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ABSTRACT : : ¢

A native speaker of a language. possesses both
grannat1ca1 and rhetorical competénce. A grammatical model, in its
deep structure, represents-an "is a" relationship, It seeks to offer

model ‘represents a "counts as" relationship. It seeks to offer soame
explanation of a human being as a #ocial animal. .Linguistic nodels, “
such as the performative analys1s, that attempt to integrate
illocutionary force .into a grammar are 111-conce1ved. An

1llocnt10nary act' must be context-oriented. A° rhetoric relates-
illocutionary forcée and context. That ‘is, a particula chunk of
linguistic material (generated by the grammar, without ‘orientation to
context) counts as a patt;culat illocutionary act (the actuallzatxqp

of an illocutionary force) in a particular context. Queries, a
rhetorical concept, underlain.by’/pasic assumptions or sincerity
conditions (Austin's proper thoughts and feelings), and questions, a
grammatical concept, provide interesting examples of and insights 4
into incongruities resulting from the nexus of graamatical and =
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For/%he past several years' both 11ngu1sts andfphllosophers of .
langugge have 1ﬁcreas1ng1y d1rected their attensﬁon to the ques-
tion of how the 1llocut10nary act--the act of zplng somethlng in

worked into (or

<

saylng somethlng--was related to, and was to b

out @f) a grammat1ca1 descrlptlon. “One avenud ‘of approach is the
g
so-called Performative Analysis. Ross (1970”, for example, pro-

l ¢ &

posed that underiylng every declaratlve sentence in Engllsh was
a hrgher sentence of thg form 'I hereby declare to you,' which

¥

in most instances would Subsequently be deleted transformatlon-

¥

‘ ally Perhaps the most comprehen51ve and deta11ed examlnatlon

k%pf the performative analysis presented to date- 1s Sadock (1974),

¥
S ~ ""aﬂ'
\\?oward a Linguistic Theory of Speech Acts.} According .td Sadock,
. - . )
\sen:ence such as \, ’
S ‘
) ' *(1 Is“Harvey reg1ster1ng for “Pol. Sc1. 154 next-semester?

wlll have\at its- deepest, or most abstract semant1ca1 level, a

e

structure much like that -pictured in (2). -,

(2)

& So i - 4 .
% “ s
IiIP -VP . .

I . |
°[agen€] Y * NP
DO | l ‘,
‘[;gehtiveupredicate 1

~

NP \'2% .7 <

) I m
I v NP NP

Is Harvey registering i
- > : : for Pol. Sci. 154 next |
£ : semester? ;
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. ture"‘(Sadqgk, 1974:97). -

»

This ﬁapér will consider’ an alternative linguigtic model

- account for the competence of a native spgaker of a| Ianguage,.

°

" model where 1llocut10nary acts are not 1ncorp0rated

W

St (3) ) Compﬁtence - : " T
SR ‘ - RheForical ) ‘}>‘”J : ) i ) ‘ :
R T ’
- TR Cp , ,
\ e . . o -
- - Illocutionary ‘Act--Meaning-- Propositional Act
. A} +, K
‘ l - ‘ R l Phonetic Act AJ
§ | - . ' ¥V
; i N2
| L Performance

Utterance Act

.
‘L !

Consequences

Perlocutionary Act

WANT [+STATE)-» [-STATE) : HAPPEN [+STATE) —>» [-STATE]
e.g. Future Directors e.g. assertions (by virtue of
. " (commands, requests) : felicitous performance)
~ e.g. Compositional act (tradi- - e.g. raw or brute perlocutionary
N * tional rhetoric, history, ~ act (amazing, exciting,

imaginative literature) ‘ alarming, frightening)
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6 %‘fThis model Qnderscoret~the fact that a native spéaker of a langu-
| age possesgses a dua%ﬁor two-pronged ;}nguistic competence: (a)
knowledge of a language, and (b) knowledge'of"how to use a langu-
j age.. A linguistic odel must représent both of these competences.
Underlylng (a) is g#ammatlcal competence, underlyxng (b) is rhe-
torical competence.e Competence underéles performance, the utter-
ance act--the actuai sentence token. Performance leads to the
consequences of the speech'act,uthe perlocutionary act--the
effects of the;speaker's act upon the speaker and/or his addressee(s).
It is both necessary and oonvenlent that a linguistic grammar,
. L a model of grammatlcal competence, be an abstractlon, a context
. , .
free study of the system of a language. A’llngulstlc grammar basi-

cally represents in its deep structure, by means of a branching

tree phrase marker, an IS A relatlonshlp, i.e., ‘ ‘ !

(4)  (sm) m? AUX VP is a S.

In reality,”a grammatical model seeks to offer some explanation
of auhuman being as a htman being. ‘Language is rule governed, .
intentional behavior. Languageais a device to relate meaning and
sound, to relate a'propositional act and a phonet;c\act. Uttered
7 so&elf as a linguistic example, with no reference at all to any
context or situational orientation, | -
o (5) 1Issac aimed his blow-gun at the pterodactyl

means something, and has a structured sound sequence.: It means

something because the ﬁoqmatives or morphemes have real world
. ;" .

meaning.
~-

. Lanéuage is a cqmmunicative tool. Language exists in the

real world as something to do something with. A linguistic




rhetoric, mQQél of rhetorical competence--the native speaker's
.. knowledge qf how to use lanéuage--must be context oriented. A
llngulphlc'rhetofic representé basically a COUNTS AS relationship,

i
!

(Gb% S*]S counts as - X in context Y.
Thig relatlomshlp is bagkqally Searle s essential rule undarlying
each 111chqionary act, the use of speech as action: the speaker -

ot |
1ntends thaﬁ his addreﬁLee understand (and this is the illocution-

etoric is the native speaker's competence in using illocu~
. .
tiongry force by relating grammar, the abstraction, the language

* h - - , R ®
system, and context, the non-abstraction, the real world. Since’

act to the real world. k \ f\z
Underscoring [s ]é are the notions ;chorrectness and cqﬁ:;
pleteness, conflated here simply into correctness conditions.
This, of course, ié what the grammarian is properly interested N\,

in studying. Violations of the correctness conditions result in

misfires; the act is vitiated. (The terms employed are J. L’

Austin's.) Underlying context Y is the notion of approprlateness.
Vlolatlons,of the appropriateness conditions result in misinvoca-

tions; the act is disallowed. And underscorlng X, the 1llocut10nary

™

b

@
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cq, is the notlon of sincerity, Austin's proper thoughts and
feellngs.' Violations of the 51ncer1ty condrtlons result in abuses;
the act is allowed, but hollow. Human beings can lie. The
illpcutionary act is the contextual and grammatical realization

of an illocutionary force. A speaker possesses kno&ledge‘of

how to perforn felicitous (and hence, infelicitous) illocntion-
"a;y acts, As an addressee, he posseésés knowledge of how to

individuate illocutionary acts, i.e.,.how to establish and underx-

stand the illocutionary force in an illocutionary ect. Diagram-

'matic311y,

// (7) (e« | counts as X in context Y
S , S ' . '
) u : 1 : '
' » .
TOKEN ; ILLOCUTIONARY CONTEXT
| ACT : }
) GRAMMAR RHETORIC
“ - (knowletlge of) ‘(knowledge of how to use)
] \ ]
]
1 . : :
correctness sincerity appropriateness
condltions conditions conditions

The fe11C1tous reallzatlon of an illocutionary force as an
illocutionary act is dependent upon basic assumptlons underlying
the sxhcerlty condltlons for the use of each illocutionary force.
Searle, in an unpubllshed 1973 paper (delivered, I believe, at
the University of Minnesota) points out that there are a {iqifed
number of basic things that people do with language when they use
speech as action, when they do something in saying something.

(8), with its indebtegness to both J. Searle and R, Ohmann, repre-

sents a hierarchical taxonomy of illocutionary forces:

{




. |
- |
' (Bﬁ‘CLASS Repre~ Infor- Future Respons- Declar-
3 f . sentatives tation Direct- 1ibility ations
> o ] Seekers ors Estab-
i . / lishers
. \.\\\\\ ; A (’
/ CATEGORY Queries
) » >, -8
ITEM .‘aak. J‘ ” ® & & 9 0 e
'S . < . 1 . ” 4
"Basically, Representatives. represent the world as it is; Informa-
' - . . v -

“ tion Seekers seek information about the way the world is; Future

'».g

‘Directors aim at directing future action, changing the way the
world is; Responsibility Establishers establish who or what is
responsible for the way the world is; and Declarations declare a

change in the world as it is. Each major class branches into one

. 4 a .
or more categories, with each category then branching into indi-
# vidual items--specific illocutionagy forces.
N - o« . ) hd .

- N ' . i
What are the proper thoughts -and feelings that a speaker

»

must have in order to use language to seek information sincerely,
. . ¥

L

to perform, for example, the illocutionary act of 'asking;?
Given [s ]S and context Y5 ; speaker must possess at léast the
basic underlyihg assumpéions §atisfying the sipcerity conditions
as given in (9):
(9) (a) [+ I, -KNOW]
(b) [+ I, +WANT]'

(c) [+ YOU, +KNOW]

(d) [+ YOU, +CAUSE [+I, +KNQW]]
g of illocutionary acts

Searle (1969:69) [
S
are really special cases of other kinds of illocutionary acts.

asks whether certain kind

8




That is, should %ask' be decompSseaiinto an act of 'état;ng' (1

2 oy

do not kmow this. body of information) plus’ an act of 'rquesting”,

(please supply me with this body of‘information)? .withfIhfdrmafj
F

tion Seekers (or,. Queries, slnce thls is the sole catéqpry of

3

Information Seekers) all fevur basic underlying assumpt10ﬂb~ (a) - \’~
(d) , are relevant (a), for example, is not the 1llocutlonary -

force of 'stating'; it is one of the necessary assumptions fdﬂ

sincere querles‘v (d), in this particﬁlar copfiguration of assump-

“tlons, is not the 1llocutlonary force of irequesting'; it like-
. wise is one of t;e necessary assumptlons underlyinéﬁsincereu.x
°qperies. b '

The speaker, through knowing how to use language,wgeeks to.
‘ .

relate himself and his addressee in a partlcular temporal, spataa1,4

RS

‘and soc1a1 s1tuat10n or discourse, to h;s knowledge of thlS world
as he percelves it. Seeking 1nformatlon--Query1nq--1s one of

the uses a human/ belng makes of,language to re1até himself to his

» " .

real worlg.

Questions,are the grammatical realizationsoof a deep struc-
ture contalnlné aQ formatlve, a formatlve that will trigger off °
certain, specified transformational processes. Queries are the
sole éategory of those contextual realizations or illoeutionary
acts which seek information. Because tﬁe pative“speaker possessesﬂ

J#’*,béth grammatical and rhetorical competehce) it s obvious to any-

K}

e - one that not all questlons are querles.

a

. Let us look very briefly at eight grammatlcal questions, with

theirvcontexts given (as indicated by the type of quegtion in

T

ﬁarentheses). Thus, these are not to be viewed'as isolated

- +




linguistic examples given sine situ.

(10)

(11)

. (12)
(13)

(14)

.‘5 (15)°

o

(16)

Rome wagn't built in a day, was it? j;y

“ R .
5 . oo . ',
. g - 14 .
. . %’ . . &
fA' N : v"t "
18- R
. . .

. . . L
B . - .
4 } MR " 4 .

- ) Ll

(examination, question) LT
- What is the capital of Peru? I
- . i ‘:‘ < . , .

£

(rhetorical question) - ’ o

How*could RAth ever be so ruthless?

(phatic communion question) -

How are you today? T . {

3 o
i

(assertive tag‘guestion)

(echo quastion) e “"’_”?

Beauregard ‘is gOing to the BEACH? PR
(request question) i
Could you pass the salt?

(suggestion question) - S

Must you do"that now? - (Frager, 1971:12ii)
(non-seqU1tur questiqn)
Is the Pope Catholic?

» éiven tpe spe01f;ed contexts, ‘the reai or underlying"body‘of

(Sadpck, 1974:138 (156))

informaiion sought, as opposed to the superficial (semantically

<«

referential) body of information sought by tWe grammatical ques-

tion, is either different or non-ex1stent ieading thereby to

l

uthe violation of one or more of the basic assumptions underlying

rhetorical queries. § -

L!

_Without the specgfied contéxt, (10)-(17) would of course

e%hibit force multiplicity.

Each token could conceivably (and
td

sometimes not so con eivably) be understood to count as a‘'sincere

query.

sentence token, then, as part of the gramm
sentence, as with the performative gnalysis?

evaporates when context is specified.

1

w

-0

For example, in

Why‘not simply incorporate the\iiiziutionary force of a
ical meaning of the

Ambiguity often




4.

l o (18) '%he lamb is too ‘hot to eat .
* . the sentence token is no longer amblgupus when known td be uttered
E at the evenlng dlnner table when the‘maln entree 1s roast lamb

- ", But, the amblgulty of. (18) can be shown by‘reference to two d1s-

* B ©

: ’ tinct deep strudtures:

< (19) s - _ .

— ADV / /x .

I can't eat l the lamb The lamb can't eat ‘ anything
- Q ! ” R B

o. . CAUSE . ‘ A CAUSE
/S\ ‘ :
. g . A
The lamb is too hot The lamb is tao th.

(~.,‘ \

“And, these two. distinct deep structures can be shown.even wlthouﬁ‘“

: |
reference to context. Forqe mu1t1p11c1ty also evaporates in a |

context but only in a context. Remember that an il%*ocutionary ‘;s

act is the contextual reallzatlon of an 1110cut10nary force. It

is not‘the grammar that 'leamblguates' or 'defoxcemultiplicates'

5 ap
s . - (20) I promise tq return;'
” ”‘ but the thetqric. ‘Itils a circular argﬁment to posit four or more
4 1 “ o
g distinct abstract deep structures as in (21) withopt refe;ence

| to a specified contextual 3Fientation: . .




(21)

. B o T/’/”’:77 §::7“~\~

PROMISE YOU

//\
‘x\\\ ‘:f,r””l‘\\\h‘

I will retu}n 3 1 will return
E | I THREATEN YOU S \\\\\Ei PREch;*\\;%E::::::::Sl
. | I will return . I will return

il

Ambiguity is a grammatical-concept. Force multiplicity is a .

o - . 3 - - . ] .
! ~ rhetorical concept, JL . '
. ) : . ” S .
Further, consider : . .

122) Smith: Who is a'current Black linguist?l e
o —_f‘A‘; X ’ ) b -
~ Jones: Orlando Taylor.
< : . A

@

o e ‘Jones is performing two distinct illocutjonary acts: he is 're-

. sgonding' to Smith's query, i.e., the chunk of linguistic material,
. r

rlando Taylor, counts as a'response in this céntext (here is

.

O ; your answer). and secondly, he isc'asking for information' from'
- smith, ime., this chunk of linguistic material counts as a query
4n this context (have ‘you ever heard of him?) The problem is
et not with lariguage, but with a performative analysis model which
“ insists that a single, unambiguous speech act value be assigned“
'to the highest clause that is the object of the agentive prsdicate

' DOW Lianguage is perfectly capable of employing, in a particular

context, the same chunk of linguistic material to register two,

or more, illocutionary acts simultaneously. ‘Sentence tokens such
4 [ A

as: . - )




K g 1g

ﬂf. inﬁliterature, especially poetry.g, ;

2 T e e VL .
. pressed to call the sentence tokensFrhétox;g%l;u*Could any illocu-
¢ ! .

‘ C . . : . o /
. \

. ' ' o1 - o L
£ ' o o R ' 3. ’ - ‘ / /
ly“ ' 7 !

(23) I regret that I must 1nform you that you are hereby ’
dismissed. : -, . ; 3"

-

pose serious problems only when one attempts to‘stuff everythlng

11ngu1st1c jnto grammatlcal competence while d1sreg2781ng rhetorical

(pragmatlc, s1tuatlonal) competence. . One can find many 1nstances

/

count1ng as X and X “(and poss1b1y more) in context Y,t
/ {
A! . ‘ N
‘;. . / - .
: In Young+ Becker, and P1ke,eRhetor1c* Dlecovery and’ Change

o,
3

(lQ?O),_pag@s 317- 18,1s;quoted tne follow1ng example of schizo-

\i
‘.

~

phren1c speech

Who was' Pat?

(24) You go out and’ stand pat-—pat you hear!
This hair

‘What does he wear when he's in Ireland?

L ' won't stay out of my eyes. See this pillow? "Now is
¥ ' it even, even or odd? ‘Even or odd, by God: I take it
T * éven, by God. By God we live, by God we die, and

.that's my allegiance to ‘these Un1ted States. See my
‘llttle eagle....

As the terms grammatlcal and rhetorical competence have been used ’

in thls paper,. one would be hard pressed’to callféhe sentence

tokens ﬁnN(24} ungrammat;cal, Butkrone would be e%Pallx:hard

dtionary acts be seriously‘claimed tg have been felicitously (or

even infelicitdusly) performed? The sentence tokéns~are'g;§9{ngr )

less; there is no méaning, if the meaning of a sentence #s under-

‘stood to be the congruence of the-priopositional and tHe ‘illocu-

3 ¥ - ’ Y
tlonary act, that canm reallstlcally befassigned;t{'the sentence

LR e

‘ |
tokbns of: (24 : o : ‘
(24). i . IR

A linbhistic model must captur% two typ s of competence. 3
kGrammaticaf5competence, the“native“Speake s knowledge of a /
« 7
language, is basically:an IS A relationiflp. Rhetorical competence,
y ,

i

P "
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