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This article studies the problem of indirect speech acts realization in argumentative text segments.
Moreover, while analyzing the interaction of speech acts and formation of indirect speech acts, it is
necessary to apply rhetorical relations. The article also examines simple and complex ways of indirect
speech acts formation.
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Point

A speech act (SA) is one of the basic
terms in pragmalinguistics. Usually, a SA
is treated as a unity of three components: a
locutionary act, an illocutionary act and a
perlocutionary act (Austin, 1986). There exist
a lot of classifications of SAs. In a previous
article we offered our own classification of
speech acts. We divided all SAs into seven
major classes with the following subdivision:
1) representatives, 2) requestives, 3) advisives
(unlike requestives which are advantageous
to an emitent, these SAs are advantageous to
a recipient), 4) interrogatives, 5) commissives,
6) propositives (they regulate both a position
of an emitent and a position of a recipient),
7) expressives (Bochkarev, 2011). But, as far as
the speech act theory does not take context into
account in a proper way, it must be somehow
modified.
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We suggest rhetorical relations adopted by
many theories, mostly by Discourse Represented
Theory (DRT) and by Segmented Discourse
Represented Theory (SDRT) as a solution.
Rhetorical relations that were introduced by
T. Mann and S. Thompson hold between two text
units. According to T. Mann and S. Thompson,
rhetorical relations can consist either of one
nucleus and one satellite or of two equal units
(Mann and Thompson, 1986). N. Asher and
A. Lascarides who introduced SDRT stated that
rhetorical relations describe the rhetorical roles
that utterances play in their discourse context.
They also added some more rhetorical relations to
the existing classification (Asher and Lascarides,
2003).

In (Bochkarev, 2011) we that

different SAs execute definite textual functions

stated

in rhetorical relations. So in rhetorical relations

of evidence two SAs execute two functions: a
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nucleus functioning as a statement and a satellite
functioning as evidence. Here we give the
definition of a textual function. A textual function
is a role of a particular SA in definite rhetorical
relations. Besides, one and the same SA can have
two textual functions: for a previous SA and for a
following one. In this case one and the same SA
can be both a nucleus and a satellite.

In spite of the fact that rhetorical relations
play a crucial role for the SA realization in a
definite context, it is not worth while refusing
a traditional SA like some researches do, for
example, N. Asher and A. Lascarides (Asher and
Lascarides, 2003). So we define a SA as a unity of
three levels and textual functions.

Now we dwell upon argumentative texts.
As there is an interference of text types in a real
communication, it would be better to segment a
text. Text segments can be corresponded with text
types. Anargumentative text segment is a segment
consisting of SAs that are sequentially linked by
the following rhetorical relations: background,
motivation — statement, action elicitation,
information elicitation — evidence — elaboration,
intensification — summary. An argumentative text
segment can be either a continuous text segment
that does not include additional rhetorical relations
within the text segment or a discontinuous text
segment that includes additional rhetorical
relations. Depending on emitent’s intensions
an argumentative text segment can play either
a crucial role, while other segments can prevail
quantitatively, or a minor role, while it can prevail
quantitatively.

Moreover, if there is an opponent, an
argumentative text segment consists of two or
more parts depending on the number of opponents.
Every part of each opponent is linked with an
initial part of an emitent by rhetorical relations.
A textual function of the first opponent’s SA is
an antithesis that can be either a refusal if a thesis

is a requestive or an advisive or an interrogative,

or a non-agreement or a correction if a thesis is a
representative or a commissive or an expressive.
The following SAs are linked either with an
antithesis and their function is evidence or with
opponent’s arguments and their function is a
non-agreement. In most cases a recipient agrees
with an emitent using a SA functioning as an
agreement or a contact signal or an answer or an
acceptance.

As F. Eemeren and R. Grootendorst
mentioned, an argument is always explicit while
otherelements can be implicit, so an argumentative
text segment can be represented by one sentence
(Eemeren and Grootendorst, 2004).

In this article we will concentrate upon
the realization of different indirect speech acts
(ISAs) types in argumentative text segments.
An ISA is a SA that expresses either more than
its form presupposes or something different. We
singled out three simple ways of ISAs formation:

reductional, functional and semantic.

Example
Reductional way of ISAs formation

This way began to develop within the
cognitive approach to the problem of ISAs and was
performed by M. Geis whodevelopedS. Levinson’s
idea about the reduction of a speech situation: the
more we know, the less we speak (M. Geis, 1995).
So a reduced SA can be reconstructed from the
rest SAs. This way of ISAs formation is entirely
different from the others because two speech acts
are fully realized in this case. There exist two
subtypes of this type of transposition:

a) an implicit act precedes an explicit one.

In argumentative text segments this type
of reduction occurs mostly when a thesis or an
antithesis is implicit. In this case an argument
functions as a thesis or an antithesis which can be
easily reconstructed:

Don Corleone: 1) a) (Implicit: I promise I

will solve your problem with this pezzonovante);
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b) At the end of the month this pezzonovante,
this 90 caliber will give you that job you want.

Johnny: 2) a) (Implicit: You can’t solve my
problem with this pezzonovante); b) This guy
is a personal friend of J. Edgar Hoover. 3) You
can’t even raise your voice to him.

Don Corleone: 4) He’s a businessman. 5) I'll
make him an offer he can’t refuse (Puzo, 2002:
28).

The scheme of rhetorical relations in this
text segment:

1) a) statement (thesis) to 1 (b), 4 — b)
elaboration to 1 (a) — 2) a) non-agreement
(antithesis) to 1/statement to 2 (b), 3 — b) evidence
(argument) to 2 (a)/ statement to 3 — 3) evidence
(argument) to 2 (a) — 4) evidence (argument) to
1(a)/ statement to 5— 5) elaboration to 4.

In the previous abstract Johnny has been
complaining about his boss (who is called
pezzonovante (from Italian: a man with power)
by Don Corleone) who does not want to give
him a role in the movie. As Johnny is among
those visitors who ask Don to help them, so it
presupposes that Johnny asks Don to solve the
problem with the boss. There exist three possible
variants of a reactive move to a request: 1) a
promise, 2) a refusal, 3) a temporization (an act
that is not fulfilling the illocutionary intent of
a request and postponing the decision-making).
The Godfather asserts that pezzonovante will
give Johnny the job so Johnny gets what he
has asked. It means that Don’s reactive move
is a promise that is no explicit. SA 1 (b) is an
elaboration to an implicit thesis SA 1 (a) that
is introduced by a commissive and can be
easily reconstructed: “I promise I will solve
your problem with this pezzonovante”. The
Godfather reduces the promise to do it more
convincing. The function of the implicit SA is a
statement. A statement of a commissive differs
from a statement of a representative by a positive

reactive move of a speaker that must be a contact

signal (thanking) in case of a commissive and
an agreement in case of a representative. As
there is no any sign of thanking in the reactive
move (on the contrary, Johnny tries to prove the
advantage of his boss over Don), so SA 2 (b) is
the evidence proving the antithesis which can be
easily reconstructed, as it is always opposite to
a thesis: “You can’t solve my problem with this
pezzonovante”.

b) An explicit SA precedes an implicit one.

Generally, ISAs that determine felicity
conditions for SAs realization belong to this class.
For example, the following felicity conditions
should be satisfied to make a requestive:

- recipient’s conditions: (1) desire and (2)

ability to perform an action,

- emitent’s conditions: (3) desire and (4)

necessity for an action to be performed,

- action’s condition: (5) necessity for an

action to be performed by a recipient.

In the first two cases a reduction can be
performed only by a recipient. In other cases a
reduction can be performed by both an emitent
and a recipient.

In argumentative text segments this way
of ISAs formation can be mostly realized in a
summary and in a thesis:

And now, you have only to surrender the
charter to me to complete the ceremony of
submission to the order of His Majesty (Carlton,
2010: 23).

This example is taken from the part of the
play in which Governor Andros tries to persuade
Governor Treatto givehimthe Charter of Freedom.
In this example the explicit SA functioning as a
summary concerns the realization of condition
(5). The reduction is made by the emitent because
he thinks that it is redundant to use a requestive
because it is obvious. But it is still presupposed
because of the emitent’s intention to make the
recipient perform the action: “And now, you have

only to surrender the charter to me to complete
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the ceremony of submission to the order of His

12

Majesty. Surrender it

Functional way of ISAs formation

This type of SAs transposition is determined
by functional characteristics of a SA. A SA of a
definite class can execute only those functions
which are peculiar to this class. In case if SA (x) is
in rhetorical relations with SA (y) which demands
a textual function which is not appropriate for a
class in which SA (x) is represented, transposition
of SA (x) takes place.

This way of ISAs’ formation is typical for
all acts of an argumentative text segment, but,
especially, it can be met in arguments. Argument
belonging to a class depends on thesis belonging.
If a SA functioning as a thesis is a representative
or a commissive or an expressive, a SA
functioning as an argument is a representative,
since emitent’s purpose is to verify the proposition
or prove sincerity of emitent’s intensions. If a
SA functioning as a thesis is a requestive or an
advisive or an interrogative or a propositive, a SA
functioning as an argument is a representative or
a commissive (threats included), since emitent’s
purpose is to persuade a recipient to perform the
action or to give an answer. If a SA functioning
as an argument belongs to an inappropriate class,
this SA is indirect:

1) Stop treating me like a kid brother.
2) I was in the war. 3) I got shot, remember?
4) I killed some Japs. 5) What the hell do you
think DIll do when you knock somebody off?
Faint?” (Puzo, 2002: 76).

The scheme of rhetorical relations interaction
in this text segment:

1) action elicitation (thesis) — 2) evidence
(argument) to 1/statement to 3 — 3) elaboration to
2/statement to 4 —4) elaboration to 3 — 5) evidence
(argument) to 1/summary to 2,3,4.

In this text fragment Michael Corleone is

quarreling with his brother who does not want

to accept his help in revenging on their father’s
enemies. From the scheme we can figure out that
an argument has an interesting feature, it can
be in rhetorical relations with a thesis, though
it is separated from it by several SAs. SA (5) is
indirect, since it is represented in a form of an
interrogative (as we stated above the argument
cannotberepresented ina formofaninterrogative),
it must transfer into a representative. SA (5) is
represented by two sentences. The first sentence
cannot be interpreted as an argument because it is
lack of action. Meanwhile, the emitent eliminates
this unknown quantity in the second sentence.
So “What the hell do you think I’ll do when
you knock somebody off? Faint?” transfers into
“I won’t faint when you knock somebody off™.
This SA is not only the argument to the thesis; it
functions also as the summary to three preceding
SAs. Still it is not a summary for the whole
segment cause in argumentative texts a summary
as well as a thesis can be in rhetorical relations

only with arguments.

Semantic way of ISAs formation

This type of transposition is determined
by semantic relations of a SA either with SAs
of a previous or following context, or with other
elements of a context of utterance: a speaker,
a hearer, a time, a place and the world of the
utterance (these elements were singled out by
J. Searle and D. Vanderveken (J. R. Searle
1985)). Generally, in
argumentative text segments such ISAs are used

and D. Vanderveken,

when an emitent makes a thesis, an argument or
a summary illogical in this context that is why it
cannot be treated literally (if we do not take some
deviant cases):

1) The person of the year is not Ben Bernanke,
no matter how insistently Time magazine tries to
hype him into its pantheon. 2) The Fed chairman
was just as big a schnook as every other magical
thinker in Washington and on Wall Street 3)
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who believed that housing prices would go up
in perpetuity to support an economy leveraged
past the hilt. 4) Unlike most of the others, it
was Bernanke’s job to be ahead of the curve. 5)
Yet as recently as June of last year he could be
found minimizing the possibility of a substantial
economic downturn. 6) And now we're supposed
to applaud him for putting his finger in the dike
after disaster struck? 7) This is defining American
leadership down. 8) If there’s been a consistent
narrative to this year and every other in this
decade, it’s that most of us, Bernanke included,
have been so easily bamboozled. 9) That’s why
the obvious person of the year is Tiger Woods
(Rich, 2009).

The scheme of rhetorical relations interaction
in this text segment:

1) statement (thesis) to 2, 6, 8 — 2) evidence
(argument) to 1/statement to 3, 4 — 3) explanation
to 2 —4) evidence to 2/statement to 5 — 5) evidence
to4—6) evidence to 1/statement to 7 — 7) evidence
to 6 — 8) evidence to 1 — 9) summary to 2, 6, 8.

The author of this article criticizes the
choosing process of “a person of the year” by
Time magazine because Ben Bernanke, Chairman
of the US Federal Reserve, won this recognition
during the financial crisis in 2009. The author
proves by SA (2), (3), (4), (5), (6) that Bernanke is
rather “the looser of the year” than “the person”
because he was “a big schnook” who was “ahead
of the curve” and put “his finger in the dike after
disaster struck” that was defining American
leadership down. Then he states in SA (7) that
Bernanke has not deserved even this title because
there is a person who bamboozled “most of us,
Bernanke included”. According to the author, it
is Tiger Woods who is a more appropriate person
to be “the looser of the year”. So the author is
mocking at Times magazine and the essence of
the irony is represented in SA (9) which functions
as a summary in this segment. It’s transposed

in this context, since the phrase “a person of the

year” can be interpreted as “a looser of the year”
which isn’t a typical meaning for this phrase. So
the summary “That’s why the obvious person of
the year is Tiger Woods” transfers into “That’s
why the obvious looser of the year is Tiger
Woods”.

Complex ways of ISAs _formation

Finally, we singled out complex ways of
ISAs formation which combine two different
simple ways. There exist three complex ways of
ISAs formation: a combination of reductional and
functional ways, a combination of reductional and
semantic ways, a combination of functional and
semantic ways. In argumentative text segments
the first way is extensively used:

Sonny: 1) Johnny thinks you can’t fix it,
2) that’s why I thought you might want me to go
out there.

Don Corleone (turned his head to Johnny):
3) a) (Implicit: I will fix it); b) Why do you doubt
me? 4) Hasn't your Godfather always done what
he said he would do? 5) Have I ever been taken
for a fool? (Puzo, 2002: 33).

The scheme of rhetorical relations interaction
in this segment:

1) statement to 2 — 2) explanation to 1 —
3) a) non-agreement (antithesis) to 1/statement
to 3 (b) — b) elaboration to 3 (a)/statement to 4 —
4) evidence to 3 (b) — 5) evidence to 3 (b).

In this example Don uses ISAs to express
his indignation because ISAs forms are more
expressive than their direct equivalents. SA (3)
expresses two SAs: SA 3(a) is a reduced thesis
which functions as a non-agreement to (1) and
as a statement to 3(b). It can be reconstructed,
since it is opposite to the thesis, so it will be: “I
will fix it”; SA 3 (b) is an elaboration to 3(a). It’s
represented in a form of an interrogative, but an
elaboration cannot be expressed by it. That is
why “Why do you doubt me?” transfers into “You
mustn’t doubt me”. So the whole transfer of “Why

— 505 —



Arsentiy I. Bochkarev. Indirect Speech Acts in Argumentative Text Segments

do you doubt me?” is “I will fix it. You mustn’t

doubt me”.

Conclusion

To sum up, we showed that for an adequate
analysis a text must be divided into segments that
should be represented as schemes of rhetorical

relations interaction. Then we stated that each

act has its own textual function in rhetorical
relations. Moreover, we singled out three simple
ways of ISAs formation and analyzed their
realization in argumentative text segments. We
also mentioned that there are three complex ways
of ISAs formation and gave the example of the
most extensive one for an argumentative text

segments.

10.
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KocBeHHbIe P€YCBLIC AKTbI

B APryYMEHTATUBHBIX CErMEHTAX TEKCTA

A.U. boukapeB

Hoesocubupcxuii cocyoapcmeennuiii
neoazo2uyecKull yHugepcumen,

Poccus 630126, Hosocubupck, Bunwotickas, 28

B oaunoui cmamoee nposooumcs usyuenue npodiemuvl peaniusayuu KOCeHHulx peyegvlx akmos (KPA)
8 apeyMeHmMAamueHvlx cezcmenmax mexcma. Kpome moeo, noxkasana Heo6X00UMOCmMb NPUMEHEHUA
PUMOPUYECKUX OMHOWIeHUN KaK ONAd aHAIu3d 63auMOoO0elicgus peyeeviX aKkmos, max u O
00paA308aHUsL KOCBEHHBIX peuesblx akmos. Takoie 6 cmamve paccmompervl NPOCMbvle U CIONCHbBLE
€nocobvl 06pa306aHUA KOCBEHHBIX PEUesblX AKMOS.

Kuwouegvie cnosa: pumopuyeckue omHouleHus, mekcmyaivbhas QyHKyus, peoyKyuoHuvlll cnocoo
obpazosanuss KPA, @yuxkyuonanenviii cnocob obpaszosanus KPA, cemanmuueckuii cnoco6
obpaszosanus KPA.




