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Foreword: Studies in Pragmatics and
Discourse Analysis

This book brings to the attention of Chinese readers a wide selection of
the English-language publications of Gu Yueguo—publications which,
although available internationally wherever library access allows, have not
been sufficiently known in China. This is one great benefit the book brings.
A second benefit is that, for the first time, readers are able to appreciate the
remarkably bold and innovative trajectory of Gu’s thought and research over
a period of some twenty-five years.

As a record of one scholar’s original contributions to the study of language,
the book shows how Gu’s investigations have progressed from pragmatics to
discourse analysis and beyond. These two fields of study, often treated as
separate ( for example, as separate courses in university curricula), are
actually closely interwoven. In fact, in Gu’s thought, pragmatics, if
investigated properly, merges into discourse analysis. There is no break
between the two terms ‘ pragmatics’ and ‘ discourse analysis’ in the title, but
a continuity of thinking, which can be summarized as an evolving quest for
fuller and more complete explanation of language as a social phenomenon. It
is the goal that Gu espouses in quoting J. L. Austin, one of the founding
fathers of modern pragmatics: ‘ The total speech act in the total speech
situation is the only actual phenomenon which, in the last resort, we are
engaged in elucidating’ (Austin 1976 [1962]:148).

Perhaps at this point there is need for a brief definition of the terms
“ pragmatics’ and ° discourse analysis’ . Pragmatics, as opposed to semantics, 1s
generally considered to be the study of the meaning of language in ifs
context: including what the speaker means to convey by an utterance, and
what the addressee understands by it. Here the word ‘utterance’ by default
suggests that pragmatics does not concern itself with long stretches of
language—for example, dialogues with many turns, or long pieces of written
prose. In fact, in the speech act theorizing of J. R. Searle—another
founding father—an illocutionary act is typically a single utterance realised in
a single sentence. Discourse analysis, on the other hand, typically aims to
explicate longer pieces of language. This includes what conditions enable us
to interpret the connection between one sentence and its successor, Or one

v



turn and another, such that we can see how the
whole is greater than the sum of the meanin
units.

meaning of the discourse as a
gs of its individual utterance

Although there are many variant definitions of these subfields of
linguistics, it is generally accepted that discourse analysis differs from
pragmatics through its extension in time. We

can think of discourse analysis
as * dynamic pragmatics’ :

according to this view pragmatics is like a
snapshot view, and discourse analysis is like a motio
memorable image: |

rolling snowball’ .
From another point of view,

n picture. Gu uses a
workplace] discourse is a dynamic process like a

pragmatics and discourse analysis have
something in common: they are both concerned with the interrelation
between language and what is not language: the world of cognition, and the
social world. Some linguists ( the generative school, for example) have
taken the view that language is an autonomous domain, and should strictly
delimited from language-external factors that might influence language use.
Other linguists ( I suppose I am one) admit the importance of such other
factors, but still focus on language as the main target of their research, not
wanting to become too deeply embroiled in the complicating factors of social
or psychological setting. There is also a third category, of which Gu at least
in his later publications is a Supreme example: those wh
inseparable part of a larger social reality. From this vi
with Austin’s motto above, in order to explicate langua
we cannot shut our eyes to all the complexities of the social world of action
of which linguistic communication is a part, for this influences language use
and the very nature of language itself. We might characterise these three
positions as “keeping the door [i.e. the door to the wide world beyond
language] shut’, “keeping the door ajar’ and “opening the door wide’. The
last viewpoint, which wholeheartedly expands the territory of language us
embrace the extralinguistic world, may called the expansionist view.
Discussing those who have reworked pragmatics in the light of Grice’s
cooperative principle, Gu declares himself to be, like me, an ‘ expansionist”
in contrast ( for example) to the ‘ reductionism’ of Sperber and Wilson’s
relevance theory. If we trace the history of western linguistics over the past
Sixty years, we can see that expansionism has been the rule: starting with the
‘micro’, linguistics has become increasingly ‘ macro’ .
of American structuralism,
Vi

0 see language as an
ewpoint, in keeping
ge and language use,

€ to

In the post-war world
the cutting edge of linguistics was in phonemics

irici make
d morphology, as the scientific empiricism of those days needed to r
y il i i i i ience as
?h study of language as much like a physical (viz. acoustic) scien
" S . rgence
possible. Meaning was beyond the pale. Then, the 1950s :ilw the.ergetg e
the CI " 4 inguistics for a while aspire
focus on syntax, and linguis ‘
of the Chomskyan focus ! oo e
ixti of semantics,
i i The sixties saw the emergence )
mathematical science. : . , . o
mmatical forms of syntax are ultimately inseparable from their mea tg
o durin ive and 1 [ive
; the seventies (during the fierce debate between generative and interpre
. \ " i on was
emantics), it was found that meaning as an abstract phenomenf t
S . ‘ j i hat language refers to,
i i i insulate from the universe tha g
virtually impossible to insul ) e -
including the world of the utterance situation populated by speakde(;s, h .
1 ( i it 1 limelight, oddly enough,
ik tics made its way into the 2 ;
and the like. So pragmal : g -
i cially Austin, Grice
i i language philosophers ( espe 56
ushered in by ordinary : e : e
e of linguistics,
i i d the up-and-coming disciplin
Searle) who either ignore S gL, X
had rather littie to say about it. It almost seemed as if linguistics
i 2 hilosophy. o
becoming a branch of p 3 o .
But in the eighties linguistics was becoming a more mature lcilsc ph "
hich could stand on its own two feet without mimicking any other ranf: -
y , i i i the generativists
inguistic e increasingly split between
knowledge. Linguistics becam . e eenerativis
nd the non-generativists, and for the latter, discourse analysis, in 1tz v o
a - ; ' "
ises, became a primary focus of interest. Thus towards the en -o .
guises, . ‘
. tury, it became obvious that far from being an autonomous scna.nu.xt
i i iscipli ionis
discipline, linguistics was by its very nature interdisciplinary. The expans i
’ © . .
ramme meant that a growing number of linguists could no longer 1gix
e - Gu takes us further along
i i ich discourse takes place. Gu :
the social world in which : : o
ing -in-context in a comprehen
i bracing language-in-con :
this route than most, em ol e
theory of situated discourse—i. e. language use in its t.otal social snuak i
It is fascinating, in this book, to follow the steps its author has ta efl 3
rim: , alysis o
this pilgrimage, using persuasive arguments backed up by careful analy
data. ' o b
The first article in the book ‘ The impasse of perlocution’ is one e
in’ i ech in
most impressive. Starting with Austin’s well-known analysis of spe.:
: . i i i 4 tionary,
terms of three kinds of acts—locutionary, illocutionary and perlom; 10 ta:ryn
: i inki to its effects, has bee
tion, linking an utterance
Gu argues that the perlocu . T
j i into the reality bey
i i d just because it take us
inappropriately neglecte : . ‘ s
1 pﬁage However, he points out that, leaving aside exceptional cas. f
s . - [ : cution O
speaker cannot perform a perlocutionary act: for example, an perlo

, 5 1 faCt a
pe ua i ﬂ 1€ S eakel alOl 1€ bu[ S
IS sion cannot bG perfomled b p 1 m "



combinatior ()I two acts: [he utter ance by the Speal\ p y
' o er aﬂd the u take l) ”le
addressee, W thh 1S 1In faCt an Cth‘almglllSth act

.be performed mentally or physically. Hence
interaction, and even the sim i
plest dialogue lets in a chi i
e : chink of light from th
S ;l) nd oor leading to the world beyond language. A perlocution is somethi \
ared by speaker and hearer—a transaction. in fact T

Here we note how
a subtle analysis
‘ traditional’ ; e R

whether we consider it to
persuasion is a form of

. categories of
ra
pragmatics leads Gu to redefine the perlocution not as a single

utteran i

e ?e 1act, but as a conversational exchange: he calls this

rhetorical’ ‘ ic’ : vards
h rath.er‘than pragmatic’, and the move from pragmati

scourse analysis is already under way sl toards

Two key concepts i ‘
pts in the enlargement of domai i
omain of inqui

. o K : quiry are goal and
o (correctly, 1 believe) sees human communication as essentiall
goal-oriented, and so the analysis of goal develo ay

ot e . pment explains why we say

L e s and what gives discourse its dynamic quality. Goal-driven
ur i . -
oo Ile .rarfely static. I espoused a goal-oriented view of pragmatics in
ook ;lmczples of Pragmatics (1983), but Gu has taken this h

er. Goals, of course, are clo n
i s ; sely related to intentio

. . . nS.
Intention 1s central to Grice’s definition of meaning
often considered the foundation stone of pragmatics §

The notion of
(Grice 1957) which is

: : In this sens
an unavoidab i i oo
le ingredient to the pragmatic enterprise, and the reconstruction

of goals i
Butgcg s l1]s the key to how we make sense of other people’s communication
u has expanded a goal-oriented vie )
' w of langu
" | : guage use to embr
go onenteq view of human behaviour. He has elaboratin oal anal a’ce .
include multiple goals, both simultaneous and se o usinin

goals of different human agents. In this way Gt

he has shown h i
inyich : n how analysis of
o I}I)iment' .1s one. of the keys to human behaviour in dialogue
s. His brilliant article ‘ Five ways of handling a bedpan’ sho hg
even a i icati et
' pparently simple communicative situations can have qui
varied goal architectures. e cliborte and

‘Goal’ and i ’
d “act(ion)’ are of course closely related concepts. We

. . ( . .
ly})l(:a“y ])el ‘()I m a(:t]()]ls lllC]udlIIg Speec]l aC[S) m pUI suit Oi goa . s
lS I IenCC
m de el plng th COIy Of action m Iel n b th Communlcati € and =
VEIO € th atio to 0 \ non

communicati i i
1ve behaviour, Gu again pushes forward the frontiers of pragmatics

ar ld (hSC( urse ar lal y Sls, towar dS an au‘elnbl aClIlg account Of Sltuated dlSC()uI SE.
] he resear Ch pl ()g] amme lepl eSBllted b y t] 1eSe Chap[ers are alS() all-

g N
J
e]v]lb] acing 1n allOthBI sense Gu S lntelests embIaCG bO[h the thCOIetlcal alld

the empirical, data-oriented poles of investigation. In this volume his

theoretical modelling of situated discourse is richly illustrated by practical,
authentic instances of discourse, including (for example) service encounters
between salespersons and customers, family get-togethers, discourse involving
medical staff and patients, administrative committee meetings, and lastly
(and most fascinatingly) the discourse of guanxi or ‘ backdoor practice’ .

where members of the public employ covert strategies to circumvent the
decision-making of officialdom.

Where did all these examples come from? Here I must pay tribute to
Gu’s imaginative and wholehearted engagement in the rather new field of
corpus linguistics, and his leadership in building up a remarkable electronic
corpus under the aegis of the Chinese Academy of Social Science: the
Spoken Chinese Corpus of Situated Discourse ( SCCSD). Defined and
comprehensively sampled according to temporal and spatial parameters, as
well as typologies of workplace and private activity types, this corpus is a
representative ‘map’ of discourse in Beijing: a concrete embodiment of Gu’s
all-embracing theoretical approach to situated discourse. More remarkable
still, it is multi-modal corpus, where the linguistic discourse is recorded in
video and audio media, and annotated for non-linguistic as well as linguistic
phenomena. This is, to my knowledge, the most advanced corpus in
existence, putting in the shade all those corpora, however large, which have
reduced the record of discourse to the impoverished ‘ bare bones’ of
Corpus linguistics by tradition and convenience has

orthographic text.
in the form of written text.

represented language use, written and spoken,
Showing the limitations of this, Gu’s corpus work is a justifiable critique of
the corpus linguistics mainstream by demonstrating that to be authentic,
spoken discourse should be represented by the auditory and visual record of
the speech event, to which transcription is secondary.

I will conclude this foreword on a more personal note. 1 take pride in
the fact that it was my own department at Lancaster University, in the

1980s, that introduced Gu, as a graduate student, to the newly burgeoning

fields of pragmatics and corpus linguistics. But he has advanced those fields

far beyond what I could have imagined them developing into at that time.
I found I had

When corpus linguistics began to take off, in the mid-1980s,
to devote my

to abandon my research in pragmatics for twenty years,
attention to this new and time-consuming field. 1 could not simultaneously

work in these two fields, which seemed to be on divergent paths. Gu has
ix



managed to develop both, together with his situated discourse analysis, side

by side. Moreover, he has brought them into a convergent path: the SCCSD

is a corpus well-designed for pragmatics and discourse analysis. It is hard to

believe that so much has been achieved in twenty-five years. And this

research programme promises to achieve much more in the future.

Geoffrey Leech,
Lancaster University
24 July 2009
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This paper presents an overall review of the theory of perlocution since its
formulation by Austn in 1962. Among the notions dealt with are the
Multiplicity Thesis, the Infinity Thesis, the Causation Thesis, the Intention
Irrelevance Thesis and the Effect = Act (“effect equals act”) Fallacy. It 1s
argued that the current theory of perlocution is fundamentally misguided, and
that the Causation Thesis, which is primarily responsible for the impasse of
petlocutionary theory, gives rise to four problems. Also examined are the
meanings of “By saying x I did y” and the dichotomy between llocution and
perlocution. It holds that the perlocutionary act is not a single act, but a
transaction, and calls for a fresh approach to the study of perlocutionary

phenomena.

1. Introduction

Three decades or so have elapsed since Austin’s initial formulation of
speech act theory in 1962. His conception of the locutionary and the
illocutionary acts has been scrutinized, challenged and modified (and
drastically so with respect to the illocutionary act). The pertinent literature is
now so well-known that it would be a cliche to cite it. The perlocutionary
act, in contrast, has received the least attention. As far as I can gather, there
are only four papers devoted to the topic: Cohen (1973), Campbell (1973),
Gaines (1979) and Davis (1980). Peripheral discussions of it are found in

# This paper was originally published in Journal of Pragmatics, 1993, No. 20, pp. 405432,
North-Holland.
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Widdowson, Professor P. F. Strawson, Professor H. Parret, and to the anonymous referees of the
Journal of Pragmatics for their invaluable comments on the manuscript. The author also thanks
Philippa Jeffrey for polishing the language of the paper. All the remaining faults are of course the
author’s.
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e.g. Black (1969), Sadock (1974), Van Dijk (1977), Bach and Harni

(1979), and Leech ( 1983). These efforts have contn'blited ina;)n -
another, t.o our understanding of the perlocutionary act. Ne;/erthell:ae WK .
are some um»ortant issues which call for further scrutiny and critici SS’ er'e
paper first identifies these issues, and then discusses the problem ISI;" .
shown to have led to the impasse of the perlocutionary act. It is Sar:u::fiht;i

the conception of the i i
perlocutionary act is fund isgui
fresh approach is called for. S =

2. An anatomy of perlocution

Let us first recall Austin’s initial statement of the act:

Saying something will often, or even normally, produce certai
: A ain
consequential effects upon the feelings, thoughts, or actions of th
' s, ; e
audience, or of the speaker, or of other persons. .. 7 (1980: 101)

There are four definin i ible i
g features discernible in Austin’ i '
D S omethie o 11 § conception of the act:
(2) H is affected in a certain way;
(3) That H is affected is treat :
ed as a cons i : i
et equential effect of S’s saying
;4) S is therefore attributed with the performance of the perlocutionary act
} n what follows we take a look at the various views of these fon;
eatures elaborated by Austin and his proponents/opponents r

2.1 S says something to H

1 t.It 1s held that perlocutionary effects can be brought off by the
o . ;
C;l 1on.ary” act, thus resulting in what Sadock (1974) calls “sense
per) (.)Cl.ltlon , or by the illocutionary act with or without the aid of th
ir;c;d)latl;ghlocutlonary act, thus giving rise to “force perlocution” ( 1974'e
. Cohen (1973: 496) even su ibili .
ggests the possibility that locuti
act may give rise to several illocutio S
nary acts, ich i
o oo ary acts, which in turn produce as many
However, as far as the i
B ; perlocutionary act is concerned. “sav”
be in its full normal sense. Austin tells us: e

“ITtis isti i
h[ ] characteristic of perlocutionary acts that the response achieved, or
the sequ : achi iti ( ’
quel, can be achieved additionally or entirely by non-locuti
) ocutionary

The Impasse of Perlocution

means: thus intimidation may be achieved by waving a stick or pointing a
gun...” (1980: 119; emphasis mine)
Austin’s nonverbal means of achieving a perlocutionary effect is generally
ignored. Cohen (1973: 495) however holds that the perlocutionary act can
be performed “simply by the sound I produce when I say whatever I say”.
Sadock exemplifies a similar view:
“Some perlocutionary effects can be brought off independently of, or
even in spite of, the meaning of an utterance, as when one yells in the
ear of a sleeping person. Don’t wake up. One can succeed in frightening
someone by saying Boo! ” (1974: 153)
It is echoed by Bach and Harnish (1979: 82): “Ll. By uttering ‘Don’t wake

up’ S awakened H”.
Notice that, although “Don’t wake up” is a full-blooded utterance, it

functions, with respect to the perlocutionary act of awakening H, merely as
acoustic sounds uttered loud enough to rouse H from his/her slumber

(see 3.1 below for further analysis) .

2.2 H is affected in a certain way

Austin and the others allow the following three possibilities. (1) S’s
saying something may produce multiple and different ( though related) effects
on one H. For instance, it may have some effect on H's thought apart from
that on his action. (2) The number of individuals to be affected can be more
than one, and the effects may differ from one individual to another. And (3)
the previous two cases may CO-Occur. (1), (2) and (3) can be graphically

represented in Fig. 1.

S’s saying something may affect
—]
Persons affected .
audience speaker  |other persons
Effects on
feelings and/or + + +
intrapersonal —
thoughts and/or + + +
actions + + +
interpersonal
Figure 1
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effects on multiple persons the Multiplicity Thesis, @

Austin is also the orjoj
ginator of another i .
Thesis. B observes: thesis, to be called the Infinity

‘(F l s
or clearly any, or almost any, perlocutionary act is liable to be brought

()H, m SuﬁiClently SpCCIZﬂ ClICuIIlStaI]CCS, by the lssulng, Wlth or W]th()l.l

) ver, and in particular b
straightforward constative utt i : # 73
110) erance (if there is such an animal) . ” (1980:

calculation, of any utterance whatsoe

Bach and Harnish restate Austin’s view thus:

- - there is virtually no limit to the sorts of things that can result from
speech acts—almost anything is possible. » (1979: 17: emphasis mine)

In other is i
words there is no Way to predict or tell, in view of the utterance

ha[ the Subsequent effeCtS e, I € utter CE e 14
\%Y% ar s h u an ] ]
L - Xerts no blndlngfb ce on the

Sadock voices another sense of limit]

' essn infinity i
sty €ss, or infinity in terms of

It is also characteristic that the number of inten

ded perlocuti
; . onary e
associated with an utterance is noy limited. ” 1 clfecs

(1974: 9; emphasis mine)

In short, the issuin
; g of an utterance may produ infini
ce an infi i i
number of perlocutionary effects. B

2.3 H being affected is Ireated as a consequential effect
of 8’s saying something

Altho.ugh H being affected is some évent occurring in H, it i

as Sf)methmg caused by S’s saying something. In Davis’,s ( 1189;:)g'agd96d
;Z?:;n(:f(;-fz{eds-s sayl‘r‘xg some?hing is a “perlocutionary cause”, wh'ile I;
: is a Perlocutlonary effect”. The view that S’s i
:;))r,r']et}nng cctz}z:lses H being affected is termed the Causation Thesis SI?YISHE
Ing something countin i i i :
being affected, i will at %n?)itl(:f):tslg?utzr;l;(::unon hisn bt e
_

rlocutionary attempt, far from

@ Related to this thesis js the view that S’s sa

; ying many thi joi i
effect. This many to one causal relation 5 s, sl syiding

: poses no problem nor offers an su
Q 1 n .
Thesis (to be dealt with later on). It is therefore ignored in thig Ppaper. PO 10 the Casaon
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being a perlocutionary act. If, on the other hand, some events take place in
H prior to S saying anything, these events cannot be regarded as consequen-
tial effects caused by S’s saying something, and hence it will not lead to the
claim that a perlocutionary act has been performed. Only when both the
perlocutionary cause and the perlocutionary effect occur will S be said to
have performed a perlocutionary act. The Causation Thesis is therefore
fundamental to the conception of the perlocutionary act. Austin (1930)
himself, however, nowhere elaborates it except in a footnote in Lecture IX
(p. 113). The thesis has been generally acknowledged explicitly or impli-
citly, and elaborated in Davis (1980). No serious challenge to it has yet
been made (to be examined in detail in section 3 below).

2.4 S is attributed with the performance of a perlocutionary act

Since H being affected is something caused by S, S is attributed with
the performance of a perlocutionary act. This gives rise to three questions.
First, how can we decide which act is to be attributed? Second, should we
take S’s intention into consideration? Third, what is the nature of such an
attribution?

The first problem will be intractable, if we try to determine the
perlocutionary acts from S’s point of view. For one thing, there is no
“performative formula” for S to perform the act by uttering it. For another,
by the Multiplicity Thesis, we cannot infer, from what S says, what effect is
to be brought about—anything is possible. Austin, being fully aware of the
problem, seems to suggest a solution by the notions of perlocutionary
object” and “perlocutionary sequel”. He observes (1980: 118): “the act of
warning may achieve its perlocutionary object of alerting and also have the
perlocutionary sequel of alarming”. Cohen develops Austin’s idea into what
he terms “direct associated perlocution”. That is, for some illocutionary acts
there are certain perlocutions typically associated with them, e.g. arguing
with persuading or convincing, warning with alarming, threatening with
intimidating, and so on. It takes little imagination to see that the solution
gets us nowhere, for it works only in a few limited cases. @ .

The difficulty seems to be by-passed if we work backwards, i.e. by
examining the effects produced in H. Gaines’s observation that it is the

(@ In the majority of cases, acts like insulting sb., making sb. sad, scaring sb., do not have

the so-called perlocutionary object or sequel, nor direct associated perlocutions.



