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Abstract

Abstract

This study makes a poetic discourse analysis from a cognitive pragmastylistic
perspective based on the notion of perlocution within the framework of speech act
theory. It first proposes a model of perlocution by considering poetry as a dis-
course whose effects are produced in the interaction between the poet and the
reader. Then it uses this model of perlocution for a detailed analysis of poetic dis-
course at the three levels of perlocution, namely, the explicative perlocution, the
implicative perlocution and the receptive perlocution. It is clearly indicated that
the notion of perlocution in speech act theory is of high value in its application
and sheds new light on the analysis of literary texts.

The book is divided into seven major chapters.

Chapter One presents a general introduction to the study including the pre-
view, the rationale, the objectives and methodology as well as the organization of
this study. The research questions are proposed as follows: (1) What is the na-
ture of perlocution? (2) How is perlocution internally related to poetic discourse?
(3) How can poetic discourse be accounted for through the application of the no-
tion of perlocution within the framework of speech act theory?

The study has three objectives: (1) to elucidate the nature of perlocution
and deepen the understanding of pragmatic mechanism; (2) to analyze the inter-
nal relationship between perlocution and poetic discourse and construct a model of
perlocution; (3) to explore a new dimension of the interpretation of poetic dis-
course at the interface between cognition, pragmatics and literature within the
field of cognitive pragmastylistics.

Chapter Two begins with the current research in the context of relevant theo-
ries and orients the research towards poetic discourse and perlocution. The relat-
ed studies include the relationship between linguistics and literature, pragmatics

and literature,, and perlocution and poetry. The chapter also summarizes different
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theoretical perspectives, points out the limitations of current research and paves a
way for the study of poetic discourse from a new approach. Traditionally, the
studies of language and literature have pursued divergent paths and have been re-
garded as separate areas of study. The problem of integrating them within a single
discipline has been called the ‘lang-lit’ problem (Leech, 1969:2). Linguistics
and literature are neighbouring disciplines, both drawing heavily on language and
communication. A poem is a particular kind of speech act, which is deeply rooted
in the ordinary use of language. Hence, pragmatics offers new perspectives on the
production, interpretation, reception, and evaluation of poetry.

Chapter Three sets up the theoretical framework for the analysis by proposing
a model of perlocution. The model of perlocution offers a comprehensive and inte-
grated way of interpreting poetic discourse from three levels. The focal points in
this model are the three levels of perlocution, namely, explicative perlocution,
implicative perlocution and receptive perlocution. The model demonstrates the ex-
planatory power of perlocution in its application in the analysis of poetic dis-
course. This study maintains that perlocution is, in nature, transcational. Since
perlocution can be divided into explicative perlocution, implicative perlocution
and receptive perlocution, the relationship among the speaker and the hearer, the
content, the intention and the consequences of the utterances are all integrated
into one single concept, namely, perlocution. At the first level, perlocution is
the consequences of locutions. The effects come from the listener’s recognition
and acceptance of the form or the textual features of the utterance; at the second
level, perlocution is the consequences of illocutions. The hearer maneuvers him-
self/herself to the understanding of the speaker’s intention; at the third level,
perlocution is the multiple consequences brought about by the hearer in terms of
his/her psychology and cognition.

Chapter Four discusses the relationship between poetic form and explicative
perlocution through the three features of poetic discourse, namely, response-in-
viting vision, sound and diction. Poetry is above all an art of ‘immediate
effects’ . Poetic discourse has its own internal regularity and structural features.
The interpretation of poetic discourse depends on the textual context. Examining
textual features of a poem is an intrinsic part of the interpretative process. The
appreciation of poetic form at the level of explicative perlocution is crucial to the

reading of poetic discourse.
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Abstract

Chapter Five illustrates the interplay of poetic force and implicative perlocu-
tion. A poet has a particular intention about how that poem should act on a reader
and how it should be interpreted. Authorial intended meanings are fundamental to
the construction of poetic meaning. The goal of the reader’s interpretative efforts
at this level, it is assumed, is to discover the author’s intention. A poetic dis-
course is considered as the site of an interaction between a poet and readers which
the poet controls. Readers restore poetic texts to their original contexts in order to
recapture their intended meanings. This chapter illustrates the relationship be-
tween implicative perlocution and poetic force through the general conventional-
ized conceptual metaphors in poetic discourse.

Chapter Six combines poetic evocation with receptive perlocution. In con-
structing a reading of a poetic text, the interpreter can always make inferences
that will not have been in any way intended by the poet. In other words, readers
have their own interpretations of poetic discourse. They provide multiple interpre-
tations of the same poetic discourse. This chapter mainly concerns the subjectivity
of the reader in his/her interaction with the text and the author.

Chapter Seven is the conclusion of the study. It summarizes the major ideas
of the research and briefly and succinctly points out certain trends and orienta-
tions concerning the discipline. The limitations and implications of the study are
also highlighted.

This study has made the following three contributions; First, the study is the
first attempt to employ the notion of perlocution to analyze poetic discourse within
the framework of speech act theory. Second, the notion of perlocution is tenta-
tively broadened by proposing the three levels from which poetic discourse is ana-
lyzed in details. Third, the study proves the feasibility and validity of speech act
theory’s role in the interpretation of poetry, which adds a new pragmatic dimen-
sion to stylistic analysis and thus broadens the scope of cognitive pragmastylistics.

It provides a new approach for both speech act theory and literary eriticism.

Key words: perlocution; poetic discourse; model of perlocution
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Chapter One Introduction

Chapter One Introduction

1.1 Preview

Roman Jakobson’s famous essay Closing Statement: Linguistics and Poetics
published in 1960 has attained the status of a true semiotic ‘classic’ and an in-
dispensable starting point for later discussions of ‘ poetics’. In the paper he made
the following famous statement about the relationship between linguistics and lit-

erary studies ;

If there are some critics who still doubt the competence of linguistics to em-
brace the field of poetics. I privately believe that the poetic incompetence of
some bigoted linguists has been mistaken for an inadequacy of the linguistic sci-
ence itself. All of us here, however, definitely realize that a linguist deaf to the
poetic function of language and a literary scholar indifferent to linguistic prob-

lems and unconversant with linguistic methods are equally flagrant anachronisms
( Jakobson, 1960:377).

This comment made half a century ago is still relevant today. The study of
style and the language of literature is one of the most traditional applications of
linguistics , one which has been given new impetus by the rapid new developments
in linguistics since the development of generative grammar.

Stylistics follows closely the trends of literary criticism. The history of mod-
ern literary theory has been characterized as occurring in three stages: a Roman-
tic preoccupation with the author that dominated early in the twentieth century; a
New Critical concern with the text that became prominent in the 1920s; and the
more recent shift of attention to the reader ( Eagleton, 1983). At the present
time, linguistic analysis of literature is one of the most active and creative areas
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of literary studies. Stylistics has traditionally focused on the formal properties of
style. It used to employ a formalist approach. Literature was looked upon as a
self-contained enterprise. Extra-textual matters were disregarded; the meaning
was only to be found in the words on the page. Such an approach provides no way
of talking about the author and the reader.

Pragmatics, which is the study of language in use, offers a powerful tool for
the analysis of literature. Pragmatics changes the formalist view by requiring that
a text be viewed not as an object but as an act of communication between a writer
(speaker) and a reader (hearer) and accounts for elements that are not present
“on the face” of the utterance, but have to be inferred ( Dahlgren, 2005:1081).
Some of the subdivisions within pragmatics—such as speech act theory, the study
of politeness, metaphor or irony from the point of view of relevance theory are
within the interest of stylisticians. A new and explicit concept for this area of the
discipline named ° pragmastylistics’ or ‘literary pragmatics’ has been ushered
in. Literary pragmatics is the study of the writer and the reader’s roles in the soci-
etal production and consumption of texts. Literary pragmatics is concerned with
the kind of effects that authors, as text producers, aim to obtain, using the re-
sources of language in their efforts to cooperate with their audiences, the consum-
ers of the texts. Such efforts rely on a precise understanding of the context of
those resources, when directed at a particular audience among the consumers of
the literary work (Mey,1999:12). ° Austin and Searle’s speech act theories have
been used as a cornerstone for literary analysis, with varying success’ ( Petrey,
1990). ‘It is not until the publication of Sperber and Wilson’s work on Rele-
vance Theory that pragmatics has been consistently applied to the field of litera-
ture’ (Dahlgren, 2005: 1082).

From a pragmatic perspective, all use of language orients toward the user.
Hence the language of aesthetics, such as the literature of art is also user-orien-
ted. Poetic creation is one use of language. Therefore it, too, is dependent on so-
cial conditions ( Mey,1987:288). Poetry is the most intense literary genre. Poet-
ic analysis has rarely been pursued within the context of modern pragmatic theo-
ry. The study of poetry has focused on almost exclusively on elements of lan-
guage. Phonology, semantics, and syntax direct our attention to the formal prop-
erties of a poetic text, and tend to view the text as a self-contained object. The
emphasis on the rhetorical devices, diction, and verbal structures has misled us
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