The potential of speech act theory
for New Testament exegesis:
Some basic concepts

J E Botha
University of South Africa

Abstract

Exegetes and biblical scholars are increasingly utilising
the precepts of modern literary and linguistic theories in
dealing with the text of the Bible. Speech act theory as
well offers New Testament exegesis some additional
ways and means of approaching the text of the New
Testament. This first in a series of two articles making
a plea for the continued utilisation and application of
this theory to the text of the New Testament, offers a
brief discussion of the basic principles of the theory.

1 INTRODUCTION

The introduction of modern literary theory and linguistics into the reading and
interpretation of the Bible in recent years has provided New Testament scholarship
with new opportunities and new challenges. Exegetes and biblical scholars are
increasingly utilising the precepts of modern literary and linguistic theories in deal-
ing with the text of the Bible. This has become inevitable as the limitations of the
historical paradigm have increasingly become evident. It is limited in that it is able
to answer only questions put by historico-critical methodologies (Vorster 1984:119).
These methodologies, with which biblical scholars have been operating since the last
century, do not address or attempt to address questions regarding meaning, commu-
nication, function of language and so on. Naturally, this does not mean that the
historical-critical methods have reached the end of the road, and are no longer
valid. However, the results yielded by the historico-critical methodologies must be
viewed for what they are and, if necessary, other methodologies of other paradigms
which can provide further perspectives on the Bible should also be implemented by
New Testament scholars. Aspects such as meaning in texts, reference, semantics,
text theory, the narrative nature of many New Testament documents, function, and
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so on, all fall beyond the scope of the historico-critical approach, and must be
addressed by methods designed for these endeavours. The implementation of these
methods in recent years provides a very necessary correction to the historical-critical
method, in the sense that New Testament scholarship so retains its nature as a text-
centred or text-oriented science, and opposes the limited perception that New Tes-
tament science is primarily or only a historical science.

The shift from a historical approach to that of more text-oriented methodolo-
gies is evident from developments in recent years. | shall only offer a few examples
to illustrate this point. The insights of modern narratology have been introduced
into the study of New Testament narratives. Because the study of the New Testa-
ment entails both literary and historical aspects, it is inevitable that New Testament
scholars should turn to theories of literature when dealing with texts. There are
many narrative texts in the New Testament and, consequently, the implementation
of modern narratology is a logical consequence (e g Culpepper 1987; VVorster 1986;
Edwards 1985; Fowler 1982). Similarly, the introduction of reception theories into
New Testament studies also gave a new impetus to the analysis of texts and brought
to the fore the concept of the reader, and his creative contribution to the communi-
cation of the text (see Petersen 1984; Fowler 1985; Staley 1986; Eslinger 1987;
Botha 1989). The influence of deconstruction on the study of the New Testament is
also a significant new development which is greatly influencing perceptions of texts
and their epistemological status. When we are dealing with reception theory,
deconstruction and related theories, we must understand that we are moving beyond
the historical-critical and structural approaches to that of post-structural literary
theory (see Derrida 1976; Ryan 1985; Harley 1987), where the act of reading that
‘creates a radically new text...becomes an active process of attributing meaning’
(Vorster 1989:59); it also entails much more than the mere decoding of signs in
texts. Based on the new structuralist perception of what texts are comes the notion
of intertextuality (Broich & Pfister 1985) which focuses on the intertwinement and in-
terdependence of texts. ‘All texts can be regarded as the rewriting of previous texts,
and also as reactions to texts...The phenomenon "text" becomes a network of traces,
no longer a unitary object which is knowable, or a completed work with a centre and
an edge which is recoverable by the skilled reader’ (Vorster 1989:60). All these de-
velopments are changing the face of New Testament understanding, and the inter-
pretation of texts. Another very significant newcomer to New Testament studies is
speech act theory. This text theory has been introduced sporadically into research
programmes over the past two decades, but has not received its due credit. Aurelio
(1977), Arens (1982), Du Plessis (1985), Jacobs (1985), Wendland (1985) and Botha
(1989) introduced aspects of this theory to New Testament studies. Volume 41 of
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Semeia (1988) was devoted to this and entitled Speech act theory and biblical criti-
cism. Despite the immense possibilities offered to New Testament exegetes by this
theory, only a few articles on this subject have been published. There could be
several reasons for this: Firstly, the field of speech act theory is extremely divergent
and to some extent very technical with approaches ranging from the language-philo-
sophical to the pragmatic (see White 1988:4; Hutchinson 1984:3-34). New Testa-
ment scholars are often not trained linguists or literary scholars, and the immense
field of speech act theory research makes this line of research somewhat impervious
and difficult to master from scratch. Secondly, speech act theory is often discussed
in theoretical terms, and practical applications to enable the ‘uninitiated’ to grasp
the practical application and possibilities of the theory are seldom proposed. Third-
ly, the lack of publications on this theory (in New Testament studies in particular) is
a clear indication that, because of the novelty of the application of this theory to
biblical texts, some time needs to be allowed before it will be generally accepted in
New Testament studies.

In this article 1 shall give a short description of the basics of speech act theory in
such a way that even those who have previously not utilised the theory will (hopeful-
Iy!) be able to see its advantages and begin to use it to some extent. | shall offer a
few observations on the relevance of speech act theory for aiding the understanding
and interpretation of New Testament texts in the next article. Because of the rela-
tive ignorance of the possibilities speech act theory has to offer exegetes and,
because in New Testament scholarship we do not yet have systematic discussion of
speech act theory, | have deemed it both necessary and worthwhile to discuss the
basics of speech act theory here. | will attempt neither to relate the historical
development of speech act theory here, nor discuss the philosophical background
and presuppositions, but will rather give an indication of what the theory entails - in
order to make it clear and accessible to those who desire to use it. | shall explain an
approach to speech act theory here which has been termed centrist by White (1988:
4), as opposed to the rightist approach, where the focus is on speech acts with their
contexts internal to the literary work, and the leftist approach, where the focus is
very broadly on ‘the performative function of language...in the constitution of sub-
jectivity” (White 1988:4). The centrist position is basically an extension of the
original theories of Searle (1977) and Austin (1975) by, inter alii, Grice (1975),
Ohman (1973), Pratt (1977), and McLaughlin (1984). Van Coller & Van Jaarsveld
(1984) and Van Jaarsveld (1982, 1987) represent South African approaches to
speech act theory, which may be grouped with the centrist position.
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2. SOME FUNDAMENTALS OF SPEECH ACT THEORY

2.1 Sentences versus utterances

Whereas sentences are the object of study of formal semantics, speech act theory
deals with utterances. Sentences are usually studied as abstract semantic and syn-
tactical structures, which are abstracted from their real or pragmatic contexts.
Utterances/speech acts are not viewed divorced from the pragmatics of language
usage - that is, utterances made in a specific context have a specific force’, not
necessarily related to the form of utterance. For instance, the utterance ‘It is rain-
ing’ has that meaning but, depending on the context, the ‘force’ of the utterance could
be that the speaker is using it to inform or to warn. Utterances can consist of a
single sentence, a group of sentences, and even of a single word. The fact that
speech act theory deals with speech acts as utterances allows for a very flexible con-
cept in describing language usage.

22 Performatives

The concept of performatives is also a crucial distinction in speech act theory.
Austin (1975:60) states that ‘the issuing of the utterance is the performing of an
action - it is not normally thought of as just saying something’. From this it follows
that to speak is to perform an act. This concept was introduced by Austin because
not all utterances in language can be viewed in terms of only true and false, that is,
as mere statements or constatives. Performatives are the real speech acts in lan-
guage, and are judged by criteria other than those applied to constatives. Consta-
tives are judged in terms of true or false, whereas terms such as felicitous/infelici-
tous, happy/unhappy, appropriate/inappropriate, effective/ineffective and success-
ful/unsuccessful are used to depict performatives/speech acts (see also Cloete
1984:2).

23 Locution, illocution and perlocution

The performative act encompasses three possible acts: the locutionary act, the
illocutionary act and the perlocutionary act. The locutionary act is the act of
producing a coherent and grammatically acceptable utterance. Within this locutio-
nary act three additional acts occur which Austin (1975:92-93) distinguishes as a
phonetic act, a phatic act and a rhetic act. In speech act analyses of texts, the
locutionary actper se is very seldom studied as such. The emphasis is on illocution
and perlocution. The study of locutionary acts can be very fruitful as Cloete (1984:
9-10) indicates, but it would seem that, for the analysis of the New Testament,
emphasis on the illocution and perlocution would be more fruitful. The illocutionary
act is the act of producing an utterance with a certain illocutionary force, such as
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greeting, warning, ordering, pleading, requesting and so on. A number of taxono-
mies have been proposed for classifying speech acts such as those by Searle (1976),
Austin (1975), Bach & Hamish (1979:40-44), and Leech (1983:205-226). However,
it must be realised that a rigid categorisation of speech acts in any language is not
possible, and a flexibility should be observed in this respect. The perlocutionary act
is the act by which the speaker intends to achieve certain effects in the hearer. For
instance, by calling another person dumb, the intention could be to insult and hurt
that person. The illocutionary force and the perlocution do not necessarily coincide.
The illocutionary force of an act could be that of insulting someone, with the perlo-
cutionary aim of motivating or challenging him/her. Cloete (1984:9) states: ‘Litera-
ry perlocution is as old as literature itself....A peculiarity is that the literary perlocu-
tion can go completely against the illocution of the text - there could be something
like ‘illocutionary’ and ‘perlocutionary’ fallacy, to translate the old ‘intentional fal-
lacy’ into a new idiom. Again a point of concurrence with reception aesthetics.” (My
translation of Afrikaans original.)

2.4 Appropriateness conditions or felicitous conditions

One of the fundamentals of language is that of being able to communicate. The
users of language need to share some knowledge about the context and rules of the
language and the rules of their verbal dealings with each other. Thus one of the key
concepts of speech act theory, according to Searle (1977:22), is that ‘speaking a
language is engaging in a rule governed form of behaviour. To put it more briskly,
talking is performing acts according to rules’.

Thus, in order to understand a verbal exchange and its specific manifestation in
a specific context, it is necessary to identify the rules/conditions that are applicable
to that specific situation and these must be met whenever people engage in such a
communicative situation.

As users of language, people constantly rely on the shared knowledge of appro-
priateness conditions; the assumption that these rules have been met plays an
important role in the success of the communication. The language user must
choose, from the multitude of possible forms in his/her speech act, the most appro-
priate one for the particular situation. Equally important is the knowledge of cer-
tain rules which govern specific types of speech situation, which are important to
understand in making the communication successful. These rules differ according to
the relationship that exists between the speakers in a specific context. The illocutio-
nary act of demanding implies that the speaker is in a position over and against the
addressee so that he/she has the right to do so, or that he/she is in a position of
authority, whereas for the act of pleading, the appropriateness conditions require
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that the addressee is in the position of authority. It is this knowledge of the appro-
priateness conditions that are valid within a specific context that enables speakers
and addressees to distinguish for instance between That was clever!” as a compli-
ment or a sarcastic statement. Furthermore, appropriateness conditions are also
important from a linguistic point of view because they are ‘a crucial component of
the grammar of a language even though they represent aspects of an utterance
which are not part of the explicit verbal structure’ (Pratt 1977:83).

These appropriateness conditions must be observed, and they determine to a
great extent the framework and rules which regulate any type of communication.
This includes all rules and principles, both linguistic and extralinguistic, which
govern utterances and conversation. The following concepts, which are discussed
here, may be considered to be part of this general concept of appropriateness condi-
tions. Some of the conditions are socially and culturally determined, but the more
general rules are universals of language communication.

2.5 The Cooperative Principle and maxims

In line with the general concept of appropriateness conditions, Grice identified the
‘Cooperative Principle and maxims’ in a series of lectures entitled Logic and conver-
sation, which were partially published in 1975. For Grice (1975) the important thing
in language usage is the success of an utterance. For maximum efficacy, the speaker
must keep to the Cooperative Principle. This implies that our communication is
governed by ‘a rough general principle which participants will be expected (ceteris
paribus) to observe, viz: "Make your conversational contribution such as is required,
at the stage at which it occurs, by the accepted purpose or direction of the talk-
exchange in which you are engaged™ (Grice 1975:45). In addition, Grice proposes
four maxims, or large, general, appropriateness conditions that are normally
assumed to be in force when any conversation takes place:

* Maxim of quantity: The rule is that a contribution to an exchange should be as
informative as required: not more and not less. ‘Be economical.’

* Maxim of quality: A contribution should be true - it must not be intentionally
false and nothing should be said if the necessary evidence is lacking. ‘Be
sincere.’

* Maxim ofrelation: ‘Be relevant.’

* Maxim ofmanner: ‘Be perspicuous.’
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In addition to these four maxims introduced by Grice (1975), together with the
general cooperation principle, Bach & Harnish (1979:64) introduced two more: the
politeness maxim and the morality maxim, and describe these as:

* Politeness: The speaker (in speaking) behaves politely, that is, he/she is not
offensive, abusive, rude, vulgar.
* Morality: The speaker (in speaking) behaves morally, that is, he/she:
i does not reveal information he ought not reveal;
ii  does not ask for information he should not have;
iii does not direct someone to do/tell something that person should not
do/tell;
iv. does not commit himself/herself to do something for someone which that
person does not want done.

Bach & Harnish (1979:68) also propose a general principle of charity, which states:
‘Other things being equal, construe the speaker’s remarks so as to violate as few
maxims as possible.” Finally, Leech (1983:7-17), in adding to and extending Grice’s
1975 scheme, proposes two different sets of conversational principles/maxims which
govern any goal-oriented speech situation: the level of interpersonal rhetoric and the
level of textual rhetoric. (See Du Plessis 1985:16-22 for an elaborate discussion of
Leech’s theory.)

These rules, principles or maxims are the unwritten requirements without which
communication would be virtually impossible.

2.6 Implicature

Because of the importance of the observation of certain rules in speech act theory,
the (deliberate) breaking or non-observance of rules is equally important. Grice
(1975:49) lists a number of cases in which the CP (Cooperation Principle) or
maxims are deliberately not fulfilled. Three of these are not applicable to works of
literature, but the fourth (i e flouting a maxim) is important for literary texts,
because it is the only possible kind of non-fulfilment in a literary speech situation.
As we are dealing with the Bible as literature, this aspect is of extreme importance
for our purposes. Grice (1975:49) explains how the flouting or deliberate non-fulfil-
ment of the CP and maxims can necessitate implicature:
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He may flout a maxim; that is, he may blatantly fail to fulfill it. On
the assumption that the speaker is able to fulfill the maxim and do so
without violating another maxim [because of a clash],...and is not, in
view of the blatancy of his performance, trying to mislead, the hearer
is faced with a minor problem: how can his saying what he did say be
reconciled with the supposition that he is observing the overall CP?
This situation is one which characteristically gives rise to a conversa-
tional implicature.

Whenever flouting has taken place, it is necessary to decode the utterance in order
to make sense of it. | am in agreement with Pratt (1977:163) that, in literature and
literary speech situations, it is always the flouting of a maxim that is relevant when-
ever there is some sort of failure to fulfil a maxim. This means that whenever flout-
ing has taken place in literature, it is always the intention that this situation is
resolved by implicature. It must be stressed, however, that this fact is valid only for
the communication between implied author and readers of the text. But it is, of
course, also possible that the fictional speaker or character is failing to fulfil a
maxim or the CP in the fictional (re)construction of a verbal exchange. This failure
of a fictional character to observe the CP can even result in the breaking off or fail-
ure of the conversation on the level at which the characters are interacting. But the
CP between implied author and readers is not violated, or rather the readers assume
that it is not, and ‘it is this assumption which determines the implicatures by which
we resolve the fictional speaker’s violations at the level of our dealings with the
author’ (Pratt 1977:175). The flouting of the above listed maxims results in a num-
ber of so-called figures of speech such as metaphor, hyperbole, meiosis and irony.
In this respect speech act theory provides a novel way of looking at these phenome-
na and of explaining and identifying them.

It must be kept in mind, however, that the CP and maxims can be unintentional-
ly non-fulfilled. In this case the participants in a conversation assume that the CP is
still being observed, but they have to deduct and infer meaning from what is said.
These implicatures are called conversational implicatures and represent the various
calculations we make in order to make sense of what is said. For instance, if the
following exchange is considered:

A: Are you coming along?
B: What time is it?
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It could be that B is deliberately ignoring A’s remark, or does not want to consider
A’s invitation. He/she could be deliberately avoiding A’s statement and so trying to
change the subject. Or B could be implicating that he/she is seriously considering
A’s invitation, provided that the hour is not too late. It is clear that more than one
explanation of B’s reaction is possible. This concept is frequently used by authors
(and speakers of language) who are interested in exploiting multiple meanings, such
as the Gospel of John. But the fact remains that the CP is considered as still being
observed and thus, by implicature, it is possible to understand exactly what the
writer or speaker is implicating.

Implicature where the CP is considered to be observed is also important in nar-
rative texts as far as causal and chronological sequence can be established by this.
Speakers seldom furnish full information or detail with regard to this, and the
sequence must be determined by implicature. It would be useful for readers if a
storyteller were to give full details as to which expression is part of the background
information, which is evaluative, and which is part of the narrative sequence; but
this would make an act of communication very cumbersome and unattractive. This
is why most narrators rely on implicature to convey the relevance that can be ascrib-
ed to any particular unclear expression (see also McLaughlin 1984:32; Du Plessis
1988).

2.7 Shared knowledge, beliefs and presumptions

These aspects are of cardinal importance in speech act theory. In the communi-
cation process a hearer/reader of an utterance depends not only on the utterance
itself to make sense of what the speaker/author is saying, but also on contextual
knowledge which both parties share. This shared knowledge to a great extent deter-
mines the understanding and interpreting of an utterance. Bach & Harnish (1979:
5-6) call this shared knowledge mutual contextual beliefs (MCBs). Facets which are
important in this regard include knowledge of the specific speech situation, social
knowledge, knowledge of traditional beliefs and presuppositions, cultural know-
ledge, knowledge about relationships between parties, and the implications of the
relationships.

In addition to this there are a number of presumptions which both the author/
speaker and the reader/hearer must share in order to make communication poss-
ible. The linguistic presumption (Bach & Harnish 1979:7) is the presumption that
both parties are acquainted with the language and that both are able to handle the
language adequately. The communicative presumption (Bach & Harnish 1979:7) is
the presumption that when the author of an utterance is saying something to
another party, ‘he is doing it with some recognisable illocutionary intent’. The
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presumption of literalness (Bach & Harnish 1979:61; Du Plessis 1988:204) is the
presumption that as long as a speaker’s/author’s utterance can be taken literally, it
will be. If, however, a hearer/reader becomes aware that the intention is that he/
she should not take the utterance literally, the non-literal meaning of the utterance
should then be established.

The above is, of course, of cardinal importance in establishing the exact mean-
ing of non-literal speech acts. This knowledge forms the basis on which the inferen-
ce as to the exact meaning and intention of an utterance is made.

2.8 Indirect speech acts

Many speech acts are indirect speech acts - that is, many speech acts do not have a
literal illocutionary force. If the illocutionary force cannot be determined by either
the performative verb or the form of the utterance, then we have an indirect speech
act. For instance the sentence, ‘Can you get me something for the stove?’ has the
literal illocutionary force of a question. It has, however, the indirect illocutionary
force of requesting. However, the problem arises that often an utterance is unmark-
ed by both form or explicit performative verb with regard to its illocutionary force,
(see also Huddleston 1976:128-129; Stubbs 1983:158). The problem is how to deter-
mine the exact meaning of the utterance without an indication of what illocutionary
force is at stake. This seems to be an as yet unresolved problem in speech act theo-
ry (see Van Jaarsveld 1987:8). Leech (1983:37-39) severely criticises this concept of
indirect speech acts, and argues that his problem-solving strategy and the implica-
tures arrived at correspond to Searle’s indirect speech acts. For him, all acts can be
described as indirect speech acts, and this necessitates his distinction.

2.9 Literary works and audiences

In a natural speech situation there are a number of ‘rules’ governing the partici-
pation and non-participation of the parties involved. Rules such as turn-taking,
length of utterance, and obligations to non-speaking participants are all important in
a natural speech situation (Schleghoff 1973:12-14). However, in situations where
something is narrated or when the right to participate in a speech situation is given
up, such as by attending a public lecture, then an audience is created, and notably a
voluntary audience. This audience is held captive by the speaker, because they can-
not just interrupt, correct him/her, add to, change the subject or leave without
seriously breaking certain fixed rules of behaviour. But the fact that the audience
has given up certain privileges also implies that the speaker has a number of added
obligations placed on him/her by the audience. He/she must ensure that his/her
contribution is worthwhile, and a good one that keeps the audience’s attention. The
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audience is therefore justified in expecting more of a speaker in this situation than
in a situation where they can freely participate. This is also true of the literary
speech situation. The readers of a text knowingly and willingly enter into a situation
in which the speaker has unique access to the floor. Thus the audience-speaker
relation also comes into play in literary texts with obligations to both sides and a
commitment to one another. Readers feel and expect that the writer is under an
obligation to make his text worthy of their attention and thus are willing to allow the
writer some freedom and to bring their own behaviour into line with what can be
expected of an audience. This is equally important for ancient texts, and the exact
relationship between speaker and audience at a specific time and in a certain con-
text, and the specific rules observed in that context for the speaker/audience situa-
tion, implied in the text, must be determined. The assumptions made by the readers
(ancient and modern) at the beginning of the reading process are also important, as
well as the care taken by some authors to reassure their audiences. The selection
and preparation that went into the formation of the text are also important presup-
positions we bring to bear when a literary work is read. This can indeed play an
important part in the interpretation and reception of a text. (See Pratt 1977:116-125,
170 for an extensive discussion on this aspect.)

2.10 Literary speech acts as ‘display texts’

Pratt (1977:132-151) argues strongly for the characterisation of literary texts as
‘display texts’, because of the principles of assertability and tellability (interesting
and new information) which come into play when narratives (natural or otherwise)
are represented. A speaker, when making an assertion whose relevance is not mere-
ly informing, but also tellable, is ‘not only reporting but also verbally displaying a
state of affairs, inviting his addressee[s] to join him in contemplating it, evaluating it,
and responding to it. His point is to produce in his hearers not only belief but also
imaginative and affective involvement in the state of affairs he is representing and
an evaluative stance toward it. He intends them to share his wonder, amusement,
terror or admiration of the event’ (Pratt 1977:136).

According to this argument, some literary narrative texts can be classified as
‘display texts’ with the purpose of verbally representing situations, experiences and
so on which are of an unusual or problematic nature. The story or narrative is then
related with the aim of inducing the audience to react in the intended way and to
adopt the intended viewpoint and subsequently to participate with vigour in the
whole experience represented and (re)created in the literary work. This is of major
importance for our analysis of biblical texts, since they too can be classified as dis-
play texts in Pratt’s terms.
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211 The literary speech situation

It is the contention of this paper that literary works are also speech acts, and that
most, if not all, principles that are relevant to speech act theory regarding natural
narrative also come into play when a literary work is read.

In the literary speech situation, the communication between the speaker and the
addressee can also in literary terms be described as a conversation that is taking
place between author and reader. But it can only become a conversation if there is
some sort of reaction on the side of the addressee. He/she must cooperate in order
to constitute a valid literary conversation. It is therefore important also to keep the
concept of Grice’s (1975:45) cooperation principle and maxims in mind when deal-
ing with a literary work. Whenever one of these CPs is transgressed, certain impli-
cations arise which must be resolved. If these are not resolved, the consequences
are that even the literary speech situation could be in danger of breaking down -
that is, inducing the reader to stop reading and close the book. But the main impli-
cation from the above is that within speech act theory the literary communication
process is seen as a conversation. The complex nature of the communicative situa-
tion in a literary text is related to the fact that there is communication and conver-
sation on different levels. Within a literary work, and especially in a narrative, there
are quite a number of levels on which the literary conversation takes place, and
which have different participants, different speech acts, and different aims at each
level.

Within a narrative literary work, the following participants are involved:

*  Firstly, the real or concrete author and the concrete addressee. Both stand out-
side the text and the literary work and are thus not part of the literary enquiry.

* Secondly, there are the abstract author and reader, also called the ideal or
implied author and reader. Both are evoked by the narrative.

*  Thirdly, we find the narrator. This is the voice that tells the story. He/she
addresses himself/herself to a narratee or fictional reader. Whereas the
abstract or implied author operates within the literary work, the narrator is part
of the represented world - the total world of the literary work. The represented
world iswhat the implied author presents the implied reader with. The narrator
presents the narratee with the narrated world, which is inhabited by persona-
tions or characters, the fourth level.

* Fourthly, the personalities or characters also communicate with each other.
They are present in the narrated world and have to do with the cited world,
which consists of what a character says, believes and does.
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The above distinctions between and delineation of the participants in a narrative
communicative situation are generally based on the model of Chatman (1978). Sta-
ley (1986:36-89) also uses this basic scheme and gives a full discussion of each of
these facets in narrative. Schmid (1973:29), Carter (1988:57) and Watson (1988:50)
offer schematic representations of the literary communicative situation. There has,
of course, been some critique regarding terminology and concepts such as the
implied author. Harley (1987:61-63) gives a good account of the differences in
terminology regarding these terms as they are used by Schmid, Bal and others.
Staley (1986:47-54) also deals with, inter alia, the objections raised by Bal (1981).

Because of the existence of these different levels, different participants may
react differently to the same speech acts. The implied reader could, for instance,
react independently and differently from the narratee or a character. This is
because each participant is involved in a different speech act/conversation from the
others. Furthermore, it must be stressed again that, just as a live conversation
between two people is not conducted out of context, the context of the literary
speech act must also be taken into consideration. Because of this fact certain felici-
tous conditions or appropriateness conditions valid for the historical situation and
participants, and the conventions applicable for each level of communication, must
be kept in mind.

We have already referred briefly to genre, but in this context the importance of
genre and the knowledge of genre must be stressed. The nature of the text and the
knowledge of the nature of the text imply that certain rules are at play. The act of
reading implies that the reader to some extent places some expectation on his/her
reading. He/she expects certain things from certain types of texts.

In sum, in order to account for the full range of implicatures for which
the reader of a literary work is responsible, a description of literary
speech acts wilL.have to take into account both the CP and maxims as
defined for the work’s genre and the CP and maxims as defined for
the fictional speaker’s utterance. While only the latter are required to
decode what the fictional speaker is saying, both sets of appropriate-
ness conditions are required to decode what the author is implicating.
Readers of fictional literary works...automatically distribute their
expectations in this way.

(Pratt 1977:203)
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3. CONCLUSION

The above are some of the more important aspects of speech act theory, which are
cardinal to understanding the basics of the theory. Naturally, there are a number of
different approaches within speech act theory (Hutchinson 1984:3-34; White 1988:1-
24). What | have presented so far is what White (1988:4) calls the centrist position,
as we have already indicated. | realise, of course, that the above is merely an intro-
duction to speech act theory, but at the same time this should hopefully allow for
attempts at the utilisation of speech act theory by those not schooled in all the
intricacies of the theory.

For detailed discussions of speech act theory in general, the following are useful
as reference works: Pratt (1977), Bach & Harnish (1979), Lanser (1981), Leech
(1983), McLaughlin (1984), Cloete (1984), Van Jaarsveld (1987), and White (1988).
For discussions of aspects of speech act theory, see Lanigan (1977), Van Dijk
(1972), Wierzbicka (1980), Van Jaarsveld (1982, 1987), Van Coller & Van Jaarsveld
(1984), Bax (1985), Felman (1983), and VVan Eemeren & Koning (1981).

In a following article I shall begin to show how the concepts so far described can
enhance the exegesis of biblical texts, and in what way this theory provides new and
fresh ways of approaching these texts.
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