Will I be eligible] to0?"). Criteria of text

ot (;fear Fha.t the fifth example (i.e., Clinton’s ‘you bet’ in (3d) is

“ o Y, a se -typlfymg .statement as well (i.e., it counts as ‘you bet [S ’
ennedy is a friend of mine]’, given Dole’s prior remark). enater

6.2 Dole’s out-of-turn utterances

Dole’s out-of-turn utteraﬁces t i
end to be other-typifyi i i
are sentence-tokens; the fourth is the ‘Oh’ i e (s merof Dale's uterances in @

: ' in (4b) (the audience is silent thr
discuss the fifth case in (31) below (where audience laughter becomes critical 0;1;51;:;)!;)1

) Dole’s out-of-turn utterances

(a) EPISOde va.
Clinton: ...That’s what Speakel GmgI ich and Senator Dole dld, not me=
- Dole: =That’s not |tr|le but

Clinton: [ beli
on [So I believe that we should take a different approach to this and talk

motivations. I thmk Senatol Dole and ] |ust hoﬂestly dlsﬂgree .
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(b) Episode XIII.
Lehrer: Senator Dole, on your <gaze tamns to Dole> photo op...(1 sec.)... foreign
policy [charge against the president

> Dole: [(()) Notmine
Lehrer: Huh? No no. I mean your charge against the président that he’s [op-
-> Dole: {((Oh))
Lehrer: that hé has a photo op foreign policy. Does the Middle East summit last week fall into
that category?

(c) Episode XIL
Clinton: Senator Dole has *two or three times before tonight™» criticized me for working with

the U.N. Now I’m being criticized for nét working with the UN=

-> Dole: = ((No)) this is not the UN.=
Clinton; =Sometimes the United States has to act alone, or at least has to act first...

All of Dole’s sentence-tokens in (4) are denials; they contain grammatical markers of
negation. Dole’s denial in (4a) denies the truth of the proposition asserted by Clinton in his
prior turn. The other two cases deny the presuppositions of a prior utterance, calling into
question the appropriateness of an utterance-fragment®®, All three are other-typifying

negative statements.
6.3 The significance of out-of-turn utterances

Our ability to typify Clinton’s out-of-turn utterances as ‘defensive’ depends upon the
superposition of several semiotic cues which are independently manifest in partly
overlapping phases of a multi-party discursive interaction: (i) Clinton is the indexical focus
of Dole’s kinesic activity, (ii) the audience is Jaughing at Dole’s jokes, (iii) Clinton’s
utterances are themselves self-typifying statements, (iv) Dole’s verbal activity counts as an
attack. Our sense that Clinton is ‘being defensive’ is shaped by the superposition of these
cues as they occur, though all of them do not occur in every case, nor have the same
weight; nor is our sense in every case that all Clinton is being is ‘defensive’, though this
is a salient effect in four of the cases (i.., all except (3b)). Our sense that Dole is being
‘aggressive’ in his out-of-turn utterances is, equally, a superposed efect, though the number
of critical cues is smaller: Dole’s full utterances in (4) are all other-typifying; in particular,
all of them deny the truth or appropriateness of an interlocutor’s utterance.
Correspondingly, our sense that Dole is being aggressive is, if anything, somewhat sharper
than our sense of Clinton’s defensiveness.

Each candidate’s out-of-turn utterances are consistent with certain broad features
of their rhetorical styles. Throughout the debate, Clinton tends to rely on self-typification
more consistently than Dole does; Dole seeks to describe—and to call into question—nhis
interlocutors more frequently than Clinton does. Yet these features of utterance style
become part of a rather diverse range of overall effects during the debate, as I argue below.

13 These are denials of the presuppositions of utterance-fragments because, in (4b), Lehrer’s ‘your
photo-op foreign policy’ (which Dole interrupts) has (qua phrase) the presupposition that Dole has a photo-
op policy; and, in (4c), Clinton’s «...Now I’m being criticized for not working with the U.N.’ has as its
presupposition that [Dole] has just criticized Clinton for not working with the U.N. In both cases, Dole
denies these presuppositions.
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Although these out-of-turn utterances are departures from the ‘ofﬁcial; rules of the
debate, tpey are not, strictly speaking, violations of them. The candidates are not allowed
?o question each other, but there is no explicit stipulation that they cannot address or
1nte@pt eacb other. The examples I consider below are, however, departures from the
official rples in a more significant sense: They involve efforts by the candidates to modify
the ofﬁcml rules- -whether through explicit formulations of additional ‘unofficial’ rules
or by implicit manipulation of the ‘official’ ones. ’

7. Formulating ‘unofficial’ rules for self and other

Bot}% 9andidates attel‘{lpt to describe the pragmatic activity of the debate by means of
explicit .metapragmatlc statements. These descriptions explicitly typify the ongoing
pragmatic enactment within the enactment itself. Such metapragmatic typifications

themselves have a pragmatic effect within the ena i
ctment, of course, shaping th
the debate as it unfolds. ' ping fhe course of

7.1. Clinton’s attempts and their reception

In the second sentence of his ‘opening statement’, Clinton attempfs to set the tone of the
debate as a whole:

(5) Ctinton: ...I want to begin by saying again how much I respect Senator Dole and his record of

Public service, and how hard I will try to make this campaign “*"and this debate™", one of
ideas, not insults... ’

The phrgse ‘and this debate’ is phonetically foregrounded by a higher pitch level than the
surrounding material (actually, Clinton also raises his eyebrows just as he utters this phrase,
thu§ foregrounding it kinesically as well). The utterance is also marked by elaborafé
le)flcogrammatical parallelism, as I show in (6) below. Framed by this parallelism
Clinton’s- -characteristic- -self-typifying statements, e.g. ‘I respect...”, ‘I will try...’, etc ,
here achieve other-focused pragmatic effects. ’ T
‘ Clinton’s utterance in (5) begins with an explicit frame of self-r ¢
begin by saying...”), formulating the framed materizﬁ as a significant opzlrz?:g (stIa:Zﬁet:r:'?

(a) IS llQW mugh I )espect (]Senat()l DOIC! P anQ lhis record of public Ser Vl'CBI PI IS
N
( ) N OBJ 1 and

{83 to make [[this campaign]nP and [this debate]nP]op;
[ [one of ideas]yp, not [insultslyp ~ JaDV ]33 187

The 'patter:n of selfttypiﬁcation continues in the italicized material: The monoclausal
p_redxcate‘ rf:spect implements one instance of self-predication (‘I respect...’), and the
biclausal ‘will try to make’ implements two (‘I will try...’, ‘[I] make...”). In contrast to the
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simple identity of the subjects of ‘respect’ and ‘make’, the direct objects of these verbs
exhibit a more layered kind of parallelism, both within and across constituents. The
cumulative effect of this parallelism is to foreground the implications of Clinton’s plans for
‘this debate’ for Dole, as I now show.

The direct object of the verb ‘respect’ in (a) consists of two conjoined NPs, ‘Senator
Dole’ and ‘his record of public service’; the two are linked by anaphora (‘.. Dole’/ ‘his...")
as well as by lexical cohesion (‘Senator...” / ...public service’); both links jointly entail that
the denotatum of the first noun phrase has a metonymic relation to that of the second (i.e.,
‘Senator Dole’ is a metonym of ‘his record of public service’). The pattern of metonymy
continues within the NPs conjoined as the direct object of ‘make’ (since ‘this debate’ is part
of ‘this campaign’), giving way to antonymy in the NPs stacked together in the final
adverbial constituent (where negation frames ‘insults’ as an antonym of ‘ideas’). The
metonyms within the direct objects of ‘respect’ (viz. ‘Senator Dole’) and ‘make’ (viz. ‘this
debate’) are linked together by a higher-order metonymy: ‘Senator Dole’ happens to be part
of ‘this debate’, as Clinton’s adversary. Finally, the anaphoric antecedent of ‘one’ is the
conjoined noun phrase ‘this campaign and this debate’; thus, ‘this debate’ must contain
‘ideas, not insults’ as well. The latter phrase ‘this debate’ is phonetically foregrounded by
a higher pitch level, as we have seen (cf. (5)); it is now semantically foregrounded as lying
at the intersection of three metonymies (campaign/debate, Dole/debate, ideas-not-
insults/debate). These metonymies locate ‘this debate’ rather sharply in relation to elements
which are parts of it, and elements of which it is a part.

This metonymy of direct objects is overlaid by the patterning of verbs. In (a),
Clinton’s describes his respect for Dole (using the performative verb ‘respect’ in non-
performative, third person description), and in (b), he describes the rules which he himself
will follow in the debate (using the factitive verb ‘make’ to fashion rules for himself).
Given the independently motivated metonymies, these predications peformatively create a
metapragmatic ‘standard’ for both interlocutors in. “this debate’. Notice that these
alignments emerge only as the effects of current co(n)textualization: They presuppose the
grammatical sense and lexical stereotypy of text-segments, of course; but they are projected
as alignments only from ‘poetic’ co(n)textualization relationshff)s between utterance
segments. The creation of such a ‘standard’ is, moreover, a denotationally implicit
achievement; Clinton does not explicitly ask Dole to avoid personal insults.

Yet Dole does tend to avoid explicit personal insults throughout the debate. The
Washington Post describes this pragmatic effect as follows: “The tone of the session was
set early when Clinton volunteered a statement of “respect” for Dole “and his record of
public service.” Dole did not offer a retum compliment, but he treated the “character issue,”
which many Republicans regard as Clinton’s greatest vulnerability, with great
circumspection.” (X/7/96:A1). The tropic qualities of Clinton’s overall achievement
becomes most evident when we compare the difference in the responses of his comentators
and his interlocutor: Clinton’s description of his respect for Dole has pragmatic effects
which are reportable as a ‘compliment’ in post-debate commentary; yet, the implicit
framing of this ‘compliment’ by textual parallelism appears to have other-coercive effects,
shaping Dole’s behavior within the debate itself'.

14 The effectiveness of this tropic utterance is not merely a result of the fact that Clinton utters it
within the debate. Its effectiveness indexically presupposes a national discussion of (i) the ‘negative
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7.2. Dole’s attempts and their reception

Dole’s metapragmatic descriptions of his own pragmatic activity differ from Clinton’s in
several ways. Whenever Dole describes his own respect for Clinton, he explicitly frames
the description with negative descriptions of Clinton, both before and afterwards. The
following example occurs right after Dole has characterized Clinton’s tax increase as ‘the

largest tax increase in the history of the world’ (episode Va). Immediately after this charge,
Dole says:

(7) Dole: ..-And it seems to me that uh there’s a problem there Mr. President. And I will gddress yoy

as Mr. President ...(0.5 sec.)...You didn’t do that with Mr.- with President Bush in 1992,
(Va)

After addressing Clinton as ‘Mr. President’, Dole formulates a metapragmatic standard for
his own address practices: ‘I will address you as Mr. President’. Dole follows this up with
an other-typification, faulting Clinton for not extending the same courtesy to Bush; but in
doing so, Dole addresses Clinton as ‘you’, apparently failing to follow the rule which he
has laid down for himself'S. Moreover, in faulting Clinton’s address practices, Dole falters
in his choice of appropriately respectful titles in referring to Bush. The inconsistency
between metapragmatic typification and pragmatic enactment is characteristic of Dole’s
utterances throughout the debate, and I discuss several examples in the next section.
I'want to focus here on the differences between Clinton’s and Dole’s metapragmatic
practices in describing the ‘rules’ of their own pragmatic activity. Whereas Clinton uses
self-descriptions to motivate other-behavior, Dole employs self-descriptions to motivate

other-descriptions. Secondly, Dole’s other-descriptions are explicit criticisms of Clinton,
and are reported as such by the Media:

®) ‘There were five or six lines, according to Dole aides, that they had heard him utter during the
rehearsals and were hoping he would find ways to use tonight. How would he show that he honored
the presidency while attacking the president? Dole allowed himself that opening by making a
comparison with Clinton’s treatment of President Bush. “I will address you as Mr. President,” he
said. “You didn’t do that with President Bush in 1992.” The NBC focus group thought that line in

campaigning’ issue (in both the Clinton and Dole campaigns), as well as of (ii) Republican attempts to
formulate the ‘character issue’—i.e. the issue of Clinton’s character—as a major campaign theme. Clinton’s
achievement here aligns with both issues, defusing the first to some degree (at least for the Clinton camp)
while averting an overt re-

enactment of the second (by Dole). The trope aligns itself with the historical
conditions of its utterance, reshaping them in some measure.

'® Given the absence of any honorific distinction in English pronominal address, this usage is, of

course, an unmarked choice. It is only foregrounded here by the rule which Dole has laid down for himself.
Moreover, the candidates do avail of a higher register of pronominal address during the debate. This is the

- pattern ‘Title (+ Last name) + you® (e-g., Clinton: ‘Secondly, Senator Dole, you voted against the crime bill
that...” (episode VI). In the third sentence in (7), Dole does not address Clinton as ‘Mr. President, you...’, but
simply as ‘You...” (the immediately preceding token of ‘Mr. President’ in the second sentence counts as a
mention, not a use). In fact, throughout the debate, in cases where the two

candidates address each other with
second person pronouns, Clinton employs the “TLN + you’ construction in a much higher proportion of
utterances than does Dole.
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particular was far too harsh.” (WP, X/7:AT; emphases added).

b < M M t,
The newspaper report describes this event as an examp!e of’Dole s’ aftackmg jc?:ngrzglndseizts
by appealing to the fact that Dole is ‘making a comparison .'Dole sf ;-m;gffl_jtypifymg iste
o)fl a series of parallelistic contrasts between segmeptable plecz:‘sI ,o ‘ Yl(s)u’) pitying and

ifyi - -contrasts between subject nouns ('1": , i ,
e 9961, bas tonse ? d addressee (‘you’: ‘President Bush’),

-[1996]: Past tense-‘in 1992°), reported a .

21)11: Zfilzltrteeszs;ox[ms (‘%Vlr. President’: ‘[not] that”). Although Dole emplqys p:?gtlztl)llsem asas;l

i ice i j i in (5)) Dole’s utterance is reportal :

vice in (7) (just as Clinton hz.ls in ( ' ‘ 0
f;l:t‘z:rli?agei:.use it C\Eh'ninates ina denotatlonally transparent negative description of his
d Clinton’s does not)*®. . . "
opponerll)tcff:employs this denotationally transparent trope f)n(gr)l?b olther (;c;i::j;o; ::I \:;e; y

i i elow;
i asion is provided by Lehrer que§t10n in oW '
gpiz?sd Er:e)s(;i)l;sihii’::)c:he senge)nts (a)-(e), in order to isolate several interlocking themes.
0

©

i i 1d like for the voters to have
: if you could single out one thing that you wou
Letrer 'Sertlh:(i):rlr)xi(x)llg’albg,ut President Clinton on a policy matter or a per.sont.ll matter, what would
li?be” Something to know about him, understand it and apprccmt: 1t.,t e thore's even
Dol (a) See 1f 1 say anything, it’s going to be misconstxued...(B.§ sec.)... I don’t think
o vo- it’ ision for America.
between the two- it’s about our vision ‘ . ‘ ‘e
(b) ?;::pen to like President Clinton personally. I am gé_gkwg: §i1;1e gnhll_am %11 ;:f?:sgpi(ﬂ;
i id i idn’t extend that courtesy ush.
President. I said in 1992 he didn’t ‘
V- i They all have their strengths, and they all have
d under a number of presidents. They .
© ih}:cai;,ev::;vkie;‘;s...(lj sec.)... So I'd rather talk about my strengths. I think I have my
(d) »:':;1 gIththls"nk the best thing going for Bob Dole is that Bob Dole keeps his word. It’s a
i t and fear. ) _
(e) (,i:;tiovl;::ltsv::; tImt;ink...(l.S sec.)... Mr, President <Dole clears his throat> About all
< ’

you’ve got going in this campaign is fear. (episode XX)

In his question, Lehrer has prescribed Dole’s views about Clinton. as tljne t.oplc for l}?icgl; ]
ommen Aﬁ’er expressing some hesitation, Dole attempts a topic shlﬁ'm (a)—s! g
COI‘nmen‘tS.- f Anl:erica’—but returns to the topic prescribed by Lehrer, in @). H.owe\{er,
o VlSlonb i s segment (b) by claiming to like Clinton ‘personally , his typification
altho'ugh . Ti%dl;:ass g?:ictices in (b) only provides evidence for his respect for. the
?f hlfi cr’xim’ Zpoint vfhich he makes explicit in the final sentenc? of (b); at th'e sa?le t1$:;
}ﬁzes::ofltr:st,ive typification of Clinton’s lack of ‘courtesy toh BushSi (;rerrllr(): ;ein -
Clinton—although the current president—is not respectful tc?wards t e'p(r;: e ;ﬁsﬁmz

ises the issue of the strengths and weaknesses of Premdents ﬁas individuz s distn
Ifico)lme ﬁjsofﬁce) shifting thereafter to the question of his own stréngths as an individual.

i rts this as an instance of Dole’s
16 1t is worth noting, also, that although the ‘Washington Post repo! e el spdee Dol
aggression by reproducing Dole’s two utterances, the newspa%t;r’ re;)o; d:eg ;om e oo
! d utterance is actually “You didn’t do hat wi 1 Mr.-
i;coll’ld ??:;T:iiiclz: 1:: ;: ?i})zu didn’t do that with President Bush in 1992". The report glosses over the
e Pos

mp turn tion of
infelicity—and repair—in Dole’s attempt to formulate respect reference to Bush. I re to the ques

e CI . . . » . .

the reportability of metapragmatic-pragmatic inconsistency in section 9.3.
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In (d), he characterizes his greatest strength as being that ‘Bob Dole keeps his word’. This
self-typification now motivates a contrast between ‘[Dole’s] trust [-worthiness]’ and
‘[whose?] fear [-mongering]’. In (), Dole describes Clinton explicitly as the person who
spreads fear, while addressing him directly.

I now list, and summarize, the four cases where Dole’s self-typifications motivate
other-typifications. The first and the fourth of these cases involve explicit descriptions of
Clinton, while the second and the third rely on implicit framing effects: (i) Dole describes
himself as respectful to Clinton, but describes Clinton as disrespectful towards Bush; (ii)
framed by this contrast, the conjunction ‘But’ in the self-description ‘But I respect the
presidency’ implies that Clinton does not; (iii) in the now established frame of self-and-
other differentiation, Dole’s self-typification that ‘Bob Dole keeps his word’ implies that
Clinton does not keep his word, without Dole’s explicitly saying so; (iv) Dole describes the
campaign as a contest between ‘trust’ and ‘fear’, then describes Clinton explicitly as fear-
mongerer.

Even a cursory glance at the material in (9) should, now, make the following points
reasonably clear. First—and leaving aside the underlined material (which is denotationally
transparent as aggression)—rmost of Dole’s utterances convey a surplus of meaning beyond
explicit denotation, and appear construable as ‘aggressive’ in some way. Secondly, the
exercise of naming and counting them is quite fruitless, since the more carefully we look
at the data, the number and variety of seemingly tropic acts of aggression grows. Third, if
we consider the concurrent relevance to construal of the lexico-grammatical properties of

text, of the indexical categories which are instantiated in it, and of the cumulative
patterning of textual devices themselves, we can explain why we construe them as we do,
in every case, without any problems. So, if tropes do pervade our data (and they certainly
seem to) we can explain how we construe them without arbitrary assumptions, even if we
need an arbitrary number of names to serve as labels. So, let me now introduce another ad
hoc label for a trope (let’s call it the trope of ‘voiced agency in questions’) whose workings
are just as systematic as the cases discussed above, though ultimately more

interesting—since officially, at least, the questions in our ‘debate’ are supposed to be
Lehrer’s. :

8. Breaking ‘official’ rules: Formulating Lehrer’s questions

Although Lehrer is the animator (or utterer) of the explicit questions which initiate each
- episode, he is not always their author. On several occasions, the questions which Lehrer
directs to Clinton are questions which Dole has raised (about Clinton’s policies or
character) in the previous episode. In such cases, Dole is the author—in some cases, the co-
author—of the questions which issue from Lehrer’s mouth. :

8.1. Lehrer’s questions

Lehrer’s questions may be grouped into three broad categories. The first type of question
introduces a major election ‘issue’ (e.g. the size of the federal government, Medicare, gun
laws, the Middle East, etc.) as the topic to be commented upon. Each of these topics has
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been discussed extensively by both candidates prior to tbe debate, as well as by the media.
This is partly what constitutes them as ‘the issues’. I give two examples in (10).

(10 Type 1: Questions about the ‘issues’

(a) Lehrer: Back to foreign affairs uh for a moment uh Mr. President. Are you satisfied with the way
you handled this last Iraq crisis and the end result? (XII) -

(b) Lehrer: Senator Dole, do you still favor eliminating the Department of Education? (XV)

In a second type of question, Lehrer formulates the question topic by guoting
statements made by the candidates prior to the debate. Five- of Leh;er s 23 questions are
clear instances of this type. One case has already been noted in (4b) above. The other four

cases are given in (11).

(11) Type2: Questions about the candidates’ prior speeches!’
: lican convention, you said the following, and I quote: ‘It is

(&) Lebeer: i:rr:et::liggo :), t;tetxl::tiz?‘:i‘iat within the Clintgn administration, a corps of the elite who
never grew up, never did anything real, never sacriﬁce.d, never suffered, and never lheamed:
should have the power to fund with your eamnings, Fhelr dubxou§ and' sel{f}'—servu}g schemes,
end quote. Whom precisely and what preci§ely d.ld you have in mind? (le\é‘I ) | choice

(b) Lehrer: M. President uh in your acceptance speech in (;hxcago...(l sec.)...you said the reath cho )
in this race is, quote: ‘whether we build a bridge to the future, or a bridge to e gas L
About whether we believe our best days are still out \t.here, or our best days are behl];'l us.
About whether we want a country of people all working together, or one where you’re on
your own,’ end quote. Are you saying that you believe Senator Dole is a man of the past,
lead- and if- if elected president he would lead the country backwards? (XIV)

(c) Lehrer: M. President uh, Senator Dole has come pretty close in the last few days of accusing you
' of “-lying™"" about his position on Medicare reform. Have you done sg? ¢y} - or
i i ticed a “*~photo op™™" foreign
: Mr. President, Senator Dole said the other day that. you pracf
(@) Leher policy that has lessened the credibility of the United States throughout the world. Is he
wrong about that? (VIII)

all the other questions formulate their topics by appeal to z}ccusatlons

f:n)::lzptt); (])Dro(lz ?1)1’(1 1a) [and (4b;l], Dole is not qnly the candidate whosez accusa‘tlor‘ls' a:re1 ‘;he

topics of the current question, he is also the initial responde.nt of Lehrfar s questlc;n, in (11c)
and (11d), the role of initial respondent to Dolef’s accusations is assigned tto C tlinton. §

In (11b), Clinton is asked to clarify a prior remark_ of his own. Unlike the remarks

of Dole’s quoted in (11a, ¢-d), Clinton’s quoted statement in (11b) typifies the electllcl)nrrat(?e

by describing a series of choices—formulated by means of st.ackec,l paralle 1; ic

clauses—without explicitly mentioning his opponent. Although Clinton’s remark has

V7 Note that, in all the examples in (11), Lehrer distinguishes the candida.tes’ prior sp:ech t::iom 111115
own by means of metapragmatic framing devices. In (11a) and (1.1b), the frame is t}le most 'e;l(f) ox;:te);
explicit device available in English, the ‘quote...unquote’ construction; here the framing material ofl:x.m:ﬁr s
the framed material as identical to the ‘original’ speech event. Ex:ampl'es (1' 1c)and ('1 1d) ?re cases o utx hre
report where the framing material does not stipulate .such identity in any kind o tr.al;.v;gare::ﬂs v \Zn
Nonetheless, even here, Lehrer differentiates the most significant phrases. in the fmmo.?d matenaa "(1)“'1 sovn
report frame—and from the rest of the reported speech—by means of pitch alternations, e.g. " lymng

(11¢) and “"*“photo op™"" in (11d).
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disparaging implications for Dole, it is not guotable as an accusation; its potential construal
as an accusation is, in fact, the topic of Lehrer’s yes-no question to Clinton himself,
Moreover, throughout the debate, Lehrer never asks Dole any questions which require him
to defend himself against accusations by Clinton.

Questions of both the first and the second type (i.e. about the ‘issues’, about prior
spe_ech.es) share a common feature: They are all questions which are motivated by events
which occurred before the debate began. They all have a pre-scripted quality in this sense.
Yet even in the pre-scripted question about “prior speech’, Dole’s prior speeches tend to set
the agenda for the current debate much more heavily than Clinton’s do.

Moreover, newspaper summaries of Lehrer’s questions explicitly describe these first
two types of questions well enough, even though they do not mention the relatively greater
effectiveness of Dole’s prior speeches in shaping the current debate:

(12)  ‘Most of the questions and answers tonight were based directly on key passages from the rivals’ ads
and s_peeches—an agenda that invited mini-debates on topics from school choice, drug policies
Medicare, taxes, campaign reform and- crime to Somalia, the Persian Gulf and the Middle Easti
Republican officials complained after the debate that PBS anchor Jim Lehrer, the moderator, had
not pressed Clinton on the administration’s ethics record, but Dole himself seemed reluctant t,o go
in this direction’ (WP, X/7:A1)

8.2. Dole’s voice in Lehrer’s questions

Some of Lehrer’s questions are of a distinct—third—type, however; the distinctive
character of this third type is not mentioned in any of the newspaper accounts. Lehrer
formulates the topic of this third type of question by appealing explicitly to utterances
p{'oduced within the debate itself. There is one case where a prior remark of Clinton’s is
dlrected.to Clinton (C/C) for clarification; one case, where a remark of Dole’s is topical in
a question to Dole (D/D). The other two logically possible cases show a marked
asymmetry: Only once is a remark of Clinton’s formulated as the topic of a question to
Dole (C/D); but there are five occasions when a remark of Dole’s becomes the topic of a
qgestion to Clinton (D/C). It should be clear that Dole’s remarks within the debate itself
(like his earlier speeches) set the agenda for Clinton’s responses much more heavily than
the other way around.

One example of this is Lehrer’s appeal, in episode Va, to an earlier remark (of
Dole’s) in formulating the question (to Clinton) which initiates the episode. Let us consider
Dqle’s earlier remark first. In episode IV, while describing his tax-cut proposal as a ‘six-
point package’, Dole describes ‘litigation reform’ as one of the ‘points’ covered by the
package. The remark about Clinton follows thereafter:

(13)Dole:  ..It's about litigation reform. Now that the president gets millions of dollars from the trial
lawyers, he probably doesn’t like this provision... (episode IV)

Dole’s remark is a thinly veiled accusation that Clinton is influenced by donations from '

Frial 'lawyers in making his decisions. It is an accusation of influence to the extent that it
1mp1}es a 'ca}lsal f:onnection between donations by trial lawyers and Clinton’s political
opinions; it is veiled by a temporal (‘Now that...”)—rather than explicitly causal—link
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between the two clauses, and by hedging (‘probably’) in the second clause. Lehrer alludes
to this remark in formulating his very next question.

(14) Lebrer: Mr. President uh, the senator mentioned trial lawyers and camp- that means campaign
financing. How do you personally avoid being unduly influenced by people who give you
money or give you services in your campaigns? (Va)

Dole utterance is not only reported in Lehrer’s utterance (‘the senator mentioned trial
lawyers”), it explicitly motivates the topic of Lehrer’s question to Clinton. After reporting
Dole’s remark, Lehrer glosses it himself (‘that means campaign financing’) and formulates
a question to Clinton on this very topic. Although Lehrer is the animator of the question,
Dole is the author of the reported material which motivates the question. Although Lehrer
is the overt agent who asks the question, Dole’s agency is translated through Lehrer’s
utterance in a pattern of ‘voiced agency’.

8.3. Additional examples of Dole’s voiced agency

A second example of Dole’s voiced agency may be found in the transition from episode Vb
to episode VI. In Vb, Lehrer re-directs the above question about campaign financing to
Dole; in answering this question, Dole alludes to Clinton’s prior drug use. Lehrer then asks
Clinton explicitly about drug use. Dole’s achievement is worth looking at in some detail.

In episode Vb, while responding to Lehrer’s prescribed topic (the campaign
financing issue), Dole shifts the topic twice: First to Clinton’s anti-smoking campaign, and
then to Clinton’s ‘selective memory’ about drug use. The first shift is achieved by means
of an explicit re-framing of the topic:

(15) Dole:  ...But I want to touch on this tobacco thing. I know the president’s been ...(0.6
) sec.)...puffing a lot on that. <gaze turns toward Clinton>... (Vb)

The word ‘puffing’ is foregrounded phonetically by the prosodic break before it. Although
the stem ‘puff-’ corresponds to at least three homonymous lexemes in English, its usage
here clearly identifies it as the transitive verb used to describe smoking; the criterial
contextual cue is the use of the word ‘tobacco’ in the preceding sentence. Secondly,
although the best contextual candidate for the antecedent of ‘that’ is “this tobacco thing’,
the gloss ‘the president’s been puffing a lot on [this tobacco thing]’ is odd by strict
lexicogrammatical criteria. Given this anomaly, the utterance calls attention to itself as
defective in some way, permitting no clear literal interpretation. Third, in the context of
smoking, the lexeme ‘puff’ implies ‘not inhale’, thus bringing into play one of the most
widely quoted and controversial of Clinton’s denials during his presidential career (‘I didn’t
inhale’; Clinton’s claim about his own marijuana usage during his years as an Oxford
student ); finally, the perfect progressive aspect in ‘the president [hals been puffing’ implies
that Clinton has continued to ‘puff’ right up to the present. Five sentences later, Dole
performs the second topic shift, shifting the topic from “this tobacco thing’ to ‘drugs’. The
new referential topic fits neatly with his earlier predicational allusion (.. ‘puffing’):
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(16) Dole:  ...What about drugs that have increased uh uh double in-
up 141 percent- or, marijuana. Cocaine up
turns to Clinton, and stays there>
doesn’t work that way,

in the last 44 months? Cocaine’s
166 percent. I mean, it seems to me that <gaze
you have a selective memory. And a- m- y’know mine
so I just want to try to correct it as we go along. (Vb)

Since Clinton has said nothing about drugs so far, Dole’s use of drug statistics to motivate
his claim that ‘[Clinton] ha[s] a selective memory’, seems to be something of a non-

sequitur, at least at the level of denotational text. At the level of tropic allusion, however,

the link between Clinton and drug use has already been motivated, to a degree, by Dole’s
prior assertion. In introducing the ex;

plicit discussion of drugs in (16), Dole uses the
metapragmatic frame ‘I mean...”, thus formulating his subsequent utterances as an explicit

metapragmatic gloss on his previous utterances, The gloss, “...you have a selective
memory’, is produced in highly explicit direct address to Clinton. Now, ‘[Clinton’s]
selective memory’ is itself a fairly direct allusion to a charge which has been made several
times against Clinton (by Dole, by the press, etc.) in public di
involving drugs (and sex). Like descriptions of ‘[Clinton’s] pu
‘[Clinton’s] selective memory’ invoke drug use by stereotypic allus
predicated of Clinton, thus converging referentially; both allusions overlap in the events
to which they allude (i.e. drug use), thus motivating each other predicationally. Two
properties of the trope linking Clinton and drug use are worth noting: (2) Dole has nowhere
produced a segmentable ( ‘quotable’) sentence linking Clinton with drugs; (b) Dole has not
made the nature of the link denotationally explicit. The non-congruence between explicit
denotation and implicit allusion is precisely what yields the tropic effect.

One measure of the effectiveness of the trope is that Lehrer formulates his next

explicit question by appeal to it; yet properties (a) and (b) become problems for Lehrer,
forcing two repairs within his own question.

ffing’, descriptions of
ion. Both allusions are

(17) Lehrer:  Mr. President uh, the senator mentioned drugs. He’s said-

are- ...(1 sec.)... you bear some responsibility for the ri
United States. Is he right? (VD)

he’s suggested in the past that you
se in drug use of teenagers in the

Since Dole’s attempt to link Clinton with drug use is not segmentable as a sentence-
proposition from any of Dole’s preceding utterances, the initial matrix clause ‘He’s said’
(with Proposition-reporting matrix verb, ‘say’) quickly gives way to ‘he suggested in the
past’ (with a verb used more easily to report allusions, ‘suggest’, and a vague reference to
past time). Secondly, since Dole has not established any clear relationship between Clinton
and rising drug use, Lehrer’s next segment, ‘you are—’, immediately gives way to ‘you
bear some responsibility for...”. At the same time, in asking Clinton this question, Lehrer
has converted Dole’s allusions into the denotationally explicit formulation that ‘[Clinton]
bear[s] some responsibility for the rise in drug use of teenagers in the United States’, a
proposition which Dole nowhere asserts within the debate, but which now forms the
content of Lehrer’s yes-no question to Clinton,

A third case where Dole’s utterances motivate Lehrer’s questions to Clinton
involves the transition from episode XX to XXI. In episode XX, Dole concludes his turn
as initial respondent with the summary statement in (18a); after Clinton’s response, and
Dole’s rebuttal, Lehrer’s next question, formulating the topic of episode XXI, is (18b):

scussion of scandal(s)
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(18)

i i d
) Dol People will tell you who served with Bob Dole that, agree or disagree, he kept his wor
(a ole: ...

That’s what this race is all about. (XX) - i oloction s about
i Senator Dole’s point that- tha
(b) Lehrer: Mr. President, what do you saB' to Se

keeping one’s word™="? XX

le’s utterance, ‘[Dole] kept his word’ is generalized i'n Lehrer’s 'utt'er.agce ,t;)) alfdel‘)’ler;lg)
]ojrfe?s f:vord’- the ’gencralization is formulated by changf:stm tiror;zin:r(t}:;polli‘ N eenine
i : i rted as Dole’s ‘point’; the s .
inflection (past: Gerund), and is repo oL the Slower terie>
’ =00 § hrer’s question foregrounds the refo : : .
one’s Wzrfourtgch;:e occu?s in episode XVIL In respondlr'lg. to a question a:out )kﬁ 1()):;‘;:
lier accusation—that Clinton’s cabinet is filled with ehtlst; g.s;:e (11 l,a?r;e;):f:liberals’
i i inton’ inet consists of ‘liberals’. s
. topic, namely that Clinton’s cgbmq ‘ ¢ libarels’
mtrl()d'ucelsi:snfi‘::n’tp‘lmow the hard knocks in life’ (implying, therefo're, that t}t;nelr ;;Ef)r:of
i[:gl:lrgr‘)eliti’sm’ are related). Clinton himself responds bi eq?;yo(;:z‘i)t;né lci):tone ;1Sufonowed
i i i initiated by Dole and ratifie ,
is ‘liberal’-ism. This developmer‘xt, ini . : )
{)11; L;hrer formulating the following as the topic for episode XVIIL:

' i iti ilosophy.
(19) Lehrer: Mr. President, if you're nota liberal...(2 sec.)...describe your political philosophy
ehrer: .

The fifth case is again highly similar. In episode IX, Dole usez ;;eag]c::sslféln ;il'

Lehrer’s question [about the criteria Dole would use to send US troops oad] to auneh
: attack Clinton’s troop deployments. Dole’s final topic 'segrpent egins N

b att'ac}; " tion, followed by an answer: ‘Here we have Cu‘t_>a, 90 miles from our s 'odres;
et it v (= :10ne‘7 We passed a law that gave people a nght'to sue, and the prei?l ten
and what ha}vefw ix mc;nths.’ In continuing, Dole switches to dl.rect addreiss to Clin on(i
POStl?Oﬂed . 0:1 s'ce' ¢And it seemed to me if you want to send a signal, you’ve got 'to sen
Off?ﬂng jvig v'ld 't The sooner, the better off we’ll be, if you put tougher §anct10ns on
e iy ton :lr(l .it easier for ’him’. The very next utterance, preserving direct ac?dress
CaSt:l’ ::t:;s:lr:onteent from Dole’s utterance to Clinton, is Lehrer’s question to Clinton.
as wi

This question formulates the topic for episode X:
d?
(20) Lehrer: Mr. President, what is your attitude toward Cuba and how Cuba should be treate

As opposed to these five cases, there is only ’one occasion ;r}}:zre;sLte}}lléerre:n ?;llzez;
to a remark of Clinton’s sets the agenda for .Dole s Tesponses. K 11 s the rematie o
inton’s which is quoted by Lehrer in formulating the qgesthn to dole fg) el éases
Clmton sV ted in (3a) above. Yet this single C/D case 1s quite unlike the :ve s
1?:;121§'ec;isszgs‘:ed Although Clinton’s remark does set the ag;:n'da f;)r 1‘)\?\}: :I reeiy;ct)tr:e; ;f
y in the i i i i : The remark itself— .
o than wo o ﬂ;'zé;mg:.rdsl T;é)’liri? :)rf: ;i(l)lcil:h glinton had formulated in his opening
ot s V":esreeakin;,, turns earlier; it is also one which Clinton had used‘many tmll.es
?ta@ﬂent, c‘ga}il pspee:ches. Lehrer’s appeal to it has some of the: same pre-scripted ((:lil'atlti
:; Il’xio;;;zftogtnhe pre-debate quotes in (11) abovg. Moreﬁv;a(r},)llilkdilt;mﬁ:g ril'roDr:)llc 1Ir)1 ool "
i in (3a) does not e . - D
itillei'}atl’:r)e 1:2:2;23 3::; Zfﬁl-:t?ltu(;:?;(x)xl h(e rﬁ)asponds; he succeeds, in fact, in reversing
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i i i localizable (i.e. patterned across severa

jotic devices which are much less ble :

forne) o (c)lf\:/;?éfzcc)nt:in many non-referring elements. Similarly, the newspfpei'aaicrcs)}l?o

:;tmri?u?::ls the remark that ‘[Clinton] had done little to iufib d;‘gf;us; :n:::kgese tWog o

) i a .

Dole never says this, as I have note . wo tropie

Dole. Asitllr?cl)lt}:d in (15) and (16) above—which Lehrer converts 'mtol ;k;i?(;ah‘z[gii s

Zgzzltzgonally explicit (and, now, easily ‘reportable’f) proposm(;;l :}r:e(United. S,t o)

ibility for the rise in drug use o teer}agers :

o som:f f:ﬁ:e??;bl;gazs a more transparent relationship to the newspaper quote in (21)

u}:tefa:;fe utterance produced by Dole himself wit.hm the d'ebate. e which Dole has

. }I’ both cases, therefore, the newspaper is reporting on ¢ .a:.rg O D

¢ thoreg’ but wher; Dole’s authorship is mediated by Lehrer’s utter. .
au

iti i i licit
do describe Clinton, of course; but, in addition to their denotationally exp
utterances s _

g
COnteIlt, DOle s uttelances llIlplelnent addltlonal lIldCchal effects Whlch lmpl y S()“[etl 1111

s [ 2 - on
about Clinton. This ‘surplus’ depends upon a non-congru e o piposes of

i i ions are highly non- :
and indexical allusion. AT T8 aj’:::;zr:able on%e they are decontextualized from the

; ts which are n : ' j
consu'ltl:l,ltftrlaex};:izfvf/ficsh they are'produced. Dole’s tropic allusions about Clinton become
co-textual

i ¢ denotationally segmentable in
s Lehfel;s tﬁz:r]l:fys;;)gl;tea;(lizsjvittl;guih:gp:; to any other feature of context.
e a1 :]tls1 go not describe the patter of ‘voiced agency’; but they presl.lpposz
The' bt repodescrip’tions——which are, in fact, co-constrgcted by ]?o e aﬁ !
Lo am}iullcm%o Dole. To this extent, the trope of Dqle’s ‘vmged agencyhls qu
I(::Il::;ru:;l‘; ‘te)yythese repé>rters, even though it is not explicitly described, as such.

the tables on Clinton immediately—as the audience’s laughter in (3a) indicates—scoring
what is perhaps his greatest rhetorical success in the debate.

The five cases where Dole’s remarks set the agenda for Clinton are quite different.
On all of these occasions, Dole formulates explicit descriptions of Clinton; and, in all of
these cases, Lehrer appeals to these descriptions—and, in (19), to Clinton’s contrastive
responses to them as well—in formulating his very next question to Clinton. Dole uses a
number of devices, such as explicit accusations of wrong doing (e.g. the claim about ‘“trial
lawyers’ in (13), quoted by Lehrer in (14)), tropic allusions to past misconduct (in (15)-
(16), made explicit by Lehrer in (17)), ‘rhetorical’ questions (as in the ‘Cuba’ example
above) which motivate Lehrer’s ‘official’ questions (in (20)), and so on.

When Lehrer asks Clinton questions of this—third—type, neither the overtly
segmentable form of the questions, nor their pragmatic effects have the ‘pre-scripted’
character of questions of the first and second type. They are all cases where the form and
content of Lehrer’s questions to Clinton are influenced by immediately preceding remarks
of Dole’s. In influencing Lehrer in this way, of course, Dole succeeds in manipulating the

sanctioned metapragmatic rules of the debate rules which stipulate that he cannot ask
questions of Clinton.

8.4. Newspaper coverage

Unlike the pre-scripted questions (e.g. (10) and (11)), which are explicitly described in
newspaper accounts (e.g. (12)), the questions of this third type are not explicitly described
as such. In particular, the pattern of voiced agency which I have described goes
unremarked. Several accounts do pick up on the more localized—i.e. tum , h
internal—features of Dole remarks, as in the following example: 9. mplicit breaches: M etapragmatic-pragmatic incongruity in Dole’s speec
(21)  “Trailing in statewide and national polls, Mr. Dole was on the offensive throughout the 90-minute
program in Hartford, occasionally displaying a sharp edge, frequently flashing a dry wit and
needling Mr, Clinton by calling him g libera} elitist who had dore litfle to curb drug-use among

teenagers and whose policies would saddle Americans with higher taxes’ (NYT, X/7: Al; my
emphases)

. . 0 . 0 f
i i i tion, the interactional effectlveness_ _
discussed in the previous section, ' ness o
In th? cases | ::: zonsists in the fact that his utterances s'ucc?essfl(luy 1mplé1ir.1rel;1; r:n’?hese
o ut;22§ions—wiﬁcations whose indexical focus 1s, in partlculmi,e ¢ “1, here.D()le,s
oﬁira-ntzzs work to Dole’s advantage in these cases. I now turn hto e;a}:l?clil ety o
utterances implement implicit typifications (of both self;1 anq ot(;;_r)_ e maa by fhe
Dol f this in j
[ i an example o
himself, We have already seen N
]r?:\:::paper report in (8)—but there are several other examples as we

Most of the utterances of Dole’s that I have cited above are good examples of ‘needling Mr.
Clinton’. It is worth noting, however, that Dole nowhere uzters the words ‘elitist’ or ‘liberal
elitist” within the debate—Iet alone uses them to describe Clinton. Dole does call Clinton
a ‘liberal’, and does so several times during the debate. Moreover, Dole has called Clinton
an ‘elitist’ in the past, but this charge was formulated originally in Dole’s speech at the
Republican Convention. It is Lehrer who introduces the issue of ‘elitism’ into the
debate—in question (1 la)—explicitly quoting Dole’s prior speech in doing so. Once Lehrer
has introduced the issue of “elitism’ in question (11a), Dole proceeds to call Clinton a
‘liberal’ in responding to this question. It is perfectly accurate to say that Dole is the author
of the charge that Clinton is “a liberal elitist’; but Dole’s authorship is mediated by Lehrer’s
(re-)animation of Dole’s prior speeches.

Notice, then, that the newspaper report in (21) presupposes the pattern of “voiced
agency’ in reporting its effects, but does not describe the pattern itself. Secondly, in
reporting the effects of Dole’s voiced agency, the newspaper account selects only locally
segmentable and unavoidably referring pieces (i.e. the words ‘liberal’ and ‘elitist’) from

9.1. Internally inconsistent denials

Dole produces utterances which describe the pragmatic effect:
' first person pronoun:
i tly. These utterances have ,
i rances—but do so incorrec . \ _ o
o h‘sammownaltlit(t::l subjects, and negated verba dicendi as predlc'ates. In gzsaen z:: s Dole’s
tten ces formulate explicit metapragmatic des:cnptlons qf his qv&;n ‘i eran th,e b o
uttell-?n't descriptions—which are always denials—are inconsisten
explici

i i ces' . . e . .
pragmatllr(: ;ffzzzgig:nuzég;nDole immediately spots the infelicity and attempts a repair
© s

On a number of occasions,
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(22) Dole: -..I'm not some extremist out here. I care about people. I have my own little foundation

that’s raised about 10 million dollars for the disabled. Idon’t ““~advertise it"*- just did,

haven’t before. And I try to do a lot of things that I think might be helpful to people...
xv)

Simply by virtue of the fact that he is describing his charitable deeds before millions
ofviewers, Dole is implicitly ‘advertising’ them—even in the narrow sense of television
advertisement. In this setting, mere description counts implicitly as ‘advertising’. Even if
Dole’s claim (‘I don’t advertise it’) is otherwise true (e.g., in its habitual sense), its current
pragmatic context makes it untrue here.

Several cases of Dole’s metapragmatic-pragmatic inconsistency involve Clinton as
well, whether through explicit denotation or by stereotypic allusion. In these cases, these
utterances are not just self-inconsistent, they have disparaging implications for Clinton.

The example in (23) exhibits this pattern in a case of stereotypic allusion. Dole’s

utterance occurs in his final ‘rebuttal’ turn in episode XIXa; the official topic is ‘personal
differences’.

(23) Dole: ~AAnd getting back to personal differences. I- I don’t- you know- I think- if Jim, if you’re

a little more specific. But I- I think the president c- could clarify one thing tonight and -
that’s the question of pardons...(2 sec.)... ] know you talked about it on the Jim- the Jim
Lehrer- on the PBS show. And I’ve never discussed Whitewater, <gaze turns to Clinton>
as I've told you personally. I'm not discussing Whitewater now. But I am discussing a

power the president has to grant pardons. And, hopefully, in the next segment you
could...(1 sec.)...lay that to rest. (XIXa)

Here, the denotational incongruity of the formulation ‘I’m not discussing [...] now’ frames
the mention of “Whitewater’. Hence, although Dole claims at the end of episode XIXa that
he is really discussing the ‘power the president has to grant pardons’, his mention of
‘Whitewater’ alludes to Clinton's involvement in illegal activities. This is a point which
Clinton explicitly addresses in his first turn as ‘initial respondent’ of episode XIXb. This
is a tropic departure from the official rules of the debate in the following sense: Clinton is
not supposed to answer Dole’s questions, but he does.

9.2. Lamination of tropes: Inconsistent denials in the service of voiced agency

Clinton’s response to Dole’s achievement in episode XIXa is mediated by the question
which Lehrer uses to assign the role of “initial respondent’ to Clinton in XIXb. This is the

most peculiar question in the debate, though its peculiarity is not evident from its surface
form. Here is Lehrer’s question:

(24) Lehrer: Mr. President? (XIXb)

Lehrer’s question (which is supposed to introduce an explicit topic for Clinton’s comment)
is identical in form to his ‘transitional questions’ (see note 10), and has the (near) zero
denotational content typical of them. Episode XIXb is unique in the debate in that the
question which initiates it is, in fact, a type of question which Lehrer uses elsewhere only
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to re-allocate turns within episodes. (Indeed, XIXb is isolable as a separ.ate fp'lszﬁe I;ng
by the criterion that the “initial respondent’ is rotated aciross episodes: Dole 1s the
. : in in XX)'.
i XIXa, Clinton in XIXb, and Dole again in
eplSOdeLehrer’é question in (24), ‘Mr. President?’, may well be an atterpp.t bl); Ltehg(r)lt:
pose his own earlier question about ‘personal differences’ [addresslcjd hcrmgn?at y tic:) D aré
' i i ; er’s inten
i i _directed form to Clinton [in XIXb]; however, Le ‘
episode XIXa] in a re-direc ! ( o L e question
! i Clinton actually answers 1s, in any X ‘
far’ from clear. The question which . ; e e whosidont
i d in (23): ‘I am discussing a powe!
about pardons which Dole has posed Do . The
fully in the next segment you could...iay tha h
has to grant pardons. And, hopefully t se ul atorest e
i i “initial respondent’ in answernng a q
hat Clinton uses up one of his turns as “int ' ,
gzcr::ntula;ted explicitly by Dole here indicates a much more p(iwerfu_.l 1ns(;$§tr:ioc;f' i]I)lo(l2e4§
i : Lehrer’s intervening
‘yoi ency’ than any of the preceding cases: . : .
vm'zfx(elsati a z}e,ro making no additional contnbutlon——n_o sem?ntlc refc:gr}ql:itlon of t((i)g:l:’,
Kinll)ragmatic soﬂ:aning of Dole’s allusions—in formulating Clinton as “initial respon
! st for clarification. ' o '
N DOIeél?ﬁ?:rf’s-’;nswer{s: reproduced in (25), with two initial sentences ‘omltted. ;l.“he
' i ’ on
omitted sentences refer to Clinton’s recent contact with Senator D’ Amato in connecty

with the Whitewater issue.

. e ht
. i t this pardon issue. This is an issue they broug.
(25) Clinton: e e “glat Itlre:?sli::: :iyc?):?deraﬁ:n of it, no discussion of it. I'1l tell you this:
. Thi- It’s under- ther : ; i
‘quvill not give anyone special treatment, and i:_lw_ll_l §tr191thlx g_dig;; ﬁ g‘};li iﬁ%e ?2}1 t};ztlh (1:;
i 1 knéw in the past.
t resident has done, as far as knéw ., wha e ofher
;vr}:s‘idz::sr{m?/e done, this is something I take -seriously™", and that’s ""“my position

(XIXb)

Clinton’s response is marked by two instances of infelicity a;xd r;:;:lz:ir, verydrir:yll'xtl:;
esidency,
i debate; he appeals first to the mantle ot the presict ‘
S e oo is apr ibing the issue as something which he—in
i imself from this appeal, describing the 1ss ‘ e—in
glai??ﬁfai‘—tf::;:s ‘seriously’, re-framing his remarks, utterance—f?lrﬁlly,tas. lelftposit;ggn,t
igher pitch than the surrounding material. it 1s €
th of these phrases are marked by hlg. : | '
lkjlzrc fc)hat Clir?ton feels the pressure, quite keenly, of Dole’s tropic achievement.

9.3. Dole’s inconsistent denials and their reception

I IC[llIIl oW o the 1ssue Of rnetaplagnlatIC'pIa atlc 1nccng1 ulty m DOle’S Speech. In the
el gm

that Clinton is unsure about his own policies.

*ve advocated, Mr. President.
: , you take a look at all the programs you ve a X . :
(26) pole: :i:llxaxrr:lia;logdness we had a Republican Congress there. »The first thing you did when

18 Episode XIXDb is also the most internally disrupted episode in the dell'.)ajtf. Itegzgi ?:}re(;h:) ]f:O;l}I,
ted in (2), but this structure is fragmented byfhe la.ck of, an explicit qu of. 3&)]- ,an A

Paft sm:cmealllc?n t of t,um during Dole’s ‘rebuttal” [cf. (2.iii); Clinton’s utterance 1s shf)wn in ( : 31
S}l'nl‘;zllle?ssg;eakhgxgozut of turn during Clinton’s ‘response’ [cf. (2.iv); Dole’s utterances 1s shown in (31)].
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you came into office™” was send up a stimulus package. Said: “We've got a little pork
Wwe want to scatter around America, 16 billion dolfars.” And even some in your éwn
party couldn’t buy that. I remember talking ((t’you)) by the telephone. I’m not even

certain y6u were too excited about it. I won’t- Inever- repeat what I've talked to the
president about, but-. In any event, we saved the taxpayers 16 billion dollars... (XVII)

So, after describing the lack of support by other Democrats, Dole has mentioned here a
telephone conversation with Clinton, and then added: ‘T’'m not even certain yéu were too
excited about it’. In effect, Dole has explicitly described Clinton as unenthusiastic about
his own ‘stimulus package’ during their phone conversation. In this context, the
metapragmatic typification of Clinton’s lack of enthusiasm has a clear pragmatic
entailment: Clinton’s proposals not only lack the support of other Democrats, they lack
even his own support. The subsequent self-typification ‘I won’t- I never- repeat what I’ve
talked to the president about...” is markedly at odds with what Dole has just done. The
incongruity is evident, even though it is not legally consequential: Dole has not described
the denotational content of his conversation with Clinton. Yet, he has described its
pragmatics, and this description is disparaging towards Clinton.

The example in (27) is like the case in (24); here, the metapragmatic-pragmaﬁc
inconsistency in Dole’s utterances forces a response from Clinton.

(27) Dole: ...You had a surgeon- or- before General McCaffrey, you had a lady who said we ought

to consider “*legalizing™" drugs. Is that the kind of leadership
comment on other things that have happened..
past about drugs... (VI)

we need? And [ won’t
-(0.5 sec.)...in your administration or yéur

Here, Dole claims that he ‘won’t comment on’ certain ‘things that have happened...about
drugs’. Of course, in doing so, Dole has commented that such things have happened; and
he has described such ‘things’ in sufficiently explicit other-typifying detail (ie.
administration or yéur past’) that Clinton is forced, in
offer the following explanation:

‘in your
his immediately following turn, to

(28) Clinton:  ...But let me remind you that my family has suffered from drug abuse. I know what it’s

like to see somebody you love nearly lose their lives, and I hate drugs, Senator. We need
to do this together, and we can. (VI)

Once again, Dole’s metapragmatic allusions are highly effective as interactional tropes. By
alluding to Clinton’s links with drugs, Dole forces Clinton to describe such links.
Although all four of Dole’s utterances discussed above (ie. (22), (23), (26) and
(27)) are cases of metapragmatic-pragmatic infelicity, the cases in (23) (“Whitewater’) and
(27) (*drugs’) differ from the other two cases in an important respect: Dole’s allusions in
(23) and (27) force Clinton to respond with explicit descriptions of himself (‘1 will strictly
adhere to the law’, etc., in (25), and ‘my family has suffered from drug abuse’ in (28),
respectively). In these cases, Dole’s implicit allusions are converted into denotationally

explicit formulations by Clinton himself: here, Lehrer plays no internuncial role.

This difference of denotational transparency correlates with differences in
newspaper reportage: The cases in (22) and (26) are not reported in any of the national
papers; on the other hand, the ‘Whitewater’ and ‘drugs’ cases in (23) and (27) are reported
by several newspapers.Of course, we might say that the cases in (23) and (27) are the more
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)

1 and the two cases
11. But a clear distinction between the two cases which are reported
as well.

i ici of ‘of one candidate
i e denotationally explicit cases > candid
which are ot s B e el veiled qualities of the tropes which initiate

. > ite the implicit and . hich are
attack}[ﬁg t?vn Ott:;cu.all)gzsélopments which are, in fact, reported are Julsti :::rf;::e\ft(‘;s ~orose
them, the two e ioti k done by severa '

: by the semiotic wWor . . t
made denotg’t; m(lgg)y Z)Icf:ill‘(:;tS)—}EM)-(ZS)); and, in both cases, t;le'lr d(ezr:;o)taéosr)l;ﬂ poin
beco (Cfi ( al% segm, entable in the utterances of th.e one at,taclée‘ (1.e;, cas; s of (23) and
becomeslno((:29)yl list some of the reports of the ¢ Wh1t<13w?.ter( aI:n etdximuegs rorics. in different

? : i tion (SO >
orts describe the tropic formula 3 . tropic effect,
(27). Some of these ;:‘\)yspap er page, cf. (29¢) and (29d)); some describe t:g 0mpt oo
stonfsgor)l thedszzr:e do all of these things at once, drawing political lesson:
e.g. (29e); an

e.g. (299).
i ’ jon Mr, Clinton’s own
@) le soon became personal, notably when he said he wTou;?/r; ;3 r’x;)entlon T
() Mr. ]?o € S\:ith drugs. (Does that count as 2 mention?) (NY , ou.thﬁﬂ rug use, which e ic
ege?e]nce'd he would not bring up any issue of the president’s y
N e is policy of not raising
(E:I’)r,lx]n:i:aeilkt%zgahitewater issue while saying he would adhere to his policy
(c) ‘[Dole] r

4 : o i e to
Whitewater’ (NYT, X/T: Pégresident with quick, sharp critiques, the closest Mr. Clinton cam¢

: i Whitewater,
‘ . Dole peppel‘ed th il ing he Would not bnng up ;
(d) As Mr. AL hen Mr. Dole, while saying o s far in
chasinﬁ a goad}l;rgal?;iﬁag“:v?:t;irw' Clinton might pardon some of, those convicted thu .
ught it up " R . . .
s?t);itgewater-rclated frials " AIkmsasW%ZwT;t)::Zei?state matter, and did not mention ot(liler§ at
© “Dole mads tho brief;n;i?%n;: il?::w was to ask why Clinton would gul;l)icly consider pardoning
c . : 9 -.
an.;g;::ﬁiml with whorn fie had busmes;dzlmgf)d(efastx’ I\)jl/r Dole at first demurred and
ac e e m . Mr. ;
i i i s “personal” issucs by : i ns. “I’ve never
® ‘Gweln op ?;::;(gtzot:;?fhal?—hemed e queSth]‘; OfIWhltti?:::ﬁilf; ‘::;Idons ” he said
than loope : ) i ing Whitewater now. But 1 am s heloed
o Wm;z:vit;irx;t'iﬁ?fotth:l;i‘:; Bgy referring to the scandals so vaguely, he probably help
before letting Mr. .

1 1 1 1 . . . 10.’ X/7
he P id 1 T 1 1 . . (NYT
A16, Op. Ed.)

10. Repossessing the other’s words

( ) er O occasions. eac}l car ldldate atte]npts to IepOSSCSS ﬂle OtheI S ut[elances
n a nul'nb f 1 > y

p

in (23)-29) described S6915 {luded to Clinton’s involvement in Whitewater and

i has a d a turn
Recall that, in (23), Do‘le ; linton; in (24), Lehrer has allocate :
asked for a clarification about pardons’ fom ©7 ciing in (25), Clinton has appealed to

: irecti *s request to him; in respon - . lating his
to Clintos, dlregm%'cl-,)sioé:ncy qthen distanced himself from thlS: apPeal 11; fﬁfnn:si’olliwsz
e manﬂ_:iOf,toi Ir:ardons A,ﬁer this sequence, Dole responds in his nex

own ‘position .
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(30) Dole: But it seerns to me the president shouldn’t have any comment at all. Particularly where it’s
someone where you've had bealit- business dealings, I mean you may be sending a signal.

I don’t know. I'm not questioning anybody. But as the president of the United States, when
somebody asks you about pardons, you say: ‘No comment.’ Period. And I think he, made
2 mistake. And I think uh when you make a mistake, you say: ‘I made a mistake.” But-
apparently his position hasn’t changed... (XIXb)

Here. Dole criticizes Clinton’s remarks, proposing that an appropriate response by the
‘president of the United States’ (to a question like the one which Dole himself has raised)
should be ‘No comment’. Dole is now describing how Clinton should speak. Dole then
dgscribes Clinton’s actual response as a ‘mistake’, spelling out the actual sentence which
Clinton should use in admitting the mistake. After some intervening material—including
the exchange in (3d) above—Lehrer re-directs to Clinton, thus giving Clinton an

opportunity to respond to Dole in the final official turn of episode XIXb; Dole’s subsequent
remark is an out-of-turn utterance. '

(31)  Lehrer: Mr. President, 30 seconds

Clinton: No comment. ’ [loud laughter, then

applause

Dole:  What’s the subject matter? {mild laughter}

Clinton’s two-word response, ‘No comment’, reproduces the very words which Dole has
Personiﬁed as appropriate to ‘the president’. In uttering these two words here, Clinton fully
inhabits the presidential persona which Dole has linked with these words, using it
effectively against Dole himself: The audience’s laughter and applause is loud and
prolonged. In this context, Dole’s utterance in (31) appears rather defensive; it lacks all of
the characteristic features of his out-of-turn utterances elsewhere in the debate (cf. (4)ff).
Although the ‘official’ topic of the episode may well be ‘personal differences’ between the
two candidates, Clinton’s remark—which nowhere describes Dole—appears to have the
tropic effect that its ‘subject matter’ is, now, Dole. ‘

11. Co(n)textual superposition and the construal of action

To interpret a pragmatic act is, by definition, to formulate a metapragmatic judgment about
its cp(n)textualized effects. Recognizably tropic acts are special only in the sense that they
motivate more than one metapragmatic judgment. This kind of fractionation of pragmatic
effects poses a fundamental challenge to some of our most cherished folk-theories about
I@guage and action. The hardest hit, perhaps, is the folk-theory that pragmatic events are
¥1ke W(?rds; that they have a unitary ‘meaning’; that their meaning effects conventionally
inhere in them. The possibility of tropes suggests that the interpretation of action works in
an altogether different way: That the conventional properties of semiotic devices are
1nvqkefi concurrently when these devices co-occur as text; that the effects of particular
semiotic devices project emergent frameworks for construing the effects of others; that the
Interpretation of an act depends upon the co(n)textual superposition of inde,pendent,
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concurrently unfolding, pragmatic effects.

Even ‘ordinary’ utterance-acts—ones which are not recognizably tropic—call
attention to the importance of co(n)textual superposition: When an ‘ordinary’ utterance is
deco(n)textualized—whether for purposes of everyday construal, or for pragmatic
analysis—some of its pragmatic ‘meaning’ appears inevitably to evaporate.

But recognizably tropic utterances do differ from seemingly ‘ordinary’ utterances
in one important respect. The felt peculiarity of ‘tropic’ utterances draws our attention to
the occasion of its performance in a special way, requiring us to process the co(n)textually
superposed effects which are unfolding concurrently, and to process themwhile the
utterances are still in play. Or, this is what we do, at least, when we are successful in
proceeding from the recognition of a tropic formulation to its contextually appropriate
construal. To recognize a ‘tropic formulation’ is to recognize that a given utterance-event
brings into play co(n)textually significant effects which are distinguishable from each other
precisely because they are inconsistent, or non-congruent, with each other'. The construal
of the trope requires us to reject some of these effects, while maximizing the degree of
congruence establishable for the rest.

In the preceding discussion, I have discussed numerous cases of tropic
inconsistency where inconsistent effects are ranked in native metapragmatic judgments as
follows: Denotationally explicit effects are more consistently reported in native speaker
testimony than are implicit effects. In the present section, I want to review some of these
cases from the point of view of the question of co(n)textual superposition. I focus only on
two issues here: (i) the identifiability of the origo (or source) vs. the focus (or target) of
aggression; (ii) the role of explicit description vs. implicit text strugture in the identification
of origo and focus.

I consider, first, two cases—(3a) and (5)—here Clinton produces self-typifying
statements. In the first case, Clinton’s self-typifications count co(n)textually as self-
defensive acts, locating him as the focus of aggression; in the second case, Clinton’s self-
typification have other-coercive effects. In (3a), Clinton’s self-typifying statement (‘I agree
with that. That’s right’) occurs under the following co(n)textual gonditions, as we noted
above: Clinton has just been the topic of Dole’s description (‘Well, hé’s better off than he
was four years ago’), one which is disparaging towards Clinton; and, members of the
audience laugh at Dole’s remark, and continue to laugh during Clinton’s response. These
cues jointly motivate a superimposed construal: Dole is on the attack, Clinton is on the
defensive. Moreover, Dole’s utterance is reportable as aggressive because its disparaging
content is denotationally explicit to a high degree. Under these conditions, Clinton’s self-
description is recognizable as an instance of self-defensive behavior, whatever else it may
also be an instance of. '

19 All “‘deviationist’ theories of metaphor misconstrue the nature of this internal fractionation (of
concurrent sermiotic effects) in favor of the idea that the utterance-act itself, as a whole, ‘deviates’ from some
external standard. Yet utterance-transcendant standards, such as the Gricean maxims (see note 3 above), are
not manifest in the data. Indeed the relevance of the Gricean maxims to the data of tropes is precisely that
the data is a deviation from them, or that the maxims are ‘violated’ in it. Such maxims therefore have the
ironic fate that they must, by stipulation, be universal, but that they do their greatest ‘explanatory’ work
precisely when they are not manifest in the data! There is no sense in trying to ‘disprove’ this approach, since
nothing can really count as empirical evidence against it. Yet a better attention to the data of utterances might
yet afford us a cure.
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In (5), Clinton offers several self-typifications (‘I want to begin...’, ‘I respect...”, ‘I
will try..’; etc.) which describe his own actions; however, his self-descriptions have
implications for Dole, who is his interlocutor in “this debate’ (see (6)F.). In press coverage,
Clinton’s utterance is reported explicitly as a ‘compliment’ and as ‘a statement of “respect”
for Dole’, even though the press report describes its implicit coercive effects as well:
‘...Dole did not offer a return compliment, but he treated the “character issue,” which many
Republicans regard as Clinton’s greatest vulnerability, with great circumspection’
(X/7/96:A1). To the native speaker who offers this description (i.e. the journalist), Clinton
appears effectively to have coerced Dole into behaving in a certain way; yet Clinton is
identified as the origo of a compliment, not of any act of aggression. Indeed, Clinton is not
straightforwardly reportable as aggressor simply because the effectiveness of the trope
depends upon implicit textual patterning; no denotational segment of the text structure in
(5) implements any disparaging descriptions of Dole.

Let us consider a second issue, the issue of text structure in general, and of
parallelism in particular. Like Clinton’s speech, Dole’s speech is often marked by
parallelism, but the parallelistic trope which he employs most frequently is the one termed
‘antithesis’ in traditional rhetoric. The trope consists of a layered series of denotational
contrasts. In (7), for example, Dole’s utterance implements contrasts between subject nouns
(‘T’: “You’), time reference (present : Past ), reported addressee (‘you’: “President Bush?),
and address forms (‘Mr. President’: ‘[not] that’); moreover, the. first (self-typifying)
proposition of the antithesis frames the second (other-typifying) proposition as disparaging
towards Clinton (‘[Dole] will address [Clinton] as Mr. President. [Clinton] didn’t do that
with [Bush] in 1992.”). A second token of this trope—which I have discussed in (9)ff.
above—embeds this denotationally transparent antithesis in a larger textual frame which
motivates a series of stacked antitheses: (1) Dole respects Clinton, Clinton disrespects Bush;
(i) Dole respects the presidency, Clinton does not; (iii) Dole “keeps his word’, Clinton does
not; (iv) Dole’s campaign is based on ‘trust’, Clinton’s on ‘fear’. The first and the fourth
of these antitheses are denotationally transparent in Dole’s utterances, as I have noted
above. The textually cumulative effect is reported as involving ‘harshness’; yet Dole’s
description of his respectful address to Clinton mitigates the harshness in a way transparent
to the native speaker who formulates the following report: “That was why [Dole] was so
careful to keep harshness to a minimum and to. remind Clinton he was referring to him as
“Mr. President,” something he said Clinton had not done with George Bush four years
ago—although he [=Dole] did it one too many times.” (WP, X/7: A7).

Clinton uses antithesis as a rhetorical device as well, but his antitheses do not
describe Dole; they are denotationally implicit vis-a-vis Dole. The utterance of Clinton’s
which is quoted—from Clinton’s Chicago speech—by Lehrer in (11b) is a good example
of rhetorical antithesis. But here the implications of Clinton’s remarks for Dole are
sufficiently non-explicit that they become part of a request for clarification: Clinton’s
utterance is not reported as aggressive towards Dole; yet its potentially aggressive effects
are, nonetheless, inferrable by Lehrer, and are made explicit in his yes-no question (‘Are
you saying that you believe Senator Dole is a man of the past...’).

The cases of ‘voiced agency’ that I have discussed above in (13)-(20) are cases
where Dole’s remarks about Clinton help shape Lehrer’s questions to Clinton, In some of
these cases, Dole’s remarks are fairly explicit in their disparagement of Clinton (e.g., (13));
in other cases, their disparaging implications for Clinton are tropically veiled to a higher
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instrument of Dole’s voiced agency only in the
iy (e.gti, (15;1;?3‘;31-;22?;;;22?:;:; Dole’s remarks to Clintf)n in asking Clinton to
respo thatI e?dr ei-'n so, Lehrer allows Dole to get around the ‘ofﬁC{al’ rules of the debate,
respondl;' rlll h(; higmse’zlf has explicitly described earlier (cf. (1)). Since the norms tl:la'lt are
mleS.W 110 itly violated are peculiar to the debate itself—they are not norms of ordinary
h?re rsive inter tion—the fact that any norms have been violated at all is not transparent
dlSCUI_SWe mt:lrcacs of English. Showing that any norms have been v1olateq at all reqtﬁ.rc}s1
t:t:r?(;lirlz igiheelfmk of fit between local phases of the debate and the official rules whic
a
R e bet;:gr}::ilsd nilgsﬁlgl};gt;::sgix l;J.out Lehrer’s own quegtions to.Clinton. The
More?’el:;er ives Clinton an opportunity to respond to Dole’s allega,.tlons guggests
o tha't eovecigl by considerations of fair play. Yet, whateYer Lehr_er s rr.lotlvatlons;
e o Lehn md allow Dole to formulate the topics of questions whlc.h Clinton mus!
e Tt oessare not transparently reportable as instances of aggression because nq;
one is & o catsle identifiable as an origo of aggression. Yet Clinton exhxl?lts a c}eglrlee )
diseor tranSI')arl“fin rZs onses. He responds as if he were the focus of aggression. Final y,1a11s
gl;:/r:f:(iég ins (211;ff above, when the overall effects of these—multtsl-t\:;r:s ete)r(;;irtz
i ive achi rted in newspaper accounts, T
gl:;?;;:;s;ug::;e;c 1:)1; ::i::gt:g;f:yrier? (f)'ormulating the report, without describing the
pr

pattern itself.

12. Conclusion
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smiles, and jokes, e.g. (31). There are many more instances of this kind in the debate,
though I have not discussed them here, partly for limitations of space, but mainly because
these instances are neither reportable nor reported as ‘aggression’. :
These issues are of some general interest in the study of political language,
particularly in our society where political language.is experienced as the re-circulation of
messages on a large social scale. They are relevant to our understanding of how political
‘issues’, as well as the personas of political candidates, are formulated, reported, and
discussed by the public. The national media plays a role at every stage of this chain of
speech-events, re-circulating public opinion in further reportage. I close with an example
of a report which explicitly describes the ironic relationship of the debate to one occasion
of its reception. The report calls attention to several implicit ironies as well-—involving
debating, voting, and the formulation of opinion—in a political life shaped by such reports:

(32)  “The Washington Post invited eight debaters from Georgetown [University], Clinton’s alma mater,
to watch the debate and offer their opinions, both as student debaters and as young people preparing
to cast their first vote for president. The students, as members of Georgetown’s Philodemic Debate
Society, gather to debate every week as one of their passions in life, Four of the eight came into the
debate undecided about how to vote. Two of those left still undecided, and two others left leaning
toward Dole. From a debate standpoint, the students said, Clinton undoubtedly did better. By the
standards of a debate society, “there’s no doubt that Clinton wins every single time,” said Jjunior
Cain Pence Jr., who plans to vote for Dole’. (WP, X/7: A6) :

Appendix
Symbols used in the transcription:

Superscripted symbols are used to bound off material differing in pitch or tempo from surrounding material,
These differences are marked as follows: Overhigh pitch ("= -* ), overfast tempo (”- “»), overslow tempo
(*= ™). Gestures accompanying the interlocutors’ speech are contained within angular brackets, < >; these
are intercalated with utterances, showing approximate relative position. Audience laughter and applause are
shown within curly brackets, in a colurnn separate from interlocutor speech, with rough indication of duration
relative to speech, e.g., {laughter-:—------ }; see note 12 for more details. Quotation marks (¢ *) and colons
() are used to represent reported speech. Double parentheses, (()), indicate barely audible material.

At the beginning or end of utterances, ellipsis (...) marks material omitted from the same turn;
medially, it marks silence, with duration indicated in parentheses, e.g., ...(1 sec.)...; short pauses or prosodic
breaks are marked with commas (-); accent (*) on a syllable marks emphatic or contrastive stress; arrows
(—>) are used to highlight turns, underlining to highlight utterance segments within turns. Equal signs =)
indicate latching across turns.
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