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STUDIA UNIV. BABES—PEOLYAI. PHILOLOGIA, XXXII, 2, 1987

STUDIA LINGUISTICA

TEXT PRAGMATICS CONSIDERED FROM A STYLISTIC
POINT OF VIEW

SZABO ZOLTAN*

REZUMAT. — Stilistica in perspectiva pragmaticii textului. Pragma-
tica joacd un rol important in cercetarea textului: constituie o ramuri
(componentd, nivel, dimensiune, cadru) a lingvisticii textului si este
baza, sursa multor teorii ale textului. Pragmatica textului are o im-
portantd semnificativd si pentru stilisticd, atit in teoria stilului, cit si
in cercetarile stilistice concrete. In teoriile pragmatice ale textului
gasim o multime de definitii ale conceptelor de stilisticd si stil, care
pot sd contribuie mult la Imbundtdtirea bazelor teoretice ale
stilisticii. In aprecierea valorilor stilistice ale elementelor sub-
textuale (fonetice, lexicclogice, sintactice) apar si criterii prag-
matice (de ex. metafora, o ,bucatd’ textuald ca o deviere de la astep-
tarea receptorului). Din analiza stilistici (studierea stilului unui text)
face parte si un context exterior care are un continut pronuntat prag-
matic si prin aceasta imbunéatiteste capacitatea aplicativd a interpre-
tarii. Tipologia si caracterizarea stilurilor (de ex. stilul stiintific, pu-
blicistic, literar si in cadrul acestuia: stilul individual al scriitorului,
stilul unui curent literar etc.) profitd mult de pe urma rezultatelor
obfinute de tipologia textelor care are ca sursd si pragmatica. Prin-
cipiile oferite de pragmaticd sint productive si in abordarea istorica
a stilurilor. In istoria stilului literar motivele externe pot fi conside-
rate ca ultimele cauze ale schimbadrilor.

1. The major purpose of this paper is to discuss an interdisciplinary
issue: what can profit stylistics from text pragmatics? A similar problem
has been investigated in point of text grammar and text semantics
(Szabé 1980, 1985a). The emphasis in this study is stylistics. Theoretical
aspects of text pragmatics are discussed only insofar as they bear of
the propounded issue. My concern with this question is made favou-
rable by the fact that text linguistics of which text pragmatics forms
a part is a multidisciplinary science. The general framework (the
importance of text linguistics for stylistics, interdisciplinarity of text
linguistics) within which the investigation will proceed has already
been presented (Szabd 1979; of other approaches of the relation of
stylistics to text linguistics see e.g. Enkvist 1971, 1978, 1985, Harweg
1972, Spillner 1974, Cassirer 1975, Andersson 1975, Mortara Garavelli
1979, Oltean 1979).

* University of Cluj-Napoca, Faculty of Philology, 3400 Cluj-Napoca, Romania.



4 SZABO Z.

2. The development of text linguistics was simultaneous with a
gradual integrating of pragmatics into its legitimate interests. Indced,
text linguistics cannot do without pragmatics, texts cannot be described
only within a grammaltic and semantic framework, their descriptions are
in need of pragmatic comments, too.

There are, of course, other motives which also indicate the impor-
turice of text pragmatics. In Fillmore’s (1976) opinion pragmatics in the
study of texts indicates a more complete grade as compared to the
other two branches of semiotics: syntas (form) — semanties (forms
function) — pragmatics (form, function, sctting). Beaugrande (1979: 78)
admits o similar opinion in stating that “pragmatics is situated at an
eswentially higher level than syntax and scemantics® since “syntax
and semantics are subject to specific types of control, while pragmatics
is the level of [this] higher control¥, thus “pragmatics is meta-syntax
ana meta-semanties®,

In addition, the importance of pragmatics can be justified on other
thearetical grounds, on grounds of correspondance to text theories.
According to the Programme of the French Tel Quel group the theory
of the textual writing (ceriture) is produced in the practice (pratique)
of this writing (Logiques. Paris, 1968). No wonder that several textolo-
gists consider as an important aspect the pragmatic foundations of their
theories. Dijk (1977: 3) thinks that one of the major aims in this field is
"to make explicit the systemuatic relations between text and pragmatic
context®. Tn Halliday's (1971: 334) theory a textual function (the third
onc beside ideational and interpersonal functions) "is concerned with the
creation of text... it is through this function that language makes
links with itself and with the [pragmatic] situation™.

Our first task is to consider and evaluate several views concerning
text pragmatics, I have to stress here at the outset that the basic posi-
tions of scholars working centrally in pragmatics differ widely. They
vary in content from implications concerning its object and naturc to
the views regarding its applicability which in such special cases as
literature and style imply some uncertainty or even (not at all ground-
less) scepticism not to speak about various misunderstandings which
may discourage scholars who would like to profit by pragmatics. If so,
it is to be assumed that every study of pragmatic issues is bound to
evoke controversy, consequently questions pertinent here are to be
viewed with the utmost care.

3. The term ’text pragmatics’ has come to be used with a wide
runge of meanings: a dimension, a framework within text linguistics
(No6th 1978: 29), the dominant research aspect of text theory (Schmidt
1973a: 15), a level of text descriptions (Dijk  1977: 2), an analytic
approuch of texts which involves contextual consideration (Brown and
Yule 1983: 26) and the like. This wide range of acceptations is made
more complicated by the fact that the underlying 'pragmatics’ itself is
attributed different contents. In most cases it is the study of different
relations, for cxample, that of the relation of texts as signs to uscrs
and interpreters (Dijk 1977: 189, Brown and Yule 1983: 26), uses and
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effects of texts (Glaser 1985: 465), situational contexts (Sebecok 1935:
454).

And what is more, in many cascs the object of text pragmatic
studics is designated by a lot of terms which mostly refer to different
aspects of its substance, for example: external (vs internal), context (vs
co-text), context (vs text), extralinguistic on nonlinguistic context, situ-
ation (context of situation, siational context, situational factors), com-
uunication (communicative context, action, cvent), social (context,
action), socio-historical (context, conditions, factors), cultural context,
pragmatic context, setting, register, human behaviour and so on.

In spite of this diversity there is a fixed point for orientation: the
double status of pragmatics in text linguistics.

It constitutes one of the branches (components, dimensions, frame-
works) of text linguistics wchich as such in several authors joins other
branches of text linguistics, for example, text phonetics, text grammar,
text semantics, text topics (e.g. Dijk 1972, Brinker 1979: 3—12, Zem-
muner 1981: 1, 8).

And what is perhaps more than this, pragmatics serves as besis
(source) of several text theories. A few cexamples. The basis of Breucr's
(1974) theory is pragmatics conceived of as a part of semiotics. Schmidt
{1973a) considers his text thcory as an inquiry into constituents, ruies
and conditions of verbal communication motivated pragmatically. A
literary text theory developed by Stierle (1975) derives from action
theory related to pragmatics. Dijk (1977: VIII, 10) explores semantics
and pragmatics as fundamental topics of a text theory where pragma-
tics is focused on specech acts. French textologists (e.g. Kristeva 1939:
290, 1971: 19) consider the social practice or socio-economic factors s
basis of their theories. In several British scholars’ (e.g. Halliday 1477,
Hasan 1978) theories pragmatics. the object of which is identified with
social or situational context, is viewed as the central dimension. Brown
and Yule (1983: 26) state that discourse analysis' (which in U.S. <n-
mewhat equals the study of texts) “primarily consists of doing prag-
matics¥.

This duality is as a matter of course not sufficient for the demandad
clarification. Considering the special purpose of our inquiry, we have to
assume an adequate point of view. Accordingly, we need a large frame-
work within which texts can be investigated in all the varicty of their
functions (equivalent with thosc of language, e.g. referential, emoti-e,
poetic, conative, phatic, situational, metalingual, etc., see the models of
communication theory provided by Jakobson 1960, Hymes 1962). This
basis is adequate to our text linguistic view the substance of which can
be rightly denoted by Schmidt’s (1982) term, a meaningful designation
of textological research: interdisciplinary study of text communicaticn.
It also has the advantage of offering a large surface of contact with
complementary theories, mainly speech act theory and action theory.

The starting-point in our attempt to find a corresponding view of
Jtext pragmatics’ could be Sebeok’s (1985: 451) interpretation of the
underlying ’semiotics” in wich it is correlated with the science of coum-
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munication: semiotics is the pivotal branch of the integrated science of
commuinication. This correlation can be attached anv importance since,
as it is well known, according to the most views pragmatics appcars
as a puart either of semiotics or of communication theory.

The acceptance of ’this’ ranging of pragmatics as well as the de-
manded and presumed communicative implication leads us to an ade-
quate idea of ’'text pragmatics’. Of several possibilitics it scems to be
the most productive the interpretation of Beaugrande and Dressler
(1981: 31): the concerns of pragmatics arc dealt with by exploring the
attitudes of producers (intentionality) and rcceivers (acceptability) and
the communicative settings (situationality). The constituents of these
text pragmatic categories are illustrated by a few examples in the
corresponding chapters of Beaugrande’s and Dressler’s book: social
state, emotional state, knowledge state, social conventions, social do-
minance, social roles in different settings, social interaction, situation
monitoring and situation management, plan and goal, concorde of goals,
cxpectations, negotiations, conflict, efficiency, cffectiveness and the
like.

In our model of stylistic analysis (sec below in 8) all these factors
arc included in the ’external context’ the range of which is larger than
that of the above considered three categories (intentionality, acceptabi-
lity, situationality) since certain cases of intertextuality (mainly the
comparison of the style of a literary work with that of another) also
form a part of it. '

The communicative aspects as text pragmatic features mentioned
above also appear in several interpretations of ’text’ which we need
for the discussion of the relation of style to text. We can accept as
appropriate those interpretations in which texts arce considered as parts
of communicative events. For example, in Schmidt’s (1973a: 161) defi-
nition emphasis is laid upon the fact that texts are manifestations of
communicative verbal actions and as such they have an informative,
communicative function and a thematic orientation. Beaugrande and
Dressler (1981: 3) define 'text’ as ”a communicative occurrence which
meets seven standards of textuality. It is noteworthy that three of
these standars (intentionality, acceptability and situationality),
as we have been able to see, are of pragmatic nature, they form the
substance of text pragmatics.

On accepting this interpretation we may view literary texts, the
most important text types of our stylistic approaches as means of com-
munication in a society (on basic problems involved in ’communication
via literature’ see e.g. Kristeva 1972, Coquet 1973, Schmidt 1973b, Wie-
nold 1972, 1974, Corti 1976). Communicative relations of texts permeate
the content of stylistic categories, mainly that of ’style’ and thus they
may serve as constituents of external causation and explanation.

Speaking of text prugmatic approaches of stylistics we must not
leave out of consideration that many practitioners of traditional systy-
listics also have been concerned with similar issues centring their atten-
tion mainly on social and situational factors which define the nature
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ot style, Our text pragmatic approaches are intended more to comple-
ment traditional ones than to compete with them. We may reckon,
however, with certain issues, mainly theoretical ones which traditional
<tvlistics made no claims to encompass.

4. After outlining the substance of text pragmatics, we can asses
the importance of text pragmatics for stylistics which can be discussed
in two domains: the help of text pragmatics (1) in improving the theo-
retical bases of stylistics and (2) in the actuul stylistic researches.

5. Traditional stylistics has many thceoretical troubles which can
be demonstrated, among other things by the fact that it cannot meet
the rigorous principles of the gencral science theory, for cxample, it
cennot justify its existence (indeed there are still very few acceptable
arguments in favour of stylistics), it cannot provide a precise statement
of what ‘style’, its main category is to be accounted for by an adequate
theory. In addition, there are not any operational definitions for theo-
retical concepts in stylistics. All these become more visible in the lack
of an adequate methodology which is a direct consequence of the in-
adequte interpretations of stylistics and  style as well as of other
objectives of stylistic researches.

Text linguistics and any of its branches, among them also text
progmatics, as theory oriented disciplines can fill the theoretical requi-
rerments of stylistics mainly by offering theoretical and methodological
principles and productive analogies utilizable for stylistics. Moreover,
#.nd of help consists in the concerns of text pragmatics (as one of the
brionches of text lingistics, the general text science) with issues of
stylistics (a special text science). That is why we may speak of the
totus of 'stylistics’ and ‘style’ in text pragmatics which I shall present
i what follows. Other theoretical concerns in relation of stylistics to
text pragmatics for reasons of space will not be discussed here.

To begin with, the importance of text pragmatics appears in the
great number of the interpretations of ’stylistics’ and ’style’ as com-
pered to those which originate in text semantics and text grammar.

The views of stylisties are various. In most cases its substance is
iceatified with use und situation. Dijk (1972: 172) considers poetics
(toeoretical study of literary texts) one of the branches of which is sty-
liszies, the study of the use of the rules of a systemi. Even because of
the Cuse’, as Dijk affirms, it coincides with pragmatics. Mortara Ga-
vayelli (1979: 407) thinks that stylistics has to do with matters of situ-
ational context. That is why she states that the most adequate theoreti-
cal projection of stylistics is a pragmatically oriented text theory. In
Hesan’s (1975: 52) view stylistics enquires into the nature of the sys-
ternutic correlation between variation in language and variation in the
context in which language is produced®. In this view ‘context’ in con-
«vived of as being ’situational’. Crystal and Davy (1969: 90) view the
wiviness of stylistics as being ,,the description of the linguistic charac-
reristics of ull situationally-restricted uses of language*.

In addition, there are interpretations in which the behaviour of the
agaresser {text producer) or certain operations of the encoding and de-
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(o)

coding phase appcar as the object of stylistics. According to Breuer
(1974: 144) the condtions of producing texts can be presented by (1)
the study of the cffective content, emotive use of language, (2) theory,
of stvle and (3) the study of situations. The object of the (2), which
can be identified with stylistics, is the analysis of the language be-
haviour with the purpose of determining the most expedient language
behaviour of the text producer. Schmidt (1973b: 26—27) considers rhe-
torical and stylistic operations in the phase of text production and sty-
listic analysis in the phase of text reception. The last one is specified in
Schmidt (1973a: 108) as ’'stylistic dcecoding’ which together with gram-
matic and semantic decoding has as object the process of understanding
and the emotional meaning.

It the text pragmatic interpretations of ’style’ it can be noticed a
fairly common view according to which ’style’ is related to external,
situational contexts. Thus Hasan (1975: 53) states that “style of a dis-
course ... is a function of the contextual configuration revelant to the
discourse®. In most of the interpretations the content of this ’contextual
configuration’ is specified and thus made more cxplicit. 1t is mainly
interpersonal relations, expectations, actions and speech acts that appear
as constituents of ’style’.

For example, in point of stvle representatives of the British func-
tional school consider mainly interpersonal relations: style of discourse
“refers to the relations among the participants® (Halliday, McIntosh
and Strevens 1964: 92)., Abraham and Braunmiiller (1973: 103) affirm
that 'style’ is a function of pragmatic variables connected with addresser
and adressee both being characterized by a certain expectancy norm
regarding features of stylistic expression®. Ohmann (1971: 25—251)
thinks that “style borders on, and overlaps with, action® thus, for
cxample, the locutionary style of a passage intermingles with illocutio-
nary acts performed. Similarly, Sandig (1978: 15, 23, 56) views style as
the mode of performing an action which can be identified with For-
mulierung’ of texts. Dijk (1977: 245: sces in spcech act a determining
factor of style: each global specch act determines the style of the
discourse.

Considering the importance of the external context (mainly called
only as ’context’) several specialists come to the conclusion that the
differences of the style of texts are duc to certain external differences:
stylistic differences imply pragmatic differences (Dijk 1977: 245), dif-
ferences in the style of texts originate in a spectrum of contexts, situ-
ations and backgrounds (Zammuner 1981: 194). That is the reason why
Andersson (1975: 20—21) conceives stvle of as contextually conditioned
variation.

As we have been able to sce all the above presented interpreta-
tions both of ’stylistics” and 'stvle’ have as text pragmatic content com-
municative implications which we have indicated in the foregoing as
the constituents of the underlving outlook of our approaches. The text
pragmatic views formed of these two concepts scem to be productive
for the theoretical foundation of stylistics. The existing interpretations
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imply much novelty or, at least, put ’stylistics’ and ’'style’ in amother
light. In both cases we may be aware of their substance also cosidered
from the viewpoint of the general science theory. The as well defined
concepts can be utilized as possible operational categorics (c.g. the
relation of style to text as basis of stylistic analysis) which muay serve
as actual starting-points for eclaborating adequate methods, for impro-
ving the descriptive and explanatory adequacy of the possible methods
necessary for the actual stylistic rescarches which will be discussed
in the next chapters.

6. The importance of the actual stylistic rescarches can be discussed
within a framework constituted of the branches of stylistics identified
with their objectives and the corresponding text levels: (1) stylistic
evaluation (stylistic devices, texte constituents), (2) stylistic analysis
(style of a text, text), (3) style tipology (study of ’style tvpes’, text typus
as supertext categories).

7. The first branch is the stylistic cvaluation ("la stvlistique de
I'expression est une étude de la valeur stylistique des moyens d’expres-
sion® Guiraud 1957: 65, to describe the stylistique resources of a lan-
guage means... to establish, clussify and evaluate its expressive cle-
ments® Ullmann 1964: 100). Its research objects are stylistic devices
which from a text linguistic point view can be taken for 'text consti-
tuents’, that is sounds, words, sentences, intersentential structures which
have stylistic functions (values, effects, expressivity, ete.).

Text pragmatic approaches of stylistic devices are apparently of
restricted importance since according to several opinions words on wen
sentences have not evident pragmatic implications or as Oomen (1879:
274) thinks sentences *lack the pragmatic dimension that distinguishes
texts”.

In spite of this we must not leave out of consideration an important
text linguistic view according to wich eclements of lower level than
text can only be understood and explained in point of the whole text.
As a matter of fact a single sentence of an image constituted of one
word or two cannot finally be judged in isolation. Stylistic prominence
of words and sentences results to a certain extent from the meaning
or the grammatical structure of the whole text. It is through this
‘textual embedment’ that they are 'imbued’ with some pragmatic con-
tent, too. The inclusion of the derivable pragmatic implications of the
lower elements into the sphere of stylistic evaluations enriches the
content of the inquiry and thus improves the descriptive and explana-
tory adequacy of the evaluations.

For example, the evaluation of metaphors is not a purely semantic
problem of one word or two since from a textological point of view an
image is a ’piece of text’, a unity of a word and a context (Weinrich
1968). If so, metaphors are assumed to be permeated with some of the
pragmatic concerns of the whole text. Abraham and Braunmiiller (1973:
113, 143) consider certain expectations of discourse participants with
regard to established norms and forms of language behaviour in a
communicative situation. Several forms mecet these cxpectations, other
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ones deviate from them. Metaphors imply such deviations. Eco (1984:
125), making use of Weinrich's (1976) views and terms, lays emphasis
on another pragmatic aspect of metaphore, on the socio-historical con-
text, that is, the ’mectaphorics of the text’ also is considered in terms
of the historical circumstances, the 'metaphorics of the context’ which
may contribute to the interpretation of metaphors, the revealing of
their external concerns, their social, cultural key.

Or we may think of different forms of conversational tone mainly
those of address and greeting which all are indicators of politeness and
familiarity (e.g. Madam, Mrs vs Elisabeth, Betsy or Dear Sir vs Dear
Mike or good morning, good evening, etc. vs IHello! or the cheery gree-
ting Hi!). All these, in my opinion, in certain cases (e.g. in a letter
written by a subordinate to his superior) may constitute the cohesion of
the text. In the usage of these {orms, as we can notice it everyday,
actual pragmatic factors like social status, interpersonal relations, atti-
tudes and the corresponding language behaviour may functionally be
oxXpressive.

Stvlistic functions of words or sentences of a text are interrelated
with the effect of the whole text, with the attempt of the writer to
influence the reader which is in itself an evident text pragmatic mani-
festation. The pragmatic study of these effects can be connected with
speech act theory: effective text constituents can be embodied in
speech acts as units at the pragmatic level of stylistic evaluation. The
pragmatic implications of speech acts derive, among other things, from
the well-known fact that they may relate the meaning of text consti-
tuents to external, mainly social, situational contexts. For exuample,
special speech act verbs (e.g. exhort, warn, order, claim or request,
advise, suggest) may involve interpersonal relations of what is com-
municated (see mainly Ohmann 1971, Dijk 1977). Thus they arc expres-
sions of certain communicative goals and social relations (e.g. labour
and management, pupil and teacher, children and parents, ete.) and
constituents of styles or tones of texts such as formal, polite, deferen-
tial, informal, casual, intimate.

8. The second branch, stylistic analysis is an investigation of the
style of a text. It is the predominantly text oriented stylistic study, it
is easy to understand that it can profit much by text linguistics, much
more than other branches of stylistics. I think, first of all, of certain
methodological considerations which can be derived from the relation
of style to text. Among the theorctical approaches of this relation there
arc several views of pragmatic nature (a few of them have been quoted
above in 5).

In these views it appears that style is contextually (socially, si-
tuationally. ctc.) conditioned. In  stylistic analysis this conditioning
cannot be left out of consideration. In my attempts aiming at develo-
ping a methodology of stylistic anulysis (Szabd 1883b) I reckon with
an ‘external context’ (as compuared to an ‘internal’ one) which result
from the above discussed intentionality, acceptability and situationa-
litv. These factors which govern style serve as its external cuouses, os
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ingredients of explanation. Thus they may improve the cxplanatory
cdequacy of stylistic analysis which as it is well-known is not yct
strong enough.

Text pragmatic implications, ingredients of explanation are various
irt their aspects. Of the many possibilities the following is an example
Babits Mihdly in his poem (Between Autum and Spring) speaks of
his mortal fear resulting from his malady, ablation of a cancerous
growth from his throat. The poet is filled with anguish which he tried
to master or, at least, to diminish by means of certain psychological
mechanisms which manifest themsclves in the style of his poem, too:
generalization (everybody dies, nature dies as well), moving off in the
vast, remembrances of the childhood (death is nothing other than to
go to bed — a memory of the childhood: how they were put to bed,
the command of their mother, ’sleep!” as well as the whiteness and
warmth of the bed).

A special importance can be attached to pragmatic aspects in a
historical consideration of the style of a text, in a genetic complement
of stylistic analysis. Here the analyst is not concerned with changes
(since texts after coming into being do not change), he is rather inte-
rested in historical conditioning, in socio-historical, cultural, biographi-
cal, ete.) facts and cvents which left their traces in the examined text.
Or what Haidu (1981: 1-—2) says of the semiosis of a poem as a socio-
historical phenomenon holds true of its style, too: analysis itself ‘is
focused” on the concrete text as a transformation of the generic and
socio-historical givens“. .

9. The third branch of stylistics is ’style typology’, the study of
style types (e. g. literary, colloquial, scientific, etc. or special units
within literary style, e. g. style of an author, a genre, a literary trend).
Their textological equivalents are supertext categories, ’text types’ which
hove many pragmatic implications, thus the study of style types may
profit by the investigation of text types (usually called ’text typology’)
in point of pragmatic aspects, too.

The most text typologies are founded pragmatically, many of the
principles of classification and characterization are of pragmatic na-
ture. Segre (1979: 86) affirms that text types should be defined on the
bueis of their relations to pragmatic situations. One of the most impor-
tant pragmatic categories, ’‘situation’ is mostly considered in the views
of British textologists where it implies mainly the ’context of situa-
tion’ (or ’'register’ or 'imediate situation’, e.g. telephone conversation,
note-passing, lecturing), social interaction (socially defined positional
roles), social activity and context of culture (c.g. Halliday 1978: 226).
In many of their typologies ’style’ (style of a text type) also is inclu-
ded. It is usually conceived of as a verbal manifestation of interper-
conal relations (e.g. colloquial, formal, intimate, polite, defcrential; see
c.g. Halliday, McIntosh and Strevens 1964, Crystal and Davy 1969,
Gregory and Carroll 1978).

In other textologists the pragmatic principle of typology is more
specified and vestricted and is oriented towurd the idea ’text as doing
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something’. Through this 'doing’ text producers intrude themselves inio
the context of situation seeking to influence the attitudes of others.
Here ’pragmatics’ in terms of situations is changed into a pragmatics’
in terms of actions and communicative events since texts can be troa-
ted as the performance of certain acts (c.g. an assertion, a request, un
accusation, a threat, a critique, a protest). Two examples. Schmidt
(1973a: 126—127) differentiates ’'discourse type’ and ‘text tyvpe’. Dis-
course types (e.g. colloquial, scientific, literary) are conceived of as sub-
svstems of the global social communicative system. Contrary to it, a
text type (c.g. narrative, expository, performative) is defined as the re-
lation of a proposition to its illocutionary potential. Dijk (1977: 147,
243-—245) relates semantic macro-structures to pragmatic macro-struc-
tures (which are nothing else than macro spcech acts) for distinguis-
hing discourse types (c.g. narratives, arguments, advertisements).

Text pragmatic typologies offer a productive basis (and as a m -
ter of course models, unalogics as well) for style typology, for classifi-
cation and characterization of style tvpes. They provide, among othoer
things, principles necessary for the cxplanations of the external c.n-
ditioning of style types. External explanation also in this branch of siv-
listics results from examining the situations in which style tvpes are
produced and used. Variations in style are measured against varia-
tions in situation, and where the two appear to be interdependent, the
style type in question is to that extent explained. For example, it is
commonly known that the brevity of telegrams (conciseness, and ellip-
tical, implicit text structurcs) can be explained by cconomical facss.
The specific style of a similar text variation, that of classified advar-
tisements also may stand as an cconomical text type. Or, as folclorists
noticed, the oral style of folk narrators (folk-tule tellors) is mainly
conditioned by their adaptation to the momentary milieu, the attitudes
of the audience and self- evidently by the narrators’ 1nd1\1duaht) tem-
perament culture as well as tradition of story telling in the resp:c-
tive region.

All these instances show that style types cannot be studied without
reference to external, pragmatic contexts. Their consideration promise
a more refined methodology where the specific problems of style types
appear in sharper focus than in pure semantic and grammatical approa-
ches.

The historical approaches of style types (the history of styles, espe-
cially the history of literary style) demonstrate the importance of praz-
matic contexts possibly to a greater extent than the descriptive stu-
dies discussed so far. I think, it is obvious that changes in the history
of a style must be viewed not merely as objects of observation, whizh
easily would lead to an unwished positivism, but as objects of explani-
tion, too. As for this explanation, it is to be specified that we cannot
confine ourselves only to internal motivation since style development
also is conditioned externally. Consequently, internal causes (immanent,
structural laws, mainly ‘antithesis’, a purely abstract dialectic of the
‘negation of negation’) do not allow us to explain every moment of
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style evolution, they must be complemented with external, pragmatic,
above all socio-historical and cultural causes. The history of a lite-
rary style could only be written by relating it to the histories gover-
ning the development of social and cultural relationships. Moreover,
external causes can be given primary importance as compared to the
internal ones since style development is ultimately only explicable in
socio-historical, cultural terms (sec, for example, several points at issue
in Hauserl 1953, 1958).

As a matter of fact the final causes of the most important chan-
ges, shifts from a style to another one, the decline of an old, outmoded
stvle and the emergence of a new trend can bhe seen in external con-
ditioning. There are, for example, social conditions which claim inno-
vation (e.g. renewal, modernizing of social life, culture and technique,
the influence of a new view of life) in contrast with those which favour
survival, continuity of the old style facts (e.g. the influence of retar-
ding forces, unsuitability for progress, backwardness, persistence in
what is old, outmoded). In addition, we mayv speak of expectations of
peychological nature: becoming weary of old style principles, features
and devices and longing for new ones. And as a matter of course the
force of tradition, acceptance or rejection of the existing tradition plays
an_important role as well (let us think, for example, of the views for-
med of the ‘avant-garde’ styles). In one word, we may consider the
action of the antagonistic progressivism and conservatism of a society
in its attitude towards literature and its style.

The importance of pragmatic contexts in both descriptive and his-
torical approaches of style can be demonstrated {from an opposite side
as well, Styles being permcated with pragmatic contents, may inform
us about their conditioning factors which in certain cases for lack of
other sources offer decipherable ’signs’ for the investigation, or, at
icast, they constitute a special, a latent, a sccondary information. For
example, personal style (individual style of & writer) has its special
cenditioning., Several factors of this conditioning cannot be detected,
decoded outside of style, thus a personal style may be an indication
of individual mood or character, temperament, spiritual complexion,
nsvchological and biological features and the like which in most cases
cannot be detected in other sources. Similarly, style of a literary trend
of the past may preserve traces of certain factors (e.g. cultural prac-
tice, social conventions) of its external conditioning. I think, for exam-
ple, of colours, constituents of baroque symbols and allegories which
arc relics of a cultural code not retained in other sources.

Given the pragmatic importance of these styles it seems to be
appropriate to designate them in addition to other terms (e.g. functio-
nal styles, style tvpes, variations in style) as ’situational styles’.

10. In conclusion we may state that text pragmatics like other
branches of text linguistics can provide a productive ’basis’ for impro-
ving both the theoretical status and the methodology of stqlistics. All
these issues discussed in the foregoing go to show that stylistics can
profit much by text pragmatics and, what is more, it is in need of text
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pragmatic comments, its new ’lights’ without which it would be more
labil.

As compared to the similar possibilities concerned in traditional
stylistics (i.c. in the period preceding the emergence of text pragmatics)
it can be noted that we may reckon with additional results. With the
advent of text pragmatics issues of higher (i.e. text) levels came to the
fore which could not come up before. And further, new we may assert
that we are not concerned only with the relation of pragmatic contexts
to style facts, but also with their organic unity (c.g. style as a function
of pragmatic variables of texts).

In addition, it is to be cmphasized that text pragmatics approaches
investigation both in text linguistics and stylistics to man’s proximity,
to the palpable facts of reality. This proximity, at the same time, indi-
cates its ’‘concreteness’ which may become especially conspicuous if
text pragmatic explanations border on abstract, formalized (text gram-
matical, text semantic, text logical) expositions.
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DISCURSUL, DISCURSUL LITERAR SI PROBLEMATICA
ANALIZEI LOR

ELENA DRAGOS®

ABSTRACT. — Discourse and Literary Discourse: Some Topics in
Their Analysls, The synthetic view proposed by the author attempts
to define the general category discourse as a manifestation of the
pragmatic nature of ’intercommunication’. The main constitutive ele-
ments of discourse — agent, motive, purposc, state of affairs — are
analvzed within this perspective, The specific nature of literary dis-
course is, consequently, deliniated within this framework, with spe-
cial emphasis upon the narrative literary discourse.

Diversele acceptiuni ale notiunii de ,,discurs*, Lingvistica ultime-
lor decenii a manifestat o adeziunc crescindda fatda de cel de al doilea
termen al cunoscutei dicotomii saussurienc limbg — vorbire (langue —
parole), reclamind constituirea asa-numitei lingvistici a vorbirii sau,
printr-o interpretare de mare finete a conceptului de vorbire, a lingvis-
ticii discursului.

Dictomia de mai sus, devenitd clasica, a fost supusd unei priviri
critice de catre Eric Buyssens (1967), care a mentinut termenul limbd
(ca ceca ce este social si esential in limbaj, dar care ,realizeazd mai
ales concepte izolate®), opunindu-i insd termenul discurs, prin care in-
telege ,combinatiile in care subiectul vorbitor utilizeaza codul limbii
in vederca exprimdrii gindirii sale personale~ (apud Segre 1986: 321);
Buyssens rezervd termenului de vorbire (ccea ce cste accesoriu, acci-
dental) sensul de ,,mecanism psiho-fizic care ii permite sa exteriorizeze
aceste combinatii®., Prin urmare, discursul ,,¢ infatisat ca inlantuire cu
scopuri semnificative a unor cuvinte din langue® (Segre 1986: 322).

Desi discursul a fost studiat inca de retorica anticd, dar, mai cu
scand, pentru finalitatile sale persuasive, abia actuala abordare a  sa
primeste valente demonstrabile stiintific ajunse pe calea sugestiilor di-
feritelor stiinte umaniste si sociale, ca: lingvistica textului, psiholingvis-
tica, neoretorica, stilistica, poetica, semiotica, teoria comunicarii si teo-
ria. actelor de limbaj, aceasta din urma, ca reflectic filozoficd asupra
lHimbajului, analiza discursului fiind recunoscutid ca un cimp interdis-
ciplinur deosebit de vast.

Acceptiunea de mai sus a termenului de discurs a stat si la baza
demersurilor semiotice asupra textului narativ, venite din partea struc-
turilor narative. De fapt, analiza naratiunii, prin prisma semnului ling-
vistic, asa cum a fost el conceput de F. de Saussure sau de Louis Hjelm-
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slev, a contribuit la introducerea In circuitul terminologici actuale a cu-
vintului discurs. Dupa Cesare Segre (1986: 316), analiza textelor nara-
tive constituie un bun exemplu pentru demonstrarea polivalentei se-
mantice a termenului discurs. Spre exemplu, ¢ de amintit cd forma-
listii rusi operaserd cu termenul de fabuld, aproximativ ecchivalent cu
datele esentiale ale unei naratii, si cu subiect, echivalent cu discurs din
teoria structurilor narative de mai tirziu. Mai mult, V. B. Sklovski con-
sidera istoria (adicd fabula), ca material preliterar, discursul (adica su-
biectul) fiind adevirata constructic estetica. Pe aceastd linie, T. Todorov
(1966) acordd termenului de discurs, din perechea istorie —— discurs,
freeventd in teoria structurilor narative, sensul de mod de a face cu-
noscute evenimentele de cdtre narator, adicd textul naratiel asa cum se
prezinta el oricarui cititor.

O considerare a problemcei pe baze lingvistice apartine lui Emile
Benveniste (1970), care intelege prin discurs, naratia la persoana I, spre
deosebire de istorie, care ¢ naratic la persoana a IlI-a sau ¢ naratie
apersonald.

Seymour Chatman (1978), interpretind opera literara de tipul na-
ratiei din perspectiva semnului lingvistic al lui Louis Hjelmslev, para-
sind, prin urmare, bipartitia de mai sus, in carc semnificatul ar fi echi-
valent cu istoria, iar semnificantul cu discursul, considerd ca discursult,
de data aceasta, ilustreazd forma expresici, fiind etichetat ca structura
a transmisiel narative. Autorul considerd ca transmisia narativa pri-
veste relatia de timp al istoriei fata de timpul nardrii, sursa sau autori-
tatea povestirii sau vocea narativd, punctul de vedere din care e po-
vestitd naratia etc., intr-un cuvint, inseamnd “cum* ne parvine naracia,
fatd de “ce“ (al istorici sau continutului) ni se transmite.

Paralel cu aceste cercetari, in lingvistica s-au vehiculat citeva z2n-
surl ale notiunii de discurs, venind dinspre diverse demersuri mai rult
sau mai putin cristalizate. Oricum, directia structuralistd, de esenta
saussuriana, acordd termenului discurs sensul de parole, pentru moti-
vul ¢d parole cste un act individual de vointa si inteligenta, fiind -ri-
cind sinonimizat cu enuntare, peerformantd ete.

Directia psiho-sistematicd atribuic lui discurs sensul de activitate
verbald momentand, realizatd prin acte de vorbire? in limitele impuse
de limbdi. Discursul devine acum locul de manifestare a efectelor de
sens si a contextualizarilor. Aceastd acceptiune aduce discursul in zona
cercetirii pragmatice, conferindu-i unele caracteristici asupra cdrora vom
reveni.

evenimente, personaje = forma continutului
continut

reprezentdri ale obiect, = substanta continutului

! Naratia si actiunilor
: structura transmidiei = forma eXpresiei
expresic tru a e ! é p
k narative

(discurs) \manifrsta:‘ea expresiel = substanta expresiel

2 Producerea de cnunturi in anumite situatii, cu anumite intentii, sub anu-
mite conditii.
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Din punctul de vedere al teoriei enuntdrii, intemeiatd de E. Ben-
veniste, discurs inseamnd cveniment verbal, utilizarca limbii de catre
un locutor care are in fata sa un receptor sau discursul e rezultaiul
unor operatii enuntiative de ordin subiectiv, de unde considerarea lui
ca activitate discursiva.

Distributionalismul american, prin  Zclig Harris  (1952), concepe
discursul ca o sceventd de fraze, deci un nivel transfrastic, pentru care
pot fi formuluate reguli de concatenare si echivalare.

Prin urmare, pornind de la analiza structurilor narative,
cunoscute ca cercetiri ce au sesizat dificultatea circumscrierii concep-
tului de discurs, s-a ajuns la o revendicare a lui in varii reflectii tecre-
tice asupra limbii, in rezumat, impunindu-se doud acceptii care se in-
tilnese mai des (Runcan Migurcanu 1981: 44-—45): '

a) discurs este o activitate lingvisticd individuala (parole, énoncia-
tion, performance), care impune studiul urmelor enuntarii in obiectul
produs;

by discurs inseamni activitate lingvisticd cu caracter social bazata
pe existenta unor reguli (conventii) normative care reglementeaza utili-
zarea regulilor (conventiilor) constitutive ale unei limbi naturale.

Recunoscind in cele doud acceptii nu total deosebite, ci doar div¢
gente ca determinare (individuald sau conventionald, si deci colectid),
un proces semiotic situat pe axa sintagmaticd a limbajului, putem con-
duce discutia spre sublinierea faptului ca discursul este manifestarea
caracterului pragmatic al intercomunicérii, cid el este, in fond, comuni-
carce in anumite conditii de producere sau ¢ parole plus conditii de pro-
ducere?, dezvaluind in resorturile sale intime caracterul actional al
vorbirii.

T. A. van Dijk (1981: 1-—27) afirmi c¢a nu trebuie disociate neiiu-
nile de text si context, pentru ci textul in uzaj, adicd discursul, nu ¢ un
obiect static, ci e mai curind o activitate sau manifestarea unel actizni
sociale determinate, actiune situatid in context socio-cultural. In accusta
perspectivd, se va distinge mai intii o categorie de actiuni sociale cure
se identificd cu chiar functia discursului. Astfel, a produce un discurs
intr-un context determinat inseamnd in acelasi timp a face ceva la ui-
vel social, de exemplu, a afirma, a promite sau a intreba ceva. Condi-
iiile de producere sau contextul socio-cultural garantecazd cficienta co-
municirii, vaditd, printre altele, in recunoasterea de catre rcceptor a
intentiilor locutorului. Conditiile de produccre genereazi relatia de con-
ventionalitate dintre discurs si eficienta sa, aceasta din urma realizata
prin schimbarile produse. de pildd, in semantica elementelor vehicu-
late®, Dar conventionalitatea poate aduce schimbari si in sirul sintactic,
dupd cum poate sfirsi in clisee (Randall 1985: 418). In consecintd, dis-
cursul este un construct praxiologic ce descrie o activitate sociald sau
este ,,0 multime de acte de discurs, performate de un agent, pe baza

4 Dominique Maingueneau (1976: 20) intelege prin discurs organizdri trans-
rastice relevind o tipologie articulatd pe conditii de producere dgocio-istorice.

" Conventionalitatea salutului cu ,Bund ziua!* a schimbat sensul cuvinteior
compo:zente, formula fiind receptatd sub raport actional: a saluta,
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unui motiv, in vederea realizirii unei intentii si care constd in produ-
cerea unei modificari intr-o starc a lumii® (Runcan Maigurcanu 1981:
45). S-ar putea trage concluzia de aici c¢d discursul nu e un obiect con-
cret oferit intuitiei, nu e o realitate evidentd, c¢i ¢ rezultatul unei con-
structii, ¢ o organizare care isi fixeazd scopul in realizarea unui text,
ce este forma lingvisticd a discursului (Mainguenecau 1976: 16).

Acest construct dispune de urmitoarele nivele in analiza:

— nivelul motivational;

— nivelul intentional;

— nivelul performativ sau al executici lingvistice si praxiologice;

- trdsdturile situatiei de act dintre interlocutori (relatii epistemice,
sociale, afective ete.).

Reflectia lingvisticd asupra discursului, devenitad lingvistica discursu-
lui, este o tentativa de a introduce elementele pind atunci excluse din
analiza lingvisticd — subiectul si situatia de comunicare — ca tinind de
domeniul extralingvisticului. Unul dintre reprezentantii Scolii lingvistice
de la Praga, V. Mathesius, insistd asupra faptului cd unitatea discursului
este instituitd-de natura sa ca actscomunicativ (se vorbeste de un ,,dina-
mism comunicativ®)y (apud Segre 1986: 329), actul dispunind intotdea-
una de o sursd, de un scop si de conditii de producere. De accea, C.
Segre (1986: 351) subliniazd cd ,nu existd o delimitare precisd intre
actul lingvistic® si situatia de comunicare nemijlociti. A vorbi este
foarte adesea un mod de a actiona asa cum si a actiona poate fi un mod
de comunicare®.

Elementele constitutive ale discursului. Conceptul de enuntare. Se
intelege ca entitatile constitutive ale actului de discurs® nu mai sint
clemente legate de codul limbii, ci, potrivit situatiei de act, sint: agen-
1, motivul, intentia si starea de fapte (state of affairs, état de choses).
Inainte de a trece la detalierea lor, tinem sd subliniem cd discursul fiind
gindit ca o conversiune a limbii in vorbire, conceptul care face treccrea
de la limba la vorbire, care explicd trecerea de la lingvistica sistemu-
lui la lingvistica discursului, este conceptul de enuntare. ,Enuntarca,
dupa D. Maingueneau, umple un vid intre limbéd si vorbire, tinind loc
de pragmatica [...] introduce in lingvisticd clemente respinse pina acum
in extralingvistic® (Mainguecncau 1976: 154) sau este, dupd E. Benve-
niste, o punerc in functic a limbii printr-un act individual de utilizare.
Astfel, orice enuntare este o alocutiune, postuleazd un alocutor, prin
ca accentuindu-se relatia discursiva dintre partencri. De asemenea, enun-
tarca dispune de citeva forme indiciale care functioneazi ca ,,urme* ale
el In textul constituit prin discurs:

57— pronumele personal de persoana I si a II-a (in care recunoastem
iocuftorul si alocutorul);

-— pronumele demonstrativ;

;"'Actul lingvistic este acelasi lucru cu actul de vorbire sau de limbaj.
. % Dupa pdrerea noastrd, actul de limbaj nu coincide cu actul de discurs, cf.
Eiena Dragos, Actul de discurs i discursul literar, in CL, 1987, nr. 1, p. 36—62.
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— adverbele de tipul: aici, acum, ieri, azi etc.

— timpul prezent al verbelor;

-— folosirea verbelor performative de tipul: jur, ordon etc,

— semne evaluative si emotive ce indicd o judecatd a subiectului
emitator;

—— termeni modalizanti, ca: poate, cert, probabil;

— verbe da modalitate acrosate de predicat: a vrea, a putea, a tre-
bui, a sti.

Din cele de mai sus, rezultd ci enuntarea functioneazi si ca activi-
tate discursiva (Maingueneau 1976: 142), in sensul in care un agent-locu-
tor creeaza un obiect (text) pentru receptor cu intentia de a produce
o modificare a starii epistemice si/sau compontamentale a receptorului,
in urma acceptarii de catre acesta a rolului sidu in discurs. Din acest
motiv, sintem de pdrere cd discursul nu poate fi echivalat nici cu vor-
birea (in scns saussureian), nici cu o simplid concatenare de fraze (ca la
Z. Harris), nici nu e numai enuntare, ci trebuie vizut in dimensiunea
sa actionald, in situatia actiune-recactie, pentru ci scopul discursului e
modificarea universului de discurs?.

In consecintd, ¢ obligatorie analiza entititilor discursului, pentru
cd oricind un discurs ¢ al cuiva — dimensiunea ab, vorbeste despre ceva
— dimensiunca de, se organizeazi in coerenti — dimensiunea in.

Agentul sau locutorul poate fi descris ca un sistem de comunicare
(locutor — alocutor), care se caracterizeazi prin:

a) are cel putin o cunoastere partiald a sistemului receptor;

b) are un sistem de dorinte in afara cirora intentia nu e motivata;

c) arc un sistem intern de evaluari de la care derivd judecitile de
valoare implicate in actele de vorbire.

Agentul, ,,cel care face ca o gramatica sd devinad instrumentul ac-
tiunii sale® (Runcan Magureanu 1981: 45) mai poate fi definit ca agent
colectiv intrasubiectiv datoritd functiondrii in aceeasi pereche ordonatd
de roluri discursive: emitdtor vs receptor (Runcan Magureanu 1981:
45—46)%. Vom vedea ci in cadrul discursului literar acest agent se con-
struieste prin discurs, nececincizind cu individul real, fizic si psihic emi-
tator.

Agentul actului de discurs se poate descrie prin motivele actului si
prin intentia de a actiona.

Entitatea cea mai importanti dupa agent este starea de fapte mo-
dificatd sau situatia de act?, considerat ca un concept primitiv, starca

7 Universul de discurs ,e muliimea de propozitii pe care un individ le
poate enunta in legdturd cu un anume domeniu de indivizi® (Runcan Migureanu
1981: 49).

8 Agentul intrasubiectiv e definit de aceeasi cercetitoare in felul urmiitor:
— comportamentul indivizilor cooperanti la actiune poate fi descris ca una si
aceeasi acfiune, -— actiunea este determinatd de una si aceeasi intentie; — daci
unul din indivizi nu-si indeplineste rolul, actiunea nu este realizati.

9 Caracterizarea acestei entitdti este ficuti de Anca Runcan Magureanu
(1981: 48—48).
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de fapte caracterizind orice propozitie, adicd orice propozitic descrie o
stare de fapte. Dar tot propozitia este si domeniul unei atitudini a agen-
tului fatd de starea lumii descrisd de propozitie (atitudinea epistemica,
deonticd, axiologicd etc.) sau e domeniul unei intentii de a actiona (agen-
tul avind intentia de a modifica lumea astfel incit o anumitdi propozitie
sa fie adevdratd). Atitudinea si intentia corespund, din punct de vedere
pragmatic, celor doud aspecte prin care s-a descris agentul, adici mo-
tivul si intentia, formal putind fi tratate ca entitati modalizatoare. Mo-
dalitatea este domeniul cel mai putin stabil; unele categorii au fost fm-
prumutate din logicd. Se disting modalitati de enunt, modalitati de enun-
tare si modalitati de mesaj. Exista insad si alte clasificari. Entitatile mo-~
dulizatoare sint, din punct de vedere lexical, verbe de modalitate ata-
sate (antepuse) predicatelor.,

Modalititile exprimate prin verbe sint de doua feluri: obiective si
subiective. Modalitatile obicctive, incadrate in sistemul de logica aletica
(nceosar, posibil), iau forma: trebuie sd fie, poate sd fie sinonim cu
posibil sd fie. Modalititile subiective sau atitudinile propozitionale, cu
un registru mai bogat, se identificd cu sintagme verbale de tipul: trebuie
sa faed, 1rrea sd ... poate 8. .., stie sd... crede cd... Se afirmd in
literatura de specialitate ca modalitatea subiectivd epistemica cu stie
sé ... subordoneaza orice alti modalitate (evaluativa, afectiva ete.) (Run-
can Migureanu 1981: 52; Alexandrescu 1976: 19—28). Modalitétile su-
biective au o bazid obiectivd, in sensul in care exista posibilitatea ca
prin cle sa se¢ cunoascd ceca ce crede, stie, spera celilalt cu ajutorul
limbajului pus in actiune prin discurs.

Abordarca discursului prin praxiologie nu-i cpuizeaza toate zonele
de interes, tinind chiar de calitatea sa de act. De aceea unii cercetatori,
ca, de pildd, Cesare Segre (19860 353), sint de parere ca ,,Zonele ramase
inaccesibile analizei globale a discursului nu trebuie rezervate pragma-
ticii. Mai degraba in situatia pragmaticd trcbuie cautate toate condi-
tiile de cocrentda ale unui discurs. Aceste conditii sc realizeaza explicit
fic in procesul formarii frazelor izolate, fie, mai mult chiar, in inldn-
tuirea lor (de unde importanta frazelor initiale sau, in cazul textelor
scrise, a titlurilor): s poate spune cd sintaxa reuseste sd introproiecteze
mare parte din pragmatica, gramaticalizind-o [...] Trebuic sa retinem
numai ca pragmatica, deja inglobatd partial in sintuxa, a conservat zone
de umbra ce pot fi exploatate in mod util cu niste sonde diferite de cele
lingvistice®.

Discursul literar sau discursuri literare, Ni se pare legitim ca, abor-
dind problema tipologiei discursurilor ,,pragmatica sd nu insistc asupra
unei tipologii a situatiilor, c¢i s& determine pertinentele discursive ale
respectivelor situatii; la aceasta o indreptiteste analiza textului lite-
rar“ (Segrc 1986: 334). De aceea problema conventiei, ce se regaseste
si in cazul situatiei de producere de tip literar, este mai actuald decit
oricind, cu specificarca cd setul de conventii inteles ca ,,0 strategie so-
ciala carc defineste mai putin regularitatea de comportament cit prin-
cipiile cooperarii cure motiveazd regularitatea® (David Lewis, apud Ran-
dall 1985: 419), cste suplimentat in cazul discursului literar,
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O conventie suplimentard, de cxemplu, impune cxistenta institu-
tiei literaritdtii care face ca discursul literar sa functioneze cu un anu-
mit statut, bine precizat, in anumite conditii specializate pentru produ-
cerea si receptarea lui.

O altd conventie suplimentard tine de existenta instaifei discursive
absiracte, in sensul cd emitidtorul sau receptorul discursului literar nu
este individul fizic si psihic, ¢i e accastd instantd care so construieste
prin discurs, dispunind de deictice (semne imancente) pronominale, spa-
tio-temporale si modale.

Roland Barthes (1985: 196) concepe naratorul, ca si personajele, de
altiel, ca ,,8tres de papier®, autorul povestirii neputindu-se confunda cu
naratorul. Circulda deja, ca o butanda, remarca de o stralucitoare conci-
zie a lui Barthes, dupa care ,,Qui parle (dans le récit) n’est pas qui écrit
{duns la vice) et qui écrit n'est pas qui est~.

Instanta narativa abstracti, observid Anca Runcan Magurcanu (1983:
26), reprezintd ea insdsi un pre/post text, un sistem de cunostinte per-
tinente pentru in/des-cifrarea semnificatiei unui text dat. Construind un
astfel de sistem, textul programeazia totodatd procesul de lecturd, con-
struind in acclasi timp si receptorul. Acesta este descris ca ,orizont de
esteptare~, Isi suprapune propriul sau text si isi selecteazin semnifica-
tia in functie de o relatic de compatibilitate.

Discursul literar, surprins prin textul literar, astfel produs, dispunc
tde o autonomie relativa, datd de calitatea sa de text de grad sccund in

< {
ol

relatia semn — referent, in sensul ca textul literar I8l constraicste pro-
priul referent ,pe care receptorul trebuie sa-l reconstruiascd prin fie-
are act de receptare (Mdagurcanu 1983: 26). Deci discursul/textul lite-
rar dispune de un context deosebit fatd de wcceptiunea obisnuitd o con-
tectului. Marilyn Randall (1985: 420) intelege contextul textului literer
va un corp de informatil extratextuale care ¢ encodat in text ca o con-
ventie literard sau presupozitie contextuala.

Alte convenlii suplimentare ale discursului literar iin de iictionali-
tutea si transtextualitatea 1ui.

Fictiunea ,,¢ o conventie discursivi, determinind o anumitd atitu-
dine fatd de texti®, in sensul cd referentul textual construit de cititor
ocupa un spatiu intre lecturd si spatiu real, un spatiu ca si existents
Magurecanu 1983: 28).

Transtextualitatea sau transcendenta textuald, dupit Gerard Genette
{1979), apare ca un mecanism specific, textul literar construindu-se in
raport sincronic si diacronic cu celelalte elemente ale sistemului de texte
culturale.

Conventia literara desemneazd, prin urmare, un set de strategii nor-
mative si constitutive, operind fie la nivelul expresiei, fie la cel al con-
tinutului, incit notiunca de literaritate sd se Impund incd din faza in-
tentionala a discursulul.

Dupd cumm s-a ohservat, pentru a surprinde anumite caracteristici
ale discursului literar, in general, s-a apelat si la rezultatul sau — textul,
de unde s-a dedus ca in cazul literaturii este mai oportun sa se opererce,
potrivit structurii interne a discursului, cu notiunea de discursuri lite-
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rare, si nu cea genericd de discurs literar. Aceasta pentru ca c lesne de
demonstrat ci, indiferent cum concepem discursul, structuralist sau pra-
xiologic, si anume ca fiind parole, énonciation, performance sau prac-
ticd discursivd, in cadrul institutiei literaritatii vom dispunc de atitea
discursuri literare cite opere individuale existd, adica, desi autorul se
supune unor conventii, are insd posibilitatea sd-si asume limbajul ca
exercitiu al individualului. Acest individual poate fi rccenzat de cle-
mente ale intentionalitdtii si atitudinii care stau la baza actiunii si re-
actiei ce modelcazd discursul.

Discursul literar narativ, Un subtip de discurs care retine atentia
cercetdrilor, datoritd complexitatii sale, dar si generdrii de obiecte tco-
retice, este discursul narativ. Dupd cum s-a vazut (supra, p. 3), discursul
narativ se identificA cu expresia naratiei, si anume nu cu substanta
acesteia, care poate fi de naturd foarte diversd, ca, de exemplu: ver-
bald, cinematici, pantomimica, coregraficd ete., ci cu forma expresiei,
care a fost etichetatd de S. Chatman ca structurd « transmisici narative.
Operind cu o structurd, si nu cu codul transmisiei, sintem in planul
semioticii .comunicéarii., dupa Umberto Eco (1982). O caracteristicd a
acestei structuri este functionarca e¢i in procesul comunicdrii, adicd o
dimensiune pragmaticd, care, dupi cum se stie, functioneazd pe relutia
dintre semne si subiectele care comunici. Prin urmare, naratia literari
poate fi privitd ca o comunicare dintre un emitdtor si un receptor, dar
cu anume observatii tinind de conventiile literare amintitc mai sus:

Auto Aut , iti iti
oL oo (Narator) —- (Naratar) —- .Cltm.)r. . Gititor
real implicit implicit real

(Chatman 1978: 151)

Mai Intli, se impune observatia ca orice secventd a discursului este
mediatad, in sensul ¢i orice secventd apariine autorului real, carc poate
sd nu aiba marci in discurs, care isi contruieste un narator pentru a-si
transmite discursul propriu.

Apoi, naratorul sc comportd ca un recipient de posibilitati, de la
efasarea lui totald pind la aparitia cu madrci explicite, desi, se stic, o
mimesis puri nu poate cxista.

In sfirsit, trebuic observat ca situatia naratorului se repetd sime-
tric in cazul receptorului sau al cititorului.

O distinctie necesard este generatd de relatia dintre narator sau
vocea narativa si punctul de vedere, ca element pragmatic al discursu-
lui. S. Chatman (1978: 154) este de parerc ca atunci cind punctul de
vedere apartine personajului si prin ol ni se prezintd naratia, povesti-
rea este ce afectatd; din contra, c¢ind punctul de vedere este al narato-

10 M. Foucault intelege prin practicd discursivd ,un ansamblu de reguli
anonime, idtorice, intotdeauna determinate in timp si spatiu, care au definit la
o epocd dati si pentru o arie sociald, economicd, geograficd sau lingvisticd datai,
conditiile de exercitare a functiei enutiative“. Printr-o situatie de rol, Denis
Slakta (1974:101) a echivalat actele de discurs cu practicile discursive,
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rului, el se transformd in voce narativa si afecteazi discursul. De aceea,
sc sustine, are posibilitatea verbalizarii atit a constiintei (care e de na-
turd verbald, in ultimd instantd) cit si a non-verbalului, dat de scn-
zatil, perceptii ete. Modalitatea comunicativd a verbalizdrii constiintei
¢ de natura monologului interior.

Naratorul dispune de posibilitatea existentei evidente si a celei
ascunse (efasate), aceastd din urmd ipostaza putind sa se manifeste prin
discurs indirect, care, la rindul sau, gencreazi interpretarca elemente-
lor primite, de unde interpunerea numeroaselor atitudini, dintre cure
cca ironicd e cea mai frecventd. Ironia se poate dezvolta, in discursul
narativ, prin relatia contractatd de narator cu naratarul. O altd ipostazi
a ironici e datd de relatia dintre autorul implicit si cititorul implicit,
efectul fiind un autor implicit ironic si un narator nedemn de incre-
dere.

Aceastd varietate relationald discursivd e cu atit mai pregnanta cu
cit se observi sintagmatica actelor de vorbire, desigur, bine precizate
pe categoriile: narator si personaje. In discursul narativ, se impune
studiul sintagmaticii actelor de vorbire, deourece oricare discurs ,.nu
este numai expresia unel sccevente de fraze, dar, in acelasi timp, cste
expresia unei secvente de acte de limbaj® (van Dijk 1981). De accea
este posibil studiul relatiilor dintre actele de limbaj: intr-un lant, in
care apare un act asertiv si unul de intrebare, primul poate fi conditia
intrebarii; inversarea acestei ordini duce la transformarea asertiunii in
explicatie. A se compara, din acest punct de vedere, urmatoarcle. re-
plici din Hanu Ancugei de Mihail Sadoveanu:

w— Hm! — mormdi ciobanul. $-ai umblat dumneata in cdruta
aceea de foc?

— Am umblat; de ce sd se mire omul de asta, cind qmm vdzut si alte
Lucruri mai de mirare?* (p. 101) sau

»— Adicd din case una peste alta? Am mai auzit eu una ca asta
si m-am vrut si cred® (p. 102).

Se infelege cd exisid o varietate de posibilitati pentru a analiza
discursul narativ in calitatea sa de actiune, activitate sau practica dis-
cursiva. E bine insd de retinut ceea ce T. A. van Dijk aftrma incd din
1972, si anume cd ,Interpretarea oricarei naratii, mai ales literare, ¢
conditionati de cunostintele noastre proprii despre legile, normele, in-
stitutiile, persoanele publice, rolurile, valorile trecute si prezente ale
societatii“ (p. 340).

Tipologii ale discursului. In functie de considerarea discursului ca
activitate discursivd, asa cum ¢ conceput de teoria enuntdrii, in care
atentia cercetatorului e concentratd asupra ,,cuvintelor discursului®, asu-
pra ,,conectorilor pragmatici“, puncte de sprijin ale discursului, sau ca
practicd discursivd, asa cum a fost definitd de Michel Foucault (supra,
p. 12), s-a convenit asupra unci tipologii a discursurilor, dupa urmatoa-
rele criterii:

a) componentele actului de comunicare;

b) cimpul de referinta al discursului (Cristea 1983; 15—16).
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Datoritd dependentei discursului de o ,,instantd discursiva®, de con-
ditiile concrete ale procesului de comunicare!!, se poate stabili o tipolo-
gie ce specificd combinarea acestor elemente. De exemplu, dupa natura
canalului de comunicare (deci din punctul de vedere al conditiilor de
producere), se discutd despre discursuri scrise sau orale, directe saw me-
diate (prin telefon, de pilda).

Structura internd a discursului depinde de prezenta vs absenta in-
terlocutorilor, de unde discurs dialogat vs discurs povestire.

Numarul interlocuitorilor ungajati in comunicare poate genera un
discurs conversatie vs discurs expunere.

Relatiile dintre interlocutori determind discursul didactic (neutru)
vy discursul polemic {(cu luare de pozitie) sau discursul autoritar vs
discursul egalitar.

Daca se ia in considerare raportul dintre locutor si emitator, exista
discurs direct vs discurs raportat, iar daca se are in vedere raportul din-
tre discurs si realitatea surprinsd se obtine discurs explicit sau autonom
s discurs implicit,

In retorica anticd se discutau trei feluri de discursuri: discursul
deliberativ (axat pe functia retoricd fundamentald: a convinge'?), dis-
cursul judiciar (axat pe functiile a acuza, a apdra) si discursul demons-
trativ (axat pe functiile: a lauda, a condamna/a blamay).

Din cele prezentate anterior crede, ca rezultd importanta studiului
variantei sintagmatice a limbajului — discursul. Datorita calitétii'sale
procesuale, circumscrierea notiunii, analiza fenomenului, precum si re-
lationarea lui cu alte forme de expresie umand, au ridicat numeroase
impedimente in calea clarificarii problemelor, ceca ce atrage dupa sin_e
necesitatea caracterului interdisciplinar al acestui studiu, carc legiti-
meaza astfel maturitatea unei cercetari.

BIBLIOGRAFYIE

Alexandrescu, S, 1976, Sur la modalite ,croire“ et .savoir, in ,Langages”,
43, p. 19—28

Barthes, R, 1985 Introduction a l'analyse structurale des récits, in idemn
L'aventure sémiologique, Paris, Seuil, p. 167—206.

Benvenivte, L., 1970, L’apareille Jormel de Uénonciation, in ,Langages®,
17, p. 12—18.

Buyssens, E, 1967, La communication et Iarticulation linguistique, Press Univ.
Bruxelles, Pres Univ. de France, Bruxelles—Paris.

Chatmen, S, 1978, Story and Discourse, Narrative Structure in Fiction and
Film, Cornell University Press, Ithaca and London.

Cristea, T. 1983, Lingvistica discursului si didactica imbilor strdine, in ,Lim-
bile moderne in scoald®, vol. I, p. 11—19.

# Cercetarea dis