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Speech,act theory is a relntxveiy recent @ubjecc of

study in the” phxlosobhy of language and in the philosophy bf B
Fhe minﬂ: The movemenq appears to\have'commenced in ‘9?2 (4 -~

with. J.L. Rustin's How to do “Things with Words. The impetus, | N
-hotiever‘_, came w, J\h the writings of John 1S.ealv'l.g, bgg.inning_ ) “

with Speech Acﬁs -in 1969

o phxlusup}ra who gtn y kms phenumenan, the " - -

work cf language used r human con\mumcation. Common back-A

[ ¢ " .ground expetiencea and; knowledge'of Sbeecialis bE. e comson

culture are. other items of ;mp}tan e in the'interpretation

cf an utterance. *

0 M T Because a literary wWork is a work in' Lanquage,' and ;

', since the purgose of V}V‘ang}laqe is communication, the literary

work is viewed as discourse, and thereby subject to interpre-

Tation usmﬁtheur)’. The 1n:era(y text becon

the mediary between writer and reader. The reuﬂer completes

.' the speechq ct, with his interpretation of the writer's . .
o R . .utterance nCde manifest by the text. e
* . ‘e ma]or pukpése of this paper has.been to argue "

-that’ a theory of speedh acts is~tenab1e as' an uppk‘oach tu “the

lnterpretacion and- analysis of lltarary vorks at the class-

~ 74 room level. 'To that end, an overviéw of speech act theory is-

attempted, as well.as a positing of literature as discourse. .

The conclusion proposed is that prior to any analysis 'of,a’

Ny - g L
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. inhtancé, there must be an understanding of the utterance,
and this s best’ accomplished from the point of view Of
. ' /- .

. R speech act ‘theory.
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5 - CHAPTER ONE |° ° .

THE PROBLEM " | -

-+ Introduction

]
This investiqé\tiun was promLted by thxs writer's. -
g‘_ K "concern for the state cf ithe teachind of poetry in our _
o : schoels & Uhe ‘observation can be mad? with some validity that
" the poal{xveness of the response to the genre diminishes from’
STyt ithe ‘enthusidsm of the kifdergarten o dislike éxpressed - !
by the“high school student. This pgrception {8 baged.on’

P cwenty-fxve yeurs of tenching English (along with other " ..
.gf L dxsciplmes) at akl levels frnm prurnary gradelf’to the: senior ,
high school. Kelly (1983) adds considerable’ weight to this

vxew whén she dxscusses lLer expenénc?s with litérature in

the junwr and senior }u.gh school both as .a student and as a

ce_agher. ) € Lo }

B = This concern was found not ;:9 be unique to

4 ) Newfoundland nor indeed to any one generation. Seeley, in
»l' ‘.. 1931, was saying, "our pupils tell us they.hate poetry

i

|

(viii)". Ednunds (1966) suggeszé why:

i .. Two of the major causes for the child's
| - dislike of poetry which spring immediately
& = to mind are the 'poetry lesson' and the

vast majority of anthologies for children.
. (109) . ™ % L

* -, Larriek~ (1971) L e T

such. a. 1iking for poetry that hé’will

i ’ d ) The doal is'ito let each child develop
. L search’ for it wherever he goes. (55) &
| ' '
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C11fford (1979) questions the methcas of teachin& when he
o) 7

{
states.

Our students need a philosophy of teaching
that .encourages them to begin the critical
-+ process with unjnhibited respenses. (39).

True .(1980) qoes'beyond this question of methodoloqy when %

asserts~ ; - . ¥
ose (teachers) who don't like it (poetry) -
ght "not be forced to impose that dlslike

on anyone else.’ (43 )

. This view is shared’ by Edmunds . (1966) a‘nd Reeves (1958), and
‘is trongly hintéd at by Kelly (1983) 'when she observes that'

less ‘than half uf the teachers. who teach Enqllsh in

Nevfoundland schools are trained in this discipline
The' comments of the readers of the ua{ufémdlana
yubhc Bxamnanons add another ver} closel.y associated,
dmensmn to the problem. Over the years a somewnat -regular ,
ohservatxon is that/many candxdates experience dxfflculties
. with 1ntetpretatlon, not solely of lxterature, ‘but of, the
examxnatx.bn ques%ums themselves. ', As example, the _chief
Hparker for.the 1980 English exanunation cites "students
1gnorinq duecticns g@'\asbthe reason for poor answers-to

a certaln question. As remedy- o 4 -

v Pt i
The panel 'strongly suggests “that"teachers -v\

instruct students in the proper reading ‘and
yjnswerin of questxans. 2 (12)

In the same year the appraisnl of Religious' Education IV
. % 5

states; in part, "students in some cases'misinterpreted

quebtion 3(a) ..." The markérs of Religious Education II:
(1980) inject a note on the other aspect of the problem:

"But more important. many teachers are not gualiféed to teachy

the course. S ‘




Q%‘

Generally, the readers™of these A S D
saying that publje examination candidates misread questions,
as well as the selections provided for: xnterg;eeutxon and

that their ‘answers azje 1ack1ng in those aspects of style that

shéuld re: 1y be from s at this- levell:

i s Though the " ;mt;ﬁ focus of this papexvas to have’

been the mter_pretatmn of poetty, th&goreqnxng evldence

. indicates ﬁbat the' problem is not' Testricted to postry alone)

but is rather that of m\:erptehatwn perise, The prcblem

appears to stem from sevelal sources, chief among ‘\:hem being -

. thé manner in which teachers approach the teachlng of theif

5 -
. determine the extent to which literary 1nterpretation rests‘
. ¥ i S

subject, and secondly, the qual.\fxcations, aptlmde for the K
subject, and the general background of | the-teacher of English
literature/ Thxs wnter chooses to mvestxgate an approach
to the/teachlng of lxteratnze which perceives poem‘s as not

"wntten to conceal meanings” (Beaty, 1965) rior .as evokxng £

_respor¥e of "pure pleasure” u.ewxs, '1956) but ;as an example .

qf communc)at.lom That is to say, the approhch wi]zl be

nen:her of ' the two afare-mentioned paths, yet mu be a'- T gt

combining of the two of them and somewh t' more. bemdes. '.l'he
approach tc the teachmg of 11texature which seems to be t:he

most, appmpnate is to pursue intqrpretaticn from the_ pqint
)

of view of. speech act theory. Fe %
To that: end, then, this paper wlll examine the

speech art theory of discautse anulysis and attempt tn "

on this notion.

s




que stions » giving

. fxve general purposes: i J \ .

CHAPTER 'I’WO

SPEBCB -ACTS = DEFINI'X‘IOH AND \EXPLICA ON. Y

What are Sgeech Actg? R 5

* ... When 'we speak a 1anquage we a‘xe engaged in a rule

governed pattern oi\ behavioui. Wg obey the rq].es fo; as)ung

' muking tat £s, makmg

-pro ises apd

il cnly of analyzlng the lanuls‘xc cdilbonents 6f the uttetance

© of-the messaqe. Hnwever, if speakinq q,language is %o %e

'cansxdered as engaginq in rule gcverned behaViour, we must,

's«:atement K

is a commonly hel.d vie As such, then, 1anquage actlvxty

invclves Xntentxonal behaviour. In. oth\er words, when we make

an ut rahce we do, so for some specihc ,purpose either stated

or_implied. Searle (1979) lfenls that we usé language For *

B We tell people how th;ngu a‘re-.(hssertives) »
. _We try to get them to do things (mrecnves), .
ze ‘commit ourselves to.doing 2ngs~ (COmmxssivesl,
express our feelings'and atf§itudes (Expres-
(‘“sives), and we bring.about changes,‘in oug world
Te N hrough our’utterances (Declaratives). (vii)




- '+ wThese ‘uses of Tagguage form the basis.of the theory

ch acts as. proposed by Searle (1969), and further
[ =
elaborated by him in 1971 and 1979.

_Linguistic communication essentially involves acts,

When one makes a noise or, as I am now doing, makes marks on

paper, such ah occurrence can be construed as communication

only if the iftention to commuhicate something is evident.

- Such activity cannot be regarded as-accidental, or as a

w DT natural phenomencn as”wind blowing through the trees, oras'a.
zandom sampnng of sounds which may, after some fashion, E? R

¥ reaguble hunan ¥ioch: ceinordel for, aiverbal Httiratiod to be
VU cég’sidered Linguistic comminication, it myst be looked upon:

as the production of a speech dct to. acconplish oné or. more

“ . of the' previously | mentxoned general purposes be language

use. oAl .

¥ " " pustin (1962), to whom Searle appears indebﬁed for ~
the ongma1 notion.of speech acts, coined’ several phrases :

i which are now basic to the dxscussinn of speech act theory.

The basic utterance, the act ‘of saylng something, is terned

* 'the locutlonary t i This provides the hearer with a_core of * i
. information £rdm which to infer the speaker's communicative
- :

B ¥ intent, the illocutionary act. There is, as well, what

the connequen’cea or effects illocutionary acts have on the

{
i
t
N T
Austin terms the perlocutionary act. This is the notion of i
i
actions, :houghts and beliefs of the hearers. .To these. <. - }

concepts searle Has ‘added the idea of proposition which is

i
Bl
2 i
); ‘ ._e_guem:inlly the contént of the utteragce based upon subject N
q predication. \ ‘
| PR B . |
. ; toe ¥ |
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£

1 commubication involves ingentional behaviour on
thé part of the speaker and the hearer, such behaviour should
be the p.‘ropez' study of a philosophy of language. ’The inten-
tional ‘nature of communicgtion i the essence of the speech,

act, But another way, if there is no ‘iftention to communi=

cate there is, in effect, no comnunication. . To study

language use:in communication is to study the speech act, to

study discoursd. ) E .
‘Ricoeur (1975) defines cnscourse as "the actualiza-

‘r.wn nfuanguage in a speech ‘act. based on a kind of un¥t

irreduciblé to the constitutents of Laniguagé a8 'code' " (66)

In Ricoeur's view, the basic. unit. of language as’ discourse is
he' sentence. * Tf & sentencé ‘is'to "talk with" (Searle,
579), spéech act cheory and’ Aiscourse analysis_ vuu provide

us w;th a set of rules for mterpretatmn “which will have

/ consequences in other ‘patts’ of lxngulstl.c theory, ‘such as.

One can, therefore, study\aentences as ennties 2

wu:h the aim of dxscovermg thexr msanﬁ'lqs.‘ A more s;qmn--

cant study would be the study o: Eerfdxmances of speer:h acl:ﬁ

In this arena the de would mean ing inls Gereatn’

E > o
context in the performance oé a partxcular speech act. That

is to aay, in a certain con\:ext t:here is a sentence, the

utterance of which would providé a meaning peculiar -to, that

. ! 7
context and so constitute a particular speech act.




-

Y4

B . ¢ 5 *
1£, as Pish (1978) posits, "a sentence ‘always has
the meaning that has been conferred\on it by the situation in
which it was uttered” (644), we, as Listeners, alvays know

which speech act is being perfoma. ssnce we are never not

in a situation and a sentence is never nqt in a context. It .

is the context @£ the speach act and the' illocutionary force
of the senterice which mut be studied if we-age to correctly
interpret utterancés, whether spoken or written.

-~ ~

- The Structure of Illocutlonny Acts . "

+
B What is pnid‘ 1.5’ e “follow Bustin's iormulatxon. 15
/éhe cnntext of ‘the 1ocutionary act. Por the mpst part, the

words ‘used by che speaker Betetvune what he' means, - but not

entirely. The vmrds used by.the speaker may well be ambig-

uous nmi the unse of a pnn‘.xcular utterance may be vague.

me, istener then. has to rely ‘ommore ‘than His knowledge o

. the 1anquage, 4nd - the assumption that.the speaker shares mat'
_knowledgé;' to® decenme what the speaker is saying. "To.
me!ul' aepends un what exprenxon is uttered, what nea!unq it
has in the language, what r.he speaker means by it, and what

u-ings he is refernng to . Fron the’ uenuﬂcnion of these

items the, hearer can yroceed to 1dent1£y the a’peaker s

llloqut:ionary act. (Bach .na ‘Harnish, 1979).

Searle (|969) feelu illocutionary acts accur under

certa

éundltlona und uccording to determinable sets of
+ rules. By usan ‘£He act of promising as a buic 111uatratxon,

searle worked out ‘a sét.of conditions and rules which apply



i ' ‘

. S ; : .
generally to all illocutionary acts. I shall here attempt a

By 3
brief overview of the more salient features. .

The sincerlty cond.ltxon tells us Hhat the speaker

expresses in the perfarmance ofzthe act and the preparatory

condition tells us what he implies in the performance .of the

. - . acts For exhmple, ff I make a statement., I imply ‘that I can

back,it up. )
Whengver the lllecutxonary force of ah utterance is
crd not”explicit,’ it -can be made explicit. .This is the pr).nclple, \
of expressibility, which in essence states. cnn vhitsves ol | - .
— o be meant can be-said. An extension of chxspaﬁ is that \
whatever can be implied can ass bengata, T ‘
e s & Where Searle's (1969) view-of 111uctlonary acts
‘goes beyond Austin (1962). is in the ‘igea of proposn’;xonal S -

content as part Yf the illocutionary force. That is'to say,

for exanple. if an utterance counts .as ai attempt of someone

» to dn something, the propositional content rule has to . (‘

involve some future behagiour in the hearer.

Meaning and Speech Acts-

‘Speech acts, as earlier indicated, are performed.

either. by the uttering of sounds or ge making of marks. ° The L 9 ST
aifference in the iast named actions %nd the performance of v (

speech’ acts has to do with the \not’icn of meaning. * When one

. 7 S
speaks in a speech act situation the sounds decoded-by the'.

|
" hearer are characteristically said to have meaning, and the .
. ‘ i i

speaker is.said to have meant something by them. '
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LI ; e
Utterancés, or sentences ie you will, would seem to
bear meaning not from the lexical, context-free meaning of
the words of which they are compobed. Meaning seems rather
to be determined as a set of truth onditions in a given set
of ‘background pr;c\:ic’es and assumptions. Relativé to one set

of practices and assumptions a sentente may determine one set
-

®of truth conditions; relative to another set of practice

assumptions another set (Searle, 1980). To lnpbért this
theory Searle (1980) examines the meaning of "cut™ in such‘
sentences as "Cut the quss" 'cm-. ‘the cake"; -"Sam cl'n: Tom's s
hALr®, *Sam cut two classes last’ week", and so on. .ﬁlun;y, ]
the meaning in each sentence is different because the, context
 the background practices and assump'tionu - are @ifferent.
"Cut™ in the first three instances, exhibits the basic

- me

lexical meaning "to ‘Aivide with a sharp e
conteft of each situation, however, dictates that a different
sharp xnsuu-en be .used in the cutting. For lnstance one
would no more dash off with a scissors to cut a cake i:han one
would take a lawnmover to cut Tom's hair. ."To qut classes=
has a letﬂphntical a!pect wh{ch \dll be deult \ﬂth later.

The proposition stands, however, that to, understand ~
a sentence (i. e., to rec nize the meaning of an utterance)

‘fu to recogqize apaech a ts as fundamental to the use of
unguagé ‘as well, we must accept that some of their aspects
are -mentalxetic ln nature, that ls, involving lntentlons,

preferences and beliefs. It would seem from this view that
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understanding utterances in context is a process of. recogni-
zing speakers' purposes and attitudes (Kasher, 1976).
This concept of speech act in interpretation is

what Van Dijk (1981) addresses in his theory of pragmatic

comprehension. "Bragmatic Comprehension'.is the seriés of .

" processes during which ldnguage users assign particular

conventional acts, i.e., illocutienary forces, to each

other's utterances" (p. 217, 18). How does a peug‘n, though,

‘ understand when a particular sentence is uttered, just what

it is the speakér ‘means? . Van mjk feels that’ information

coming from various sources such as qummatica1 rules,

'pam-ungmsmc qualities such as stress; shared knowledqe

and shared beliefs with the speaker, recall of previous
similar speech acts, general knowledge of pragmatics, and ®
other world knowledge or frames facilitate the
interpretation.
! This theory 15\very close td Searle's (1979) Vlew.
He postilates.that in every speech sxtuatxen there. is. always
a shared set of.interpretative assumptions. in play, and these

are, though in.different terms, virgually those, %utlined Ain

Van Dijk above. . . % <

" “Indirect speech Acts

what he utters in that sentende. That is tofsay, the speaker * |

{ntends by-the illocutionary force cf his u

. ™




|
i

|
!

.

«.. intends to produce a tertain illcbu-
tionary effect in the hearer, and he
ghtends to produce this effect by getting

e hearér to recognize his.intentiom'to % .

‘produce \it, and he intends to get the U
hearer to recognize this'intention<iit
virtue of the hearer's knowledge of the
-rules that govern the utterance of the
sentence. (Searle, 1979, p, 30)

" This type of speech act can be classj/fled simply as a direct

%peech act.

and an adeghate 1nterpretat1on results.

The basic notions we have been dis\:\msxng hold

What is more difflcult to- cope with is when che

" speéker ‘says one thing and means what he say§, and yet -at the’

same time means’ something» more..rTo put it another way;‘ one

“kind of illccutxonaty act’is.indicated by ‘the sentence; yet.

at the same t:.me, quite another type of Lllbcutlanar.y act is

intended.

Searle's ( 1979)‘mple.

This concept is perhaps best illustrated by

"can you pass the salt’?k" What is the medning of this

‘question?.

Is‘the physiéar ability to- pass the salt in

- questum or is there sometmng more?, ‘Searle!s view is

At a dinner ‘table someone says»'

that "

the hearer, having ; at his command a theory of speech 3ets, a

theory of conversa'tian, factual backgrounid xnformatlon as to

the conteéxt and sxtuatxon, and an ability to racienalize lnd

A infer, will arrive at the conclunon that, the utterance: isa ..

request to pass‘the salt., This procedure’ involves a ‘séri

‘a‘/

of ten steps. ' . ) } :

Step 1. as asked me a questiol
whether e the ability to papl
(fact abo conversatwn)




. Step 2. I assume that he is cooperating in
) -the Gonversation and that therefore his .
Y utterance has some aim or point (princ;ples
e ; of conyersational cooperation).
‘. step The conversational setting is }ot

. suchvhs to indicate a gheoretical interest

in my salt-passing ability (fadtual back- \
ground infarnWtion). s !

Step 4. He probably already knows the
L answer is ."yes". (factual background infor-
mation). « :
Step 5. Therefore, his utterance is probably
| ‘not just. a question. \It probably has’some
i ¢~ ultérior illocutionary beint unference from
steps 1,2,3,4). What canlit be?

' step 6. A prepara:oz”y conaftion for any -
%, . directive illocutionary act . is my abxlxty
% . to perform the act predicated “in
. propositional. context condition (theory of
speech acts): -
Step 7.. 'The ¢, ¥ has asked me a : B
. .l questign, ‘he aPlipative snswet fo WHigh: 0
. 1 would entail that the preparatory condition
" for requesting me to pass the salt is -
satisfied (inference from steps 1 to 6).

Step_8. We are_now. at_dinner_and people -
normally use salt. at dinner; -they pass it
back and forth, try to get others to pass
it back and forth, ste (Background informa-
P tion).’

step 9. He has, therefore, A1luded to the
satisfaction of a preparatory condition for
a request whose dbedience conditions it is
quite likély he wants me to bring abcut
{inference from steps 7 and 8).

steb 10.. Therefore, in the absence of any
S ¥ther plausible illocutiopary point, he is
* probably requesting me to pass.him the salt ;
(inferenci from steps 5 and 9). (searle; 3 Nk
19795 7)
In general, then; when one has to assiqn an interpretation to
an uttérance one dées .80 in the context of the circumstances
in which sich utterances are most often heard .or. spoken.




"Can you pass the salt?" is-understood, as all speecn acts: -

‘are understdod, by way of relying on mutuall} shared back-

ground 1n£omation. One umwtands.the -ean!n‘;oi the cited
speech act by attending to "what i’ said, bow. it is said, and
why it is said® (Tyler, 1978). A similar.view is proposed by
Fish (1978), - . o

Summary - )

‘In sumnary, then, ‘speech’ act theory is a propouul

or-methodology for 1nearpreesng utterances so as to ascertain

© the meaning and’ intént of the; utterance. The theory is

operative under the conditions that what is said.is meant in

some.fashion, and that'what can be meant can be said (princi-

ple of expre: bility): In order for cmn‘nxcacion to oceur,”

accnrdlnq to this cheory, both speakér and heaxex must

) mutnauy share the requisite theorles‘ and b-ckgmnnd inforu—

= tion as -nntlined Jin this chaptex.
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\ CHAPTER THREE

\ ; :
P INTENTIONALITY - ITS PLACE IN INTERPRETATION

} = | Prioblems of Definition 3 ) .

as rmﬂ.u evidenced by the preceding chapteg, the

notion of lntentionuxty plays'a significant role in speech
act theory. With the Gevelopuent of this theory and the
recent interest in {the pragmatics of ducourae, 3 ‘renewed
¥ ) attention is being.hiven to the concept: eE intention both
: by ‘those whgtadhere|to ‘the pragnatic vidw of the spoken and

: written word, nnd by |those who do not. ‘Th¥s adherence to &

xucencaenauty is a departure from the appraaches O the New | . .
“Critics and‘structuralists whose focus hds been the supremacy
4w < - 7 of thitext. . \ o £ L ' \
. Krieger (1976) says that to interpret a poes the -
- text must be: | :

5 plucked out| of W1 atuisires ek ite ow
. . closed system composed-at once of ordinary
R v wdrds ... but with its own meaning emanating
froh within! Though written and experienced
in time, it is endlessly recoverable ‘within 3
,\ ©  a presence &ver renewed. (212) ¢

The meaning thus comes, from the poem as artifact quite..
separate rom any intention of the -author. Culler (1975)
- poutulate! f.hut a poet‘\ "cannot ussign neanlnq but mast make

uuhl for himuelf and othen, the product.ion of meaning®
po €

J “ ... (M7). ngain, the im Lcatlon s that the mnning is.

. produced by the reader. and has 11tt1e {£ anything to do with o1

any intention,of an author or speakes to Gonvey meaning.




Ricoeur (1975) is quite definite in his perceptions

of authorfal intention. 'As.far as the spoken langliage is

concerned he suggests that the intenfion of the speaker’and
the meaning of the .discourse overlap so that both the

speaker's intention and the discourse meaning are one and the
; ~ - 3.

same thing. But, he concludes that:

with written discourse, however, the

author ‘s intention and the meaning of .

. the text cease’ to coincide ... Inscrip- .

| tion becomes synonomous with the semantic

‘authority of the text. (29)

He‘further advances the notlon of textualv autcnomy when ﬁe

speaks of the appropriatxon by the reader of thie meaning o a

pxéce of disgourse (1976) =

4 : not the intention of .the author, which
is supposed to be behind the text; not
the historical situation common to the
authot and his original readers; not -
the expectations and feelings.of these . =%
original feaders, ... what has been

ropriated is.the meanxng of the text

Ty itBelf. (92)
Yet the sepuratl n of the author's intention from textual

meaning is not.clear cut, even for Ricoeur. . In-an article,
“Creativity in Language" (1973), he defines context as
meaning: 2 .
P not only the linguiétic environment of
wk oy the actual.words, but the speaker’s and

the hearer's behaviour, the situation

common to both, and finally the horizon
* of reality surrounding the speech situation.

In t}fe same year in another article "From Exlaten!‘.lulxsm to

the Philosophy of Language™ he asserts thaty




to understand -discourse ig to )nterpret
the actualizations of its pblysemic .
values according to the permissions and §
suggestions imposed by the context. (96) i
. )If one were to abide by his definition f.context
it would appear that through theé speaker/auj:\hor and the
cmp_lyonall:y of the speaker/hearer situation, the speaker does
J.n?qed impose his mental intentions upon the text and hence
upon thé meaning or meanings which may be gleaned £{om de.
Holland (1975) appears quite définite when.he'

states ‘that "each reader must give the words meaning, and he

can only give them'meanings they have for him" (43). That is’

to say, the meanihg of any piecé of discourse is completely

f£ree of .a contéxtual association of the author @nd his situa~'

tion. Meaning, here, though, as with Ricoeur (19737, seems to.

come from a merging of peader and text, since the méaning.a
word holds. for X reader must’be- one ‘of several acknowledged
7 meanings cnnventmnauy attributed to the word. Cexta:\nly a
reader cannot be of the "Mad Tea Party" vanety where a word
can mean aiything ‘a_ person varits it to mean. Nor do'L "think
this'is, the position being put forvard by Holland.
What seems to be a pcunt here is the meaning

attributed by various writers to the word "xdentzf:cation“

The range varies all the way from the concept o "\he one true’

meamnq of Sch}exermacher £o Riceour's use -of polysemy‘e

‘meaninq _ but'not to the extent of "intention" meaning

‘anythmg at all.' Take for example Wijsen's (1980) position.

He first of all stateu. " .
' o




The position that a novel or poem can

be fully understood by uncovering what -
‘the ‘writer wanted to say and his motiva- -
tions for saying it, is untenable. (24) e

This statement -appears’to be arguind for 'the autonomy of, the

text. 'Further aléng he says:  ° . : &

‘e (reader) is not a mere observer of - 15

* another person's_illusion, but through
the- acceptance of . the writer 's perception
* he contributes imaglnatively, ggn:clvely,
..™ and affectively in.the re-creation of an
illusion. (58)

Rere he seens €6 be; acknowledgmg the.constraints imposed
"

ufon the text by the . author's pe:cepnon and - hence the

author's mental ‘intention. ma pdtinite conclusion is:

o The function 6f the Litezury symbol 1/1 ;
- not communxcatxon but: communion. .The
communion ‘takes place first of all x
between the work and the reader, and
indirectly between . the.reader and the
Lwriter .o (155)

Wijsen thus demonstrates the -difficulty of pinning down

‘precisely the extent of the¥ influence of the authors

intention upon a given text. .
.

. Husch 1976) ackncwledges that such views as those
expressed above are tenable when he:éays: -
Authorial .intention is not the only
possible norm of interpretation-though

it is the only prdctical norm for a
col;nltxve discipline of u\terpretntlog. (7):

1t'is alss ‘Hirsch's (1976) view that’ slnce-cur o
}ustory isra pre-given, it is pz\rt of the context in nmch
au dxscourse takes place artd 35 such cannot be disregarded

“in an j— Interpretation. . Certainly ‘it seems, that in




‘terie ol speech act theory, ?istoticity plays a 1qn1fu:anf_
role in the inte;precar_mn of discourse. The backgrouqd
kpowledge pnd expakinces of the. speake: and hearer, that ig
the historical situation of the speaker and “the hearu,
aefermine to a large degree what transpires ih thé speech’

T act. If there are no similarities in the back@o\lnd\‘of the

partu:l?ante, very ln_tle commumcacron is possible, smce,, "

certainlyy evemsuch components as p_mnuncxatxon, use -of W

_ idiom and alalect and conPotatxons can set up rather insur—
mouritable barriers. This problem may be even more pmﬁnaea

© in the case of wru;en 1anguage, since even ;ex;caﬁ meanmgs
‘of words change over the course of the years' and thereby
obscuré the un:emlea mearunqs 'of the work. “Hence, it appears
that the hlstorical context of any uttetance must be

considered if one’is to make sense oi the way’ things ar/e as

expressed in that utteranct,s.

Pish (178) puts the idea quite nicely when he

few e « .
.-says: . . +

A sentence nexther means an&thing at
all nor does it always mean the same
» thing; it always has the’ meaning that .
,has been.conferred on it by the sim-
“ation in-whi¢h it was uttered. Listen~
- ers always know what speech act: is,
being performed, not because there-are .~
limits fo the illpcutionary uses to .: N
v W .which sentences can' be put, but because -
in any set of .circumstances the illoc—
. . utionary force a sentence may have will
I already have beeg\decemined. (643)

'l‘he stand that Hirsch (1977)" takes is vely sul\ilar

i .oe - g : §
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mind before he speaks -a'probable response and a probable

understood, meaning. "To speak or write is to project meaning

as understood meaning.” (28)

Junhl (%1980) holds a view whith departs far from thée
structuralist notion of the autonomous text. His belief is

that when one understands ‘a .literary work what is understood

| is actually that which the author intended to convey or

express. Bis entire %esis, it seems, ‘can be wrappéd up in

the phiase "a statement about the mea’wfof a work is a

scatement about the author's intention.™' (12) Tyler (1978) "
posits that in giving meaning to any sentence we hear ot ‘read:
.we suppose .that -it has an intended nmeaning. . In Fqumanzmg

. his ‘vikws 'egsrdan intentions, Tyler’ presents several poxnts'
of 1nterest. WFizst, we believe that utterances have.conven-
tional meamngs which -are realized only in an 1m:entxonal
context. Otterances without intentions are’mtheut meunlng.
Secondly, meanﬂ ng is tempered by the, intentions the speaker ’

attributes to the utterance. ' He also notes t:h?t speakers and

hearers may usF.lgn the same or different intentions to the
same utterance (387{
In ‘the past several years a number of wetdare have

expressed viéws concerning authorial intention similar to.

" those indicated above. A par:iai listing would include

Schaff (|962), Peacock (1972), Unger (|975), Abrams (1977)1

Chlari (1977), Chatman (1978)- Hazzeo”(wﬂl), Rogers ° (1975),-

Ruasel (1978), Horton (1979), Hande],,.(|979) 1lagson (1,979):

Miller (1980), Altieri (1981), de Beaugrande: (1981), Dretske:

(1981} ‘Héelas (1981), and Vogel (1981).-
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Robson (1982) echoes and reiterates what has been
said by all these proponents of intentioghality when he

-~ questions whether any intelligible distinction can be.made

N

betwéen the inkention of the author and, the meaning of a
work. He goes on.to say that words can only be ineerpretea‘
2 " according. to what they meant at the time they were used.
: Aitschls (1976) &tatement is ‘renewed-by Robson when he says:
With texts in general} the utterances
7# .. ' of speakers and writers, it is perfectly
i “in order to refer; when disagreements

about intention arise, to their context. o
of arigin. - (32) ) s -

'4 Beebe et al. (1993), in assessxng their research in - %

reading :conprehension, decxaea wpon comprehensxon din. terfis’of ° \

‘the degree to which the reader!s. meaning cotresponds, to the ¢

wrlte! s n\eanin.g. One conclusxnn -of. this 'study. was that -

comprehenslon was: mgh when the reader was-able to relate @ .. '

background’ knowledge '£G téxt information. ’ B e

'éarte, on Ineem_ionuuc,_ ces e s

Searle (1983) begxns hl.s most recent an comp(ehen—

sive work on ‘e subject of 1nten1:1m\ulxty by: ﬂefuung Intén-

tionanty (capxtalued in° Searle, to dut-inguish from

orama:y 'sntena" Erom the 1ntem:10m\11:y) ass
s : that property of many mental states . .
T - and events by ‘which they are directed -l %
- at or about or of objects or states f >

L : of affairs in the world. (1)

) lntentienality ‘tor searTé {s then hinged on the, . '

notion of "dlrectedne

“In this :exrhmncqy, xncemnng to
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a0 scnethan 1s just one form of intentionality among many. "
The tern ‘wgirectedness® suggests what Searle describes as
"airection of £it." By this is meant that all forms of

Intentionality have either a world-to-mind or a mind-to-world
direction of f£it. For example, beliefs or statements can be
true oryfalse and have, a mind-to-mind direction of fit. They
can be made’to conforn to the world - the vay things are - by

chanqinq the bellef or :tntement. De!irel and intentxons. on

the other hand, cannot be true or false, bm: can be complied

g vxch. and as such have a world-to-mind dinectwn of. fxt. ‘He

. cannot change the wny things are to make 1: correspond to our g

demre 9r intention. S .

Searle (1983) claims that -in the performance of a
peech act there is a.dual lggel of Intentionality.  There
is, f;-st of all, the Intentional ‘state expresséd - that is,
there is some representative content in a certain p;ycholor

N
lcal mode vhlch,:eqnlrel centaxn conditions for its sat)sfac—

» r.ipn. Secondly, there is the xntentlon, in the nrdlnary

" sense of the word, with which the utterance is made. By Fx: N

2£ollowing this line of reuonan, meaning comes‘into being

.7 vhen'thefe is "a distinction between the Intentional context)

and the form Df_ externalization” (28). In other words, the

meaning is the Intentional context that goes with the form of ‘e

+ . esternalization - Whether that bé spoken, written, gestured,

00T ghadrera. = RCl

0% L /' In this Uqht, all, actions have intentions in

" action. fnat is; all ‘actions have Intentional content but

. R, . !




not all actiong are performed With prior intentions. Actions
are reflective of some Intentional state but yet one can do

something without having a prior intention of doing it.

. Conversely, one can have an intention to do something without

actual?y putting that'inf.entior{ into actiu!‘:.
Speech acts - beinq, actions - fall under'the

influence of this notlon‘ Searle (wtm sees the- key to, the

prohlem of meaning as being able to see that: -

in the performance of the speech’ act
the mind intentionally, imposes the

s same conditions of satlsfaction .on
. the physical|expression of the
. expressed mentdl state, as the mental
state has itself. ' (164) e .

Put ancther way, the mind imposes Intentionality on the .ﬁarks

‘on paper, the sounds; the gestures etcetera; by imposing the

.conditlons of satisfaction of the mental {State upon the

production of the sounds. "Saying something and,meaning it
is a matter of daying it with the conditions of satisfaction
intentionally imposed on the utterance" (16_9i. M'ean,lr'xg,
then, ' comes @irectly from an intention to' représent and.so is
at the basis of communication. Without intention to
represent there can be no communxcnion. It is.i
Intentionality which makes meaning possible, .and the same

Intentionality limits the meanlng‘ that it makes possible.

Conelusion ' .

The duestionof intentionality certainly appears to

be a much discussed notion as far as.interpretation theory is

concerned. For the most part, intention is considered from
3 \ 3 Ca >
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"the point of view of intending to do something. .If one §s to

interpret the speech act another as communication of some

sort, if seems entirely reasonable to endeavour to decide

what the speaker intends by his speech act. If we do not

conceive of meaning in thys way, there seems to be little

point in searching. for meaning. If a digcoursé is not -

intended to communicate something, it is.by definition

withoit meaning, nnd hence the search for the melning of it

‘would indeed be mkmingun. . simply put, there would ‘be no

. communic.?t‘lon. “Rahdom .!unplinga of wurds genernted byl a

L

there exlstl no’intention to communicate. - that is; there is

to create cannot hnve meaning becpuse

nQ" intentxon to represent anything with the words and ‘
cl\erefore:no tncunt,ion to cofmunicate. '

Essential éa any discussion of n@nncxonauty is
the _notion of textS Bvan though Ricouer (1973, “From -’
Bxistgntxnlis- ) feels that "the objective meaning of thé .
text [xs] aistinct fmm the nuhjective intention of the 5
author® (92), he feels that:

to undérstand dxscaurue i8°o interpret

the actualizatjons of its polysesmic :
_values according to the permissions .
and suggestions imposed by the context .
- Thus thé whole problem of -text-interpre
tation could be renewed by the recogni-
tion of its' roots in the functioning of
ordlnury nnguage “itself.  (96)

Though Rlcoeur is lrgusng for ‘the autonomy of .the text, it
i

would seem that he negle:ta the .posh:inn of the Apeuker/

author as-a vital component .of that contaxt of which he

\
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speaks. Should one aivoree Ricoeur from his tekt and assume
. & that what, the text says is not ni ceuunrily un\c Ricoeur
intended to say? Should one interpret his text sole1y dl

7the functioning of ordinary language itself"? Or should

. . one's approach be, like Wolfé's (1983), "language s a & g X i
delivery system, canyi‘{g meanings and bringing sense fnto
being?? Should we also see a speaker, "who acts
intentionally in the very process of expregsinq his K
impression® and “who frames his notions of how things are as . .
he seése"s his own life-world" (Wolfe 1983)7 ‘AB_Russel)‘_/ “
. (\978) states: ” s Y i

5 What we can mean is a function of what - * %
we are saying ... If acquiring language . y
cwere only a ‘question of learning the -

¢ . structuse 1apgunge would not be for

. anything ... (188) - 3




CHAPTER FOUR

LITERATURE AS DISCOURSE .

P 5 ,

Spoken and wriitten discourse have jeen severally
and collectively examined~so far in this essay, without mak-
ing any clear distinction between them. It coyld well be

assuned from this stance that for all intents and purposes ©

written language should be considered as discourse according

to the notion of .speech act. As such, then, written dis-_

course, presupposés a rélationship involving a speaker/writer

and a %earer/reader with the text offering a means of . commun-—

\
1catmn between the tWo. That 15 to say, the written tekt

‘muac be examined as a procéss - a proce;s of ‘comminication.

It is a.well known fact that most uteury studies ‘do not

focus on. the process. Indtead they analyse the. text itself

: . .
as an object -.#n artifact - an entity entire lunto itself.

Culler (1975) feels that the study of literature should
"become an attempt to understand the conventions: which make

literature possible” {viii). If written texts are to be

‘regarded as’ literature, as seemg to be the case at‘pxesent,q

it would be ‘useful at this pomt to attempt to define what
literature is.

Literature - fo Please and Instruct

Hirsch (1976) states that literature should "please
and instruct” (157). This notion is not a new.one and beats

investigating a little further. The earliest literature of -
: . . .
7 4




England was indeed didactic. The early use of short narra-
tive was to illustrate or confirm a general moral statement.
Such use was encouragéli by great churchmen such as Gregory .
(the Great) and Cardinal Jacqués de Vitry. The incidents
cied in any given exempla were not cited for love of stories
but rather as an aide in showing the truth with profit to the-
reader/listener. These tales were popularized greatly with
the coming of the friars to Englahd during the thirteenth -
century. By the piddle of the fifteenth century secular
tales began to mingle vith ‘the religious'ones and the number

of monKigh tales was enormous. The tales began to becom:

more and more éntertaining as stories rather than'as
religious ard moral agents (Mosher, 1971).  Here, then, dates
the notion of literature t® instruct/and to please.

This earliest use of literature did comprise an
avdience/speaker relationship since these' tales were
developed for !pecifSc‘ audiences and were delivered from
pulpits in churel;ep. As such they vere delivered orally.
Yet when these ftalésmeze collected and transcribed they .
became written texts still bearing the same function for
which they vexe.crlqinllly composed. That the audience (more
(properly "congregation") had certain expectations of these -

_texts is beyond doubt 1m; context of their pr.e!entlhion
ensured just that, sifce alllyere ostemsibly in church for
the specific purpose/of receiving instruction. The fact that
Shese: terks tanled 5 bedime entertaining indicateg, to us
that the authors tended to consider the audience @s th\gy\




“upon what' the cultire wili accept as literature. .

e
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prepared their work. To use Davis's (1978) words, the
purpode of this literature was:

to structure social life by présenting.
a pre-existent context in the form
that is most appropriate to it in

# ' the light of the audience the author
is trying to reach. (101)

i
Making the monkish tales more entertaining seems to have been

an attempt td make them more appealing. q

* . = -Literature - A Definition .

Of what must a text chnsist in order for it to be
considered nten;cu:e? Fowler (1981) defines literature as:,

an open set of texts, of great formal

diversity, recognized by a culture-as

possessing certaif 'institutional walues

and performing certain fuhctions' (81).

' These values and functions vary from age to age as
the culture evolves, and so the concept of literature ‘ch:anqes
alsos Inthess Hays-the word “Eitersbure™ is lodsely'ussd in
everiiay Tandikige te tieun Jiat aboutyevecything Ahae ig |
writtén. It is perhaps correct to say, though, that for
those who purport #o study Literature, the field is somewhat
nore. restrictsd than that. . Most often, literature is synorio-
mous with ficéign and is confined to'the genres be poans,
essays dnd narratives. Obviously, however, there is no set

5 “ 5
of values by which literature can be defined since essays and

narratives, to be sure, do not necessarily confine themselves.

“to fictive matter. What literature is depends ultimately
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" Thete are, according to Searle (1979), cerfain
concepts which detgrmine what is regarded as literature. fThe
first of these’is that there is no one set 6f traits which
all works of literature have in common. As indicated in the
previous paragraph, these characteristics can wvary in time
and cultyre. Yet, as’ Searle points out, ome could use
Wittgenstein's terminology and say that literature ie'a
“family-resemblance” notion. In other words, one work of
Literature resembles another work of literaturé no matter how
much the genre has changed over time. Por éxample, a noivei
is generally recognizable as a novel from Tristran Shandy to
The Stone Angel without the reader's having to perforn an
analysis ‘of any {ntensity P

Searle's (1979) second belief is that:

*litqrature® is the name of a st of |

attitudes we take toward a stretch .of

discourse, not a name of ar internal

property of the stretch of discourse, '

. ‘though why we take the attitudes we do

*will, of course, be at least in part a

function of the properties of the .

dlscoursi_ dnd’ not gntirely arbitrary. (5197 e

Once agaip-the reader, at the most elemeéntal level,
decides for himén:e:her the piece of dgscourse he is
contronted with is a poem or a proser offering. He also
decides for himself whether or not the piece is worth his
attention, and, indeed, whether or not it is literature as he
knows the term. The most: basic attitude, perhaps, is that
Literature is discourse and as, such stays close to the actual

regilarities of language . R

’_'




/) . Pratt'sView of Literary B2scourse

The first of these "regularities of language” is
that language is for communication. Oral discourse serves a
communicative function; so also does the written literary
text. The-literary text czm be regarded as a literary speech
act. Pratt (1977) sees the narrator in a la:erary work as
being similar to the natural narrator in that he is:

= \nderatosd to be displaying an expéiience

,or state of affairs, creating'a verbal .

‘version in which he and we aleng with

him, contemplate, explore,.interpret and

evaluate, seeking pleasure and snterpzecive

consensus. (140) . :

In other words, Pratt sees the speaker in a literary work to
bg expressing his impression of "the way things\are and '
behave® and he; and we, examine the "evidence” to assess the
" vu}ai:y of 'his "claim" (Wolfe, unpublished). Viewed from
this perspective the literary text is.a speech act.

The literary speech act, however, is not so freely
1ntexsnbjectlve as the lpoken situation. Pr‘tt (1977) views
the lxterary speech situation as one we knowingly and
mumgly ent_er into where "another ‘speaker has 'Ilnlql_le access
to the flopr® (114). This situation is, as well, very
similar to that -of the exempla example in which the p
congregation did not take an active speaking ‘role in i)
discourse. ‘Yet in both situations the audience ‘expects thit
“the: speaker or writer make his offering worth the attention

that is being asked of it and the presentation .is judged as



”

to its success by the audience. Granted, the criteria for
the evaluation would not’ be the same, since in any speech

situation the context inawhich the discﬂu’ae takes place has

to be considered in any description or assessment of it.
Literary discourse, as previously indicated, does
Aot wEray. Far Frem e oonveptiona of oidinary Alesdisres
That is to say, the relationship betweéén and a
literary work does not result from a suspension and moving
away from the rules of spoken discourse. One has to agree
with Pl’l'tt €1977) ;n this point and also that the !el’ltion— 3
ship must be - accunted for by the i;aneru rules of talk. In

other words, the reaﬂer brinqs to the encounter with the text ...

a set of assunpr.mns and pr i M the of . A
which being that this text is an !.n'tn‘m:.lona'lv communicative
action. As well, the reader must bring into play his back-

ground knowledge, not only of the rules governing discourse,

* but also his own world view. In light of this knowledge the : .

.appropriateness conditions and the "direction of fit" are

-

established far the uader and in this manner he makes. sense

of the fext. Perhaps Pfatf (1977) best expressés this viéw :/
-9

when she states:

Far from being autonomous; self-contained '
self-motivating, contéxt-free objects
which exist independently from the
"pragmatic® concerns of "everyday" dis-"
course, literary works take place in a
context; and like any other utterance

o they cannot be deucr{bed apart from that
context. Far from suspending} trans-|
forming, or opposing the laws of non-
‘literary discourse, uteuture, in this
aspect’ at 1eut, obeys thnm. “(115)
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a Besides the cam}enuons of prdinary language timfte
Ls ancther aspect to the Literary context of which both the
writer and reader must be avare. For the purpose of inter-
\:retatmn, both author and reader must "recognize certaln‘
properties of the text as belonging to a specific literary
convention, which allows them to assign specific pragmatic
fanction to the text" (Van Dyke 1981). e
p- ’ ' i -
Generic Characteristics of Literary Works

oA .
 The reader expects\Eertam Ccharactéristics such as
Plot and plausiBility:to be features of a narrative._ With -

. lyric poetfy the feader expects that.the writer is’exploring
or presenting states of mind, giving his impréessions of
states.or conditions in the world, or attempt}né t&-%cké
somg, emotion with xeséecé to an expezience: In the case of |
the dyric poem the reader usually assumes that which is being
prqsented is unusual or problematic but af the same time
carries with it Searlers (1969) condition of "expressxbil—
ity", which énables the Feadei to enter intd the speech act

situation with the writer. The writer, for his part, is

presenting this. poem in such a way that he expects the. reader‘-

to réspond affectively and to interpret the poem in/ Pehe’ way

|

K intended. One would assume, along with Hirsch, that the

expérience would give a degree of pleasure. To say it

another way, both the writer and reader in a literary ‘speech -

act situation must be aware.of the appropriateness conditiods

. Pa
of the aituation they.are in, especially those for the genre

| g




which has beeh selected. Besides that, the encounter must be
3 - - ‘ < = '
Vs " considered worthwhile. To use the words'of Ricogur’ (1975): . ]
To produce discourse as a poem, or B 5 R
as a narrative,; or as an essay is to ~ B \
- ‘"encode®, it according to.the rules of .
the ‘appropriate mode of discourse. .(68)

< So the functiod of literary genres is.to provide M &

L]
rulés for the pko‘ducuon of poems, narratives .and essays; . .o -
hence, t_he text cannuﬁ be isolated ﬂ'um the pruceuhﬂ epen-_ ‘-

tions which formeg it. = P ) g

- Metaphor in Literat:

0 : Another éeusideraciow;xr‘?zbduczxon and’ifiter- 7
pretation of 1Lteury texts is the ‘role ogmetaphnncal o o

expression in the sgeech act.’ How is it thata speak

author -sdys what he says and means xt und yet at the. same
<
time means more than he mtually .nys?; Kazzeo (’1378) sees P T ™

"the -etaphoricul process as the masters key to mgerpzecnuon' .

(6). Ee sees the literary work as a xepreunnuon and

interpretation of reality which ‘reveals and hides at the same i "
time @ifferent n‘.tributes of ‘the world it seeks to present.
. It is also evident that there “are always mosé m!tgphoticll .
posaibxlxtiea applunt i 3 ke HE 4haR) GaRibe s-tlufactonly o 5 1
.And coherently lccounted Eo: by ;h’\events of the text. " .

Ricoeur ~(|976) posits that "literary, \:exta 1nvul.ve putentiul

(\’}(78). Beurla ({n Drtony ;‘979) accounta for metaphorlcal ° R

e ho(lzonu of meahing which may be accuanz-d in different ways" 5" ’
i



e
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meaning by calling it "speaker's utterance meaning” to

aifferentiate it from "sentence or word meaning”. In this

view, "literal meaning" is defined asithe coincidence of

speaker's utterance meaning dnd senbence meaning: Metaphor

works on the principle that the truth conditigns of literal
\ _.meaning call to mind another meaniqg -with another set of

trnth conditions. The difficulty Searle sees is in explaln—

4ng haw these pr/inciples wok and ‘even to state them precxse—'

Ly The point remains, however, that the- feader does hnng
to literary’ speech sxtuation & hotton ot metaphor and
succeeds .in getting tw9 memungs from the/aame dtterance, the
. textual meam.ng remaining primary since the metaphorical
® meaning cannut be understood without an undezstanaxng of .the

sentence's literal meaning. Ricoeur (1975) st tes that

"poetic language does not literally say_whaty things are, but

what they are like" (87). This then is the function of

‘metaphor: (by saying what things are like, metaphor actually
p f _are 1% a

sdys what they are.

¢

M | - «

/another notion that becomes apparent in the discus-

iterary discourse is the .intefraction of author and
reaaerxthrough the 1ntermediary of ‘the’ text. "wijsen "(1980)

© geble that the_function ‘of: the h\terl‘ry text ‘goes beyond )

. comunication to comunmn. "fhe communion takes place firsgt

'of»n‘ll betwgen \:he work and the reader, and indirectly

.

by



“may s e’ to: be 1n£1n1te, they ate indeed Einit

* treanings!

BEEWE S oaierang EhE, pritess (155). Thig ‘notion hinges
on the. intentionality aspect of. e spescl At BLtdation.
Wijsen (1980) sees the reader_not as a mere "observer of
another's illusion" (58) but as one who contributes
"imaginatively, cognitively and affectively in the
‘re-creation of an illusion” (58)‘As such, then, ‘the readef
1618, ViEaL pavt of the (GESrpretive Process which L& view

as "re‘creation” rather than as "re-construction”. In this .
vay, ‘meanings become intersubjective .atcomplishnents thtouqh
“the actions of both writers and readers.. Tyl¥r (1978) sees
the reader coming'to knop what the speaker ,meals by* :
constricting a context and in that context a meaning. The
te;h;, after. all, is not an entity unto itgelf but is a
creatlon of an author for an audience and as such cannot

dxvorce’ itself from the wofld of speech Acts.

T berty !ntergretation

i That' the text is open to.a number of interpreta-’
txons is one more aspect of- literary dlscm{rae hat rates .
same\discussxom Even though the number .of interpretatxons

'l‘he‘ st

pro e‘s\’of creatlng a Utera:y discourse. ' That is he engages
1n£ pracess of. selecting idéas, he wishes to expréss; he
selecea the words. with wmch to expregs them; ‘and he chobses
the velifcld “for mg expression, that is, he decides on,

narrative, essay, or poetry. It is in this preparation

re, restricted by’ the author as he goes through the
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and preselection process that the finiteness of interpreta-
tions is predicted, taking into account the polysemic nature "

Jf words. Grmted, there may be meanings which are not

apparent to "the author and his original audience, and which
are"discovered by readers of later gemerations. Holland -

(1975) points out that "each reader must give the words

meaning, and he can only give them the' meanings they have for )
,bim® (43), but* liberty of interpretation cannot and will not o
be totally free since the auﬂ‘:ovr, does ‘'indeed choose' the plot,

the setting, the. format, and’the words which comprise his

discourse. The reader does, however, have the freedom to

. evaluate the work, that is, to judge whether or not the

writer actually did what he seemed to promise.

Conclusion

To sunJup, the purpcse of llterltnre is to give

pleasure and provide inatmctmn of some sort. The pleasure
is gotten by the. reader actually Learning more about himself

: ; through the medium’ of the literary, text.  Collins (1976)

asserts that:

We get nothing out of poetry — it is

poetry that gets something out of us.

To put it simply - the words of a poem 5 e d
make. us remember, in a preciaa way, what - .
we already know. (4) ..

\ Literature ‘exists as discougse, and the literary -
3
text should be considered as a speech act so that its meaping iy

can be determined. The literary text, in that sense, is i



-
essentially the expression of somebody's impression of the
way things are and behave. Hence the reader brings to the
text his own impressions - his own world view - to interact

with the world view being presented to him in the text. The

said text \Ls viewed with a mind to the rules by which liter-

ary discourse is achieved so that the range of meanings
allowed by this production process may be redli%ed. That

range of meanings is not infinite but to'quote Chiari (1977)

.in his analogy to sculpture,

Once it has been quarried, any man can
pick it up and descry through it aspects
of the world that combine the truth of
the one who originally guarried and
shaped it, with that of the one who' !
views it at any particular moment. (95)

The literary experience is the intersubjective mingling of
the author and the reader through the text, wherein the
"interaction is manifest.

-

B L




CHAPTER FIVE
w |

JPEECH ACT PHENOMENOLOGY!
In snm?(azy, one could say that speech-act theory
arises from that branch of philosophy concerned with the

workings of the mind - of ifseif and in conjunction with

other minds. In partxculcar, the functxon of language in the

study of speech acts is of primary concern. Language as

man's chief vehicle of -:‘qmn_xu‘nicatjon is the ‘focal ‘point’ of

the 'nm\:iayénces}"especiauy‘phussdphy. Lanigan .(1977) |
] ; b
assert; .
A . : : -

The goncept of 'communication' is proble-
matié because it suggests both- 'meaning’

+ (the nature of language)-and the activity
of “speaking (the function of language).,
(vii)

The study of speech-acts is an attempt to analyze

and make sense of speech as the use of 1unguage to describe

or, express one's perception of the way things are while at
‘the same time seeing language ‘as the process by which fhat

'expression' becomes communication.

Speech Act Theory, a'Brief Review

Rustin- (1962), and Searle in his various writings
A 8

*on cnu/fo’pic developed the theory of speech-acts. Austin

posited three ‘types of acts which Lanigan (1977) summarxzes

succinctly:

Locutionary acts are those which are -
. performed in order to communicate. The .

illocutonary acts are those speech acts

that are accomplished by communicating

one's intent to accomplish them, and

237,




perlocutionary acts are acts of communi-
cation in which the effects that are
intentionally caused by the utterances
aré the chief function of the act. (8)
L To accomplish these acts, the end result of which is the
hearer/reader's interpretation of what appears té be the
intended communication of the utterance, certain precondi-
tions, presuppositions and assumptions are called for. Both’
speaker and hearer must sharé a common background experience
. and knowledge so that each will know what type of speech-act
.is in force at any particular timé. There must be a similar

commonality as to the perception of the genre operative on

the specific occasion, and perh;ps most of all a belief that
the speadier fwrlter: s angagad Gooperativaly With s
i hearer/reader. To say that another way, Athe engagement of -
. the writer and reader in a speech-act situation comprises a
nutual knowledge of the facts of the act, as well as a mutual -
Knowledge of rules far performing various speech acts. These
mutually shared facts'and knowledge enable the use of the

| ! .various syntactical.forms of English tosaid in the processing

of the communication. Sander (1981) sees that the assignment
of 1nterpzetatxons alsb depends on:

e au?ﬂ pragmatic factors as the personal ;
relationship and interpersonal beliefs of :
the author and interpreter and the conven-
tions of utterance in force at, the moment

209)

g

it is pérhaps Horthy of note- that neither sﬁers

nor Lanigan. shared Searle's notion of rule goveﬁed

behaviour. The difference appears to lie in the perception

L g that-'rule-governed' suggests that rulés are established to
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. regulate behaviour; whereas, 'convention-governed' would
imply that the patterns or conventions.are established
empirically g hence’ change with use and with time. So,
participants in speech acts would have considerable knowledge

« of the conventions governing speech acts because they (rﬁ
embedded in the culture and every culture would necessarily
have evolved some degree of standardization of basic art
types. In sum, as John Lyne (1981) says:

It is widely assumed that communjcative

' competency nﬂ/qulres both a knowledge of
langtiage and knowledge of the worla. (zus)/
Jean Kennerd (1981) phrases the same notion just

- slightly differently in ‘referring to.literary texts.

An mtetpretatmn/readan of any text

is dependent on two things: one, the

literary conventions knqwn to the reader at

the time ; two, the choices the reader

makes to apply or not td apply any one of

these conventions - the choices are depend-

ent on what the reader is at the time. - It

is a question, then, of what theindividual

reader, chooses to notice or. ignore at the
time of the reading .... (72)

i ) Concerns of Intentionalitx

. 5 ;
Reich’ert (1981) senses a certain (el‘uctance on the

part of readers generally to accept that a poet may have

meant: what he wrote. He attributes this reluctance to "our

inability to know for sure whether he in fact did so" (64).

This is, in-effect, questioning the notion of intentigndlity

.and its importance to t:,heJ study of discourse. Readers see

Ew concerns of:pragmatic inquiry as being:

s}
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to discover the features of the/communi—
cative situation that allows sinter-

preters ta infer which propositions were
intended by a given utterance;.the second

is to locate the patterns involved in @
_various types of linguistic acts that

allow an interpreter to infer the utter-
ance's specific intent and whether that

oL intent is personal, interactive or stand-
ardized. (198) -

The use of speech acts and the manner in which they -
are processed is an example gf the second -concern raised by

Wo).ff (1951). states that.

Cushman. Further to that notio

s Personality .. is reveled by the specific;

use of words through which the individual
——communicates himself, by his symbolic
expression of behavmur, and by the beliefs

that motivate and guide him. (ix)

Tvo notions are at play inWolff's assertion. The |
first leans towards intentionality as Searle sees'iti That.
Surtorsay Infentionatity: Isfore thay $intbndtng® %o & or
say something. "It has attached to its conditions of:
satisfaction a psychological mode - Wolff's "personality.”
As well there is the notion of belief to contend with.

Richards (in Tate 1960) say§ that "the poet is a
market of belicfs ... himself and his world first and thereby
othér worlds of other men® (70). In:this way literature is,
as Peacock (1977) posits,("a function of Living”. It enables,
the reader to engage in the process of emymcanon through .
the- speech act and as Lanigan (1977) atates, "words are the
articulated embodlment of the person and his JJved réality"
_(i07). That ia not to say; hovever, that the interpretation

of a parficalar ‘text is the same for all readers despite the
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{act that we manage to communicate more or less successfully }
most of the time by means of utterances. Nevertheless; as
Wright (1982) .rightly points out:
i ;
« Two persons can look at what they regard
as the game field of vision and select
therefrom what in their form of life
they call the same object or person, but
there is no guarantee that their private
knowledge is the same, even though they
may both be assuring each other in good 3
. faith that it is. (468) 2 Ny :
"« How an interpretation is made dependg not only then
on what is'objéctively (if\‘ucn is possible) but™upon our . . ..
training, habits and concerns” (Goodman 1968). And it.is
trie as Wellek (1982) says that: ' ’
‘Literature does refer to reality, says
something about the werld, and makes
us see .and know the &gternal world and
that ‘of'our own and otker minds. , (30)
5, s :
i Conclusion - ° .

The stance adopted in this paper, then, is one in

" which the phenomenon of speech act in communications becomes
5 A

the b»nsis for the interpretation of literary works. It is,
as Robihson (1975) says, a "deliberate following through of
thaf process of ¢dation in response to {:h‘e‘poet's words®
('134)‘. The 1'1c'exa5y Witk must be viewed as the intermediary
through which the author and reader interact. Rence, . .

.
communication in the literary, as well as other senses, is by .

nature fntersubjective. The text iterpreted by the reader _ .
is itself an interpretation of reality as seen by the writer.

T

5

use Lanigan's (1977) words:



Speaking means no less than the phen-

omenological truth that a person lives

in the articulated realxty that is "I"

and "me". (103
and that: .3

Phenomenological. existehce as a living

experience is embodied in the phenomena

of human communication as the dialecti

of speaking and speech acts. (102)

So existence itself hinges on language and its use
in communication as, through language.use in discourse, we,
in Ricoeur’s (1980) words, "understand ourselves in front of
the text" and make sense of the way tmngs e el e
individual vantage points., e

Huck (1968) conceives the !chnol lltetature program

as providing for a "gradual development of understanding-and’

appreciation” (687) in which the student, among other things,

experiences literature, developd taste, devélops knowledge,
develops skills of literary criticism, and develops appreci-
ation. In achieving thege objsctives the student goes guite
a way towards receiving critically not only literature but
all forins of communication with Which he is bombarded’in this
age of mass media. That is to'say, a person must’ develop a,
critical attitude towards langusge. A man must be literate
and "knowledge of thé mechanical means atonaw 48 woE
sufficient (Pattison, 1982). To speak: and to ‘hear is learned
without formal instruction; the critical attitude must be
taught formally. This is tantanglint fo saying that the -
uhderstanding of a plece of discourse (that is, its meaning) .
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i of crucial importance to the reader or hearer. Aand, as

irsch (1967) posits quite reasonably:

Understanding (and therefdre interpre—

tation in the strict sense of the word)

is both logically and psychologically prior

to what is generally called cutxcxsm. (209)

The approach, ddvocated for literary interpretation
in the classroom is now evident. The student should not be

X N 4 / {2

presented with the teacher's interpretation of a literary
work (a poem, say). Instead he.should be aided in approach-
ing agpoem after a heuristic fashion where he comes to see
his interpretation as one among a number of 1nterpretat1ons
made possible by the polysemic qualxty of words chosen by the

author He must have a knowledge of the conventions which

9’valxd interpretation of the specifdc genr@.. He must

aid tl
-
not be subjected to hunting out,figures of smeech and
allusions, to classifying literature, or to studying unduly
the biography of the poet. He must see what the poet had to
.

say about the human condition and become conscious of "

emotions and feelings, Put simply the student must be taught N

co‘ap@oacb the study of literature, in the *first instance,’
as a commhy_hicacian -.as\a speech act. He will, by this
route, come to realize.that poets do say what they say and
mean’ it. After the understanding will come the analytic
criticism which characterizes literary education as ‘so many
of ys&now, it. . . . ' )
The philosophy of ihs\:ructlon for literature in the‘

Reorganized High School Program offers. these directives:
2 “ . . * .
~ ) &




Provide indepth and intensive teachi
for the minimum program reqnlremencsw g
but also lead students away from inten-
sive, teacher-directed study to exten—
sive independent study and reading. 1In .
so doing, direct students in their search

for meaning - help them become increas-

ingly skilled and independent ...

This is, indeed, an admirable goal. However, if
we, as tedchers, persist in teaching.the interpretations of
particilar peems, at the expense OF teaching our students to

employ methods of interpretation, methinks our charges will

‘have imme,xse diffxculty in arrlvlnq at'the 1ndependent state

teteried ke i the above philosophy of instruction. To
approach the mterpretur_mn of xmeratnre fron\ ‘the perspec—
tive of speech act would go far in aidinq students not only
in the interpretation of literature, but all other /
disciplines, and indeed help them to make more sense of life

itself. .
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EEllog\:‘e o
N Interpretation in the c1as+oom "s
\ ; S
All that being said, does the p"mspecc of treating
lxteratqre as_ discourse offer any pragmatic or practical *
sbnnn to 1nterpretat1cn7 Of what signififance is shared
background knowledge? ‘Does poetry reallyraim leo give
pldasure and Wristriseioniat; Bie wae timep Is|it be;eficial
o resd Titeravure a8 literature, and poetry as\ poetry? Is
it necessary to urderstind what the poem s saying, or
indeed, what the writer is saging in “the oem befqre one
begins to examine the poem as an a(tifﬁct? or, “to put it
another way, is the understanding of the 1itera?y work a
prereguisite to the study of the literary wprk as a work of
art? Many questions, an’swerable‘go a greaté‘r c;r 1e§ser
deYree, arise concerning a literary work. To be entirely
pragmatic, how does one, a teacher, for inst%née, approach a

N partxcular literary work? \ ?

Stopping by Woods on .a Snowy Evemng

Whose woods these are I think I' kno‘
Bis house is in the village though; W
He will'not see me stopping here L
To watch his wpods- fill up with snoﬂ

|

My little horse must think it queer
To stop without a farmhousé near
Between the woods and frozen.take
The darkest evening of the year. ‘

To ask if there'is some mistake.
The only other sound's the sweep
Ofy easy wind and downy flake. ‘

& r

He gives his harness bells a shake f

45 .
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The woods are lovely, dark and deep.
But T have promises to Keep, . ,
And miles to go.before I sleep. . )
And miles to go before I sleep. -
. LY
Robert Frost »
¥ #o approach this poem froms speech act pogition is
first of all to place the poem in a context. That context
would place the _speaker of the poem in a situat¥on — a drama-
“tic dituation ).f you will - which. ap,gears “readily accesslble

to the reader. The spedker in the poem is pausing at a

. pafticular, time; at a particular location, Fais sateeEpLas

ting the situation in which he £inds himself. 'rhe' s‘peaker in

this particalar poen could vell be the author,’bit not reces-
\

Sarily so. In any case. it dossn't really matter “so, £ax

the dramatic (or action) context is concefned since the poem’

is presented from the "I" point of view and thereby the

sbeech act "I" - "you" situation is operational. That i a

communicative mode is evident in which a listener is’

suggested even though that listener doesn't actively partici-

; - G s
. pate in.the communication’act. It may well be argued that

the speaker in the poem is simply musing or thinking aloud. ¥
Ia that case, then, the speaker and listener merge, but the

speech act situation of speaker and’listener is not lost,

hoveyer, since the speaker may be constructed as talking to -
himsélf. Such speech, in ‘which'ever pos’it‘ion,we view the

speaker, is'involved in a linguistic act that is beyond the
process of thought and is being presented in language as the

‘externalization of the thought and is better understood if -a

listener is assumed to be presen‘. .The conversatjlonal tone
et 2 satjona.




of this piece, as well, indicates a speech act is in progress

L]
. and supplements.the idea of a second person - a hearer of the

3 discourse. .
% It seems equally safe to suppose in the case of N i
» this poem, that Frost is wncmg “for pn\‘aud1ence which he s

assumes has backgrcund experlences similar to his own. If. a

{ reader is, to make any realistic attempt at a re-creation 'of - . .

the experience of this poem, he must be familiar “with.the
9 8 winter, season in a temperate’ to sub-arctic climate. Imno o %
% - . e,

i . . other. way can dne begin to sense ‘the stillness and tranqull—

ity of hat, quiet snowfall' of .a late evening in December

, mhich is hinted at_in the'life "thé darkest ev,eninq of the
i Yo year". ﬂxcept for the shake of the harness bells, the : L
‘silence of the scenelis broken only by the gentle’ murmur of )
_:he wind and ‘the neqllglble sound of the falling .snow. For

practlcal pedagoglcal purpos'gs the ‘classroom teacher may well
- have to create v:,g?nousy«gms essential background knowl-

edgé for his s.tude‘r;ts in order to elicit succfssfully an

understanding of this poem:—: In the Canadian situation,

¢ . however, ‘such a possibility. is unlikely-as_ far %s the snow 'is, .
| concerned. Yet to'sone inner city children the 1aea of

. N
hotses and s1e1ghs and woodlots could be unfamiliar encmgh to R

warrant such,an activity.  In any case this background

NG

experierice is necessary to the ‘sharing ‘of the experience:

rendered %n ‘the poem. It seems Froét mtended ‘that his o Xt Fuld

audience recoqnize the scene he was experlencing nnd purtake

of it with hin. - IR

[y
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. ) Even a cursory reading of this poem will indicate
to'‘the most elementary reader tha§ this i.s a narrative of a
N very brief period of time. T speaker has apparently taken
gtime out on Pis journey to spend a few quie£ and, peaceful’ \ :
noments observing the snow falling on a Wooded area, Some
inferences are readily accéssible to ‘the reader if he is,
. aware af the tone the writer has hiis speaker use in the first
" stanza. The musing over the land owner who resides in the
‘. city and who will therefcre not see the. speaker stupping by

" the“woods ‘seems to indicate that perhaps the o-qner doesn't:

have much appreciation for the woods - since he doesn't live

I yet may perhaps object.to others' trespassing on
, Ciam, Wige Wiy woold ¥he apéaker-elicw aby Shnseds E6F e
. hin? The ability to draw inferences is ome of ?
€ ', the.most general of discoursive. skills and is the skill that

. ia.igssumed by the writer of any discourse. Without the dual

skills of implying-and inferencing, discourse would tend to

be quite Titeral in its pres,en:a:i.on. unng nus abzlity to 7 :

infer the reader may deduce £rom the second stanza that this

o event of stopping "in the mmnel;f nowhere”, 'so’ to speak, is 4

not ‘a usual cgcurrehc“e.» ad’ Uell, /in the last stanza the only

.yeason for ending this visit with nature is the huht'that the' - v 4

Journey was’ intended for purposes which nave riot ‘vet been & A
|

achieved and which 1nvo).ve travelling a con!iderable

SN, L aistancel : 2
¥ ) ; " . o |
Another point to consider is that the writer chose *

o " |
- to express himself inh the poétic genre. As such the reader: i




* speaker/writer assumes it‘to be, the metapgorical or.

quite reasonably expects that the discourse may also be '
.
; N
processed as -metaphor. It is in-this light thgh the final

stanza takes on some signifidance. Once again the background

‘experiences of the reader are brought into play with those of

the writer and the generally-accepted metaphors common to our
culfure.  One Of these is that of life being viewed as a

joumey._uxsh certain responsibilities and obligations

involved in the process. From this vantage point the final

.8tanza ‘evokes. the message - the instruction that the poem

provides for theireader. " Even though it is pleasurable and
worthwhile to spend time in the contemplation of nature's

bandiworlk, life dictates ‘that one must fulfill the responsi-

© H \
bilities of his occupation and that this must be dnlle all the

way through to the end of the jourrey - to that "sleep” which
M ; . '
is''so often used as a metaphor for death. However, one.is

safe in saying that unless the poem can first be understood

"at the literal of ut;te!al:lce ‘level and unless the:reader's

backgrdung experience sufficiently matches that which the

-‘speaker's utterance meaning is not readily attainable.

. The final stanza of this poem by Frost. is the one

" whith seems to. present the greatest allegorical possibil-

ities. It is sufficiently vague that even at the ndrrative
level the reader hn', difficulty in deciding just what
happens. It is probably fair ko say gt most readers are

ot im agreément as to what happens. Does the speaker

, tontinue on to the town or does he stay at the woods? The -

- v »

-~
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hypnotic quality of the rhyme and the complete.reéetltion in

the final two lines hint at the speaker's wanting to stay and

commune with nature - yet there is the note. of responsibil_ityj
to the town. For French (1982) the answer is simple - though:

"darkness appeals to him" there is a "turning way from

nature, he chooses the world of humanity (161)". French sees

the traditional interpretation - the lesson of the allégory -

that obligations and responsibilities must take pregedehce

over the attractions of -nature since the natural sloffers
no revelations but only "a cessation of activity sugdestive

" of death (i62)".. ) | Q-

’ Borroff (1976) sees the man torn between ‘the
weariness that makes darkheésses welcome and his knowledge of
his obligations before sleeping as."a tacit‘ma’logy Between
the end of one day ..., and the e;-»d of all the tasks of a
man's life (88)". She appears to be dwelling upor the.
challenge ofsthe decision to be madg rather than the actual
choice. This view is-shared by Greiner: (1982), who feels
thu£ the poem's ‘greatness lies in the ambiguity which results
from the speaker's status. We do not really know'at the end
_of the poem which direction the speakér chooses. . "The lure
of the woods ‘balances the promises in the town, and the
speaker. himself is. frozen With indecision (233)". Camichael
(1974) sees a self-role spué whereln the speaker is .tocn 0
between his own sense of ‘value and a social role. Camichael -
feels this split depends-upon the "maintenance of tension

between subject and object”. If the speaker yields to the

-

s/
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enticement of the woods, as is suggested in the last stanza -
"if he lapses completely into the object and fifids all value
inthe woods, he will die” (162). ! - :

This somewhat ambiguous final stanza, then, -depends
for meaning not only on the woods themselves and the shared
notion of their meanings by author and reader. As well,
there is the music, the rhythn of the lines themselves which
produce a drowsy, pensive feeling which is made trancelike by
the repetitidp, of the rhyme. as suggested, this stanza
involves itse‘with‘ the dialectic of obligation to humanity
and to self, The object seems to be the difficulty of making.
a particular decision. The reader with his knowledge of the’
way things operate can readily share in~the decision facing
the speaker in the poem and can, as a sharer of the common
language. conventions of our culture, eapily maks the

“transference away from the particular situation to the
geRetal o universal cne; Ha can, i HasileVs/tarus, 46 Frem
senténce uccer"ance‘ meaning to the speaker wyterance meaning.
Thus it is not ovezly dlffxcultbtc see, as Rechnitz (1974)
does; that the communlcation of the poem is:
man mst_ learn both to accept. and to
resist the pull of nature ... He must

retain the ability to contemplate:
which exercising the ability to xt (143)

The Limerick:

4 A
The poetry form most favoured by school children

is, perhaps, the limerick...This is so, one would suspect, in

that first of all, the limerick tells Ntory, albeit a Brief

R SO
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one.  The matter is usually humorous with an ironic twist at
the end. It is also tzue":hat very often, along with ‘
providing entertainment, the limerick does offer some

instruction to the reader. Apart from these purely discur—

sive considerations, the very structured rhythm and rhyme

scheme of this particular form adds to its pleasurable
qualities. B

An accident ‘really uncanny
Occurred to my elderly gramny
, she .sat down in her chair
. While her false teeth lay thexe, .
. And bit herself right in the £annyl
iR (Hughes, p. 88)

The narrative line is easily fououeé ~Gramy, an o

elderly lady, accidently sat on her' false teeth which vere
- lying in the chair she chose to sit in.  This is th;'dramatic .
i " situation of the poem - the dramatic context of the action. )

Now the reader is. on the watch for the ironic but impossible
\ tiist at the end. When one examines this closely, in other * .

Nords, one sees it isnot possible, espetially for an elderly :

" lady, ‘to bite one's self in'the fanny - which is what the

coficluding line says. Nor is it possible for the inert and \

lifeless false teeth to do any biting. How, then, does a
reader accept -such absurdity? The pleasure must.come from
the, contemplation of such n’ incongr’uo«(s event itself; The
reader, well,. is aware of the principle of the cohic oy
in that the humour is in the action and not in'the personi
Now if any. lesson is to be communicated through this poem it ,
_could be that ‘dne’ should take care what one does with valu-
able possessions. As.well, this umenck could ‘be ‘vieved as

& Eolbaribton of the proverbial dictum g looking before : N

2 oy 5
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leaping. 2s long Zthe reader knows,_the creative process of
the limerick and views it in such 1iq>t as a formalized

‘ discourse aiming to give pleasure he will manage to share

. this expefience with the writer as intended. To use

. | Reichert's:(1977) terminology: "everything is read as".

T Thus limerick is read as limerick.
"The Tell Tale Heart"

Grice's (1967) cooperative principle as outlined in

Pratt (1977, p. 130) consists of four, sets of maxins® that are
: observed in conversation. They are, in brief: )
3 Maxims of Quantity

. N 1. "Make your contribution as
informative as is required”.
. 2. "Do not maké your contribu- .
* tion more 1nformatwe than
*is required". \

. II. Maxims of Quality

- Supermaxim: . "Make your contri-
bution one that is true".
Maxims: 1. '"Do not say what.you
believe to be false".
. 2. "Do not. say that for
which yau lack adequate
evidence” .

III. Maxim of Relation

i 1. "Be relevant™
. . Maxims of Manner ¢
Supermaxim: "Be perspicuous®
Maxims: 1. "Avoid obscurity of -
* expression
2. "Avoid ambiguity"
+3.% "Be brlef™ *
4. "Be orderly" .
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\ These maxims or rules can be generally understood
to be appropriateness conditions that, participants'ié_a .
spee\ch att situation assume to be operative. Each partner in )
the ‘\speech takes it for granted.that the other knows these
ruled, is txying to carry them out in - his conversation and is
expecting the same conditions in return. Grice's rules are
sufﬁ.fxently general to all speech acts that the “conversa-

tion"|can be undegstood: from either the observance ar,

non-observance of-the rules. ! K

", "The Tell-Tale Heart" hy Edgar Allan wqihs:
\ 3
{ True! -.nervous - very, very dreadfully s
. | nervous I had been.and am; but why will
| you say that I'am mad? The disease had
. sharpened my senses — not destroyed - not -
. dulled them. Above all was the Sense of
.hearing acute. ' I heard all things in the
heaven and in the’ earth, I heard many LTS
* things in hell. How, then, am I mad?
“Hearken! and observe how healfhily - how
calnly T can tell yoi the whole story.

Clearly the readr realizes he is in¥olved in a
speech act - a literary speech act which Pratt (1977)
‘describes as a speaker having "unique ‘access to the floor”
and the reader is relegated to the role ¥ llstener with no
.-opportunity .for actlve participauon in the event. The mode &
chosen for this story is very much of a natural narrative
- which can be detected from the reference "you" which implies
a rvecognized‘ listener which could be - but need-not necessar-
11y be.- the reader. The'form could well be ‘classified as

"dramatic monologue” in which a participant - though silent -

is assumed to be present.
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This opening paragraph — orientation to
the story which is to follow. If we assume that the Maxim of
Relation is being observed we ar® forced to foces on the ’ A
mental state of the narrator. The relevant information is

that he is and has been in a "dreadfully” nervous state.

This statement also satisfied the Maxim of Quality as there

hearing of things in heaven; in earth, and in hell, however, ’
ead the reader to'look for more thin a nervous condition.
Thus, the marim of ‘qualityis being broken at, the same tire.

Nas if is being observed - adequate evidence is hot provided.
but by breaching the maxim of manrer, the speaker, by being #
somewhat ambigucus about the meaning of nervousness, madness, ’
and disease, causes the reader. to assoctAte 411 HEeE s one, %

and conclude from this that the na(ratur here is- indeed mad.-

In tms manner, then, the teader is set ‘up, to expect the
narrative to be an unusual anecdote. The questmn "How,
then, anI mad?" and.the blurting 'of "Hearken1" tend to focu§
the reader's attention on the'mental state of the narrator
and the rebder will dndeed judge as to how "calmly® the whole
story is told. o : .
And so this opening paragraph of the story, ‘the | I
orientation, estdblishes the dramatic situation of the. speech
act - the context in which the dtory in question is to be”
narrated. The situation uppe(m to be that the narrator:at

some specifu: pomt in h1s life is ‘10an back upon an ‘event

i o 4
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5 . .
- and ffom the agitated tone of the opening parhgraph, a

- traumatic event - which has involved him at some earlier

point in his life. Based upon his experience of this'type of
recounting the reader can reasonably expect that this narra-
tivé will not be a chronology of happenings or episodes
comprising the event but rather, a focusing on the most *
salient feature of the event. Once again, from the examina-

tion of the first parljraph, one expects the sheér madness of

. the ‘angedote to surface, coloured as it needs must be by the

very subjective point of view of the protagonist-narrator.
Snch an expectation detives from & knowledge of the.manner in

whach discourse, as short story, is processea.

That being said, ‘and relating back to our previous
assertion that éverything is "read as", is this short story

to’ he read as distinct from ordinary discourse? We do expect

* narrative works to deal .with people in unusual conflicts and

stress and we do ackx:mwledge that the ;uthor presents his
wnarrative as g display text which enables the reader to
cqntempiaee the :state of affairs being presented and make an
inteiptetation of -them. Pratt (19]7).sees such display texts
as be‘longing by definition "to the representati‘ve.‘; world
descnbing class" (143). To say it another way, the'text
being presented to the- reader is the speaker's expression of?
the way things are as ite ‘sees ‘them - his world view. .The
speaker in "The Tell Tale Heart" is positing:with his hearer
t.hat he "is quite calm,_ rational and indeed clever. The" t'rubh

conditions of this representation are violated hy the very
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rhythm 'of the text with its irregular movements, the
ihetoEteaY. Gusstlona, Al Bask mvessindy 1kE repetitions as
"louder! louder! louder! louder® - these imply anything but
calmness and rationality. Thl-l! the reader is abie to see

inside the utterances and is able fo tecoqnize and apprecute

the tellability of the story.”
Pratt (1977) sums up the notion of discourse £y it

applies to literature.when sheisays: R
The kind of relutian th&tmu.
between reader and litera: rk
neeg not and, cannot be viewtd as

. resulting from a suspension of br .-

v 3n. immunity to the rules gaverning
other. discourse; rather it is a
relationship that commonly charac- -
terizes discourse outside literature
and that must be accountéd for by
the general rules for talk, rather’
than by special rules fcr literary
discourse. (149) .

. For the reader to understand and deriv: meaning
from '.'I‘he Tell Tale Heart" or any other literary work the
rules of ordinaty discourse must apply to it.

% % e e g J
Conclusion

Id
The foregoing was not intended in any way to
resemble a full analysis of the.works cited. It was instead
an atteml;t to show that speech act i:haory-u applied to™ . *
literary discouru‘ is an enablipg factor in deriving me_gnh’:q‘
from the Literary text. It is further maintained tfiat the
text must be understood nfter this falhion before uny other

analysis can usefully be ntteupted. cen:nnly any
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aesthetic appreciation of a literary work is dependent upon a
meaningful reading of‘this kind. Reichert (1977) states that
though it is beneficial :o\;tudy the system or structure "the
system wlll never be suffxcxent by itself to explaLn the
actual meaning of what scmehody says or writes" (69). This

tgpe of initial analysis remains'close to the way language

* actually works .where the text is treated as a process, and in

this way the reading 'ics’eu becomes an interpretive process
and what we read is a composition of Words seranged by an
author.’ To use'Riechert's (1977) words:

We .assume ‘that he arranged them as’

he ‘did for some purpose,-though we

acknowledge that his reasons may ™

not always be apparent or recover- . %

able, nor his aims achieved. (125) . *

Yet the reader's initial task with a literary text
has to be an attempt to discover what the author meant when
he composed his arrangement and what he intended.to achieve
by doing so. This view point’is reafirmed, as indicated

earlier, by Beebe et al. (1983) in‘their observation that

those who comprehended most are the-ones who most closely

approximate the intention of the author.
Altieri (1981) takes all - dramatic situation,

interpretation and evaluation - into account when:he

describes a literary text as typically blending two levels of

dction:

a dramatic .course of events and a
process of interpretation and judg-
ment carried on by an implicit

author There are always allegor- ‘.
ical possibilities arising on the
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expressive level ‘that can be satis-
factorily and coherently applied to
the events of the story. (236)
It is thei reader's primary task to elicik first the
Jliteral” meaning of the gvents of the story, and from there N
g

derive any metaphorical meamngs #hich can be applied to this
we initial understanding.

Hommmermas,
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