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MARINA SBIS~ and PAOLI:) FABBRI 

This paper stems from a coi~f.tontt:tion between speech act theory and interactionist socio~egy. 
Its aira is to clarify the: theo~'etical framework of recer~t rese~ch o:a verbal interaction with 
reference to a larger framewo~ri< of a phi~osophle=! ..:.: . . . .  - !~ "" ~ L ~i:  t includes the following 
proposals: (i) a distinction be, tw~,en a one-place model arA a two-place model of the speech act; 
(ii) a linking of the 0ne-pla< ~_ model with the s ~uctur~-funetional analysis of social behavior; 
(~)  ~ linking of the ~ o ~ k t c e  model with the inteta~tlonist analysis of  social b~havior; (iv) 
some arguments m favor o f  adopting an interac~ionist ~rape~ive in pragmatics. In particular, 
this pexspective is shown to involve ~,~eh notions as str~te#e interaction, retroactivity of pre- 
suppositions, s e l f -me .ca t ion  of *,.he paxticip~ats' "setves", and comext change, all of which 
are relevant to social change. 

"Dcnn es geh6ren zwei nieht nur 
zum Heiraten,  sondern zu j edem 
sozialen Ge se t e n  n 
(Biihler ~ 934:  79)  

. 

Why speak o f  'models '  for linguistic pragmztics? Pragmatic studies of ten follow 
theoretically construc~.ed schemata  instead o f  facing empirical ~vidence and the 
epistemological  prob~,ems concerning it. The philosophical orit~ns o f  speech act 
t h e o r y  still seem t o  have too  much  weight  in the speech act-oriented analyses of  
discourse and conversat ion.  On the cont rary ,  a great deal o f  empirical work  is 
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needed, if we e ' .  to understand more clearly, at least, how our own everyday inter- 
action dt~es work. 

Although suct:: considerations should hold us back from making any theoretical 
stat,,'ment about pragmatics, we think that it is worth-while to attempt a re-exami. 
r~at:~on of some major theoretical claims that have been put forward about speech 
acts and about interaction. We do not  want to set up normative models. Rather, we 
want to describe (and, to a certain extent, ,elassify) the ways in which people 
already are dealing with pragmatic facts. Our description will not claim to be an 
'objective' one, but simply to be correct enough with reference to its purposes, 
which can be explessed as follows. 

If, in one sense.:, philosophy has been given too much weight in pragmatics, in 
another sense too little attention has been paid to it, at least in recent years. It has 
bee~ taken for granted that Austin's and Searle's work form a homogeneous body 
and that no basic philosophical concepts need any longer be discussed in pragmat- 
ics Recen0y, however, pragmaticians have begun to realize that there are under- 
gerund di~greemen~ here and there. In fact, these disagreements (e.g. concerning 
the definitions of :;uch conce~,ts as act, spe~,ch act, rule, intention, and others) 
sometimes make empirical research unfruitful or, which is perhaps worse, make its 
results more confusing than clarifying. We maintain that open confrontation may 
make things eas~er. It is in order to achieve such a confrontation that we propose to 
consider linguistic pragmatics as involving two main trends. These are nGt to be 
identified with two distinc~ 'schools' nr sets of authors, but rather constitute two 
sets of differently oriented assumptiow:s that, outside explicit methodological con- 
si~lerations, are often rrtixed up in actual research. While many recent authors have 
~tarte~:t out from s~ech act theory mainly as formulated by Searle. they have 
gradt~;flfy become more and more conscious of its inadequacies. And when they 
hay':_ '.~e2 ~:~ ~mprove or amend Searle's theory here and there, tacit methodological 
contrast between the initial theoretical statements and their actual research results 
can have given ri.~e to a certain confusion. Our task will be to separate from each 
other the assumptions and procedures that we ho~d to be methodologically incom- 
patible: we will do this partly by the aid of a corrtparison ~Tith two main sociologi- 
cal approaches to interaction. A certain amount of s!tmplification will be necessary. 
and the o p p ~ e  views, for the sake of exposition, vail be formulated in their r~los~ 
radical versior, s. 

. 

There are at least two ways of describing speech acts. That is, for any theoretically 
relevant feature of a speech act, there are at le::st two ways of accounting for it. We 
shall pick out of the iiteratare two series of alternative suggestions concernit.~g the 
major aspects of the speech act and try to ,:onselidate them into two opposite 
'models for pragmatic analysis': th~.t is to say, two models we want toconsider as 
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represen~ ative of two main trends in linguistic pragmafics. The former model will t~e 
characteAzed as a one-place model, the latter as a ~,o-plaee one. 

O u r  ~pproach w i l t  focus on ~anderstanding the illocutionary act pertbrmed 
together w i t h a  certain speech act. ~ t  usstate in advance that we shall not use the 
terms il!t:,~tionary act a::d speect~ act as synonyms, although the fact that each 
speech a~t is a lso  an  illocutionary act and that each iUocutionary act is, together 
with its propositional content, also a full speech act !~as sometimes led to d!sregard 
this distinction (see Searle 1964). By iUocutionary act we mean that particular 
aspect of the speech act that can be abstracted from its whole to the extent that the 
speech act counts as having a certain force (e.g. the force of an order, a promise, an 
apology, a s tatement. . . ) .  The question we want to ask ourselves, so as to set up 
two alternative answers, is: given a certain speech act (that is, roughly, given the 
issuing of a certain utterance in a certain context) [1], how can the hearer undo;r- 
stand wl'iich illocutionary act the speaker has performed? 

2.1. 

A first, well-known, and to a certain extent satisfactory answer can be formulated 
as follows. The sentence uttered by the speaker ..-xifibits a set of syntactic and 
semantic properties which not only express its propositional content, 0u~ also 
include force-indicating devices. The illocutkmary act .oer(ormed by the speaker 
will therefore be understood by recognizing, according to such devices, the 
speaker's intention in uttering ~he speech acl. When, as often happens, the force- 
indicating devices turn out to be ambiguous, it is still possible to identify the 
speaker's intention, and therefore the performed illocutionary act, by m~k;ng refer- 
e ace to the ways in which it should have been mc re suitably ~xpressed. In such 
c~'ses, a selection among the several potential illoct~tior~ary forces (or among the 
various possible ~.×plicit formulations of the ambifuousty expressed illocutionary 
force) is brought about by the context of the utterar~ce. 

The ralafion be~:ween iUocutionar.¢ act and context can be stated more precisely 
in terms of presuppositions, that is, conditions for the appropriate performance of a 
given illocutionary act that must be satisfied by the context if the speaker ~s to 
carry out his/her irtention successfully [2]. It is not definitely clear whether any- 

[1] It might be interesting to note that suc~ a term~aol:,gy relies on Austin 1967-. Given the 
weU-~own a~biguity of  the term utterance (see also G~ner 1968), Austin uses it to desigr~te 
the efft~ct of  an act of  uttering and choose~ "the issuing ~.'f an utterance" to designate the act 
itself, (A~s¢in 1962: 92n). 
[2] We ate told that In English the masculine pronouns he and him, as well as the possessive his, 
cannot be h e ~  as involving a neutralization of  gender (and neithex, therefore, of sex). In order 
to avt~td attribt~ting to  our ideal ~peakersand heJxers a definitely ~,~ude sex, w~ shah adopt the" 
usage of ~ferl ing to them by both the mas~culine s~d the feminine pronoun. ~everthele:~s, ~n 

~lo n o t  want t o  ~be mtderstood as implying that ~xu~l  roles (whethe~ social 9r 
relevant t o  thestudy of,verbal interaction at such an abstract level as that o f  ouz 

paper; rather; the cvnverse is Uue. We take sides for~role-making ag,~dnst role-taking, that is, fo~ 
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body is supposed to check the ~.resuppositions of  his/her intended illocutionary act 
before, or even after, his/he¢ utterance; nor whether the appropriate iUocu. 
tionary acts could be selected by their contexts automatically, plc~vided the 
speakers are orderly, respectful, and polit- veople. Anyway,  the presup$~ositions of  
the i!l~cutionary ac~. t~gether with the c¢ mmunicative intention o f  the s ~ a k e r  
(referred to as "iliocutionary point" or as " e ~ n t i a l  condition" of t~e act: se~, ~ 
Searle 1975a, 1969) form a set of  necessary and sufficient conditions for t~e feiici- 
tous performance of  an illocutionary act. T~3e understanding o f  such an act ~s there- 
fore based on the lingui~;tic expression of  th4~ communicative intention, hi a context  
fulfilling its presupposit.ons. 

According to this approach, (i) the communicative intention of  the ~peaker, as 
,ong as it i~ expressed in a recognizable way and under appropriate circumstances, is 
to be ~ler~tified with the pe~f~rming of an illocutionary act; (ii) since the com- 
municauvc intention is necessarily such that it can be expressed in an unambiguous 
way (see Searle's "principle of  expressibility"), the same intenti3n can underlie dif- 
fcren~ foct~utations without beir~g affected by them; Off) since the communicative 
~n!enti,.m ~:¢rtains to the speaker's nund, the hearer can pick it up only through 
conven*ional devices, notably linguistic ones, and a strict ,:elation between the syn- 
tactic an~ .~:emantic properties ct" the uttered sentence and the expressed intention 
must be p~stulater~ (pc~sibly in the form of a "performative hypothesis": ~ e  Ross 
1970: L~ko~f 1972, 1974; Sadock 1974). As a consequence of  all this, ~he speech 
act theoas~s" attention focuses on the linguistic form of  the speech act, and con- 
sideration of speech acts in te~,s  of  a theory of  action is not  undertaken. In this 
¢oanectio.,~, it is to be noted that the cases in which the act perfo~r~3ed is not 
exp~e~ed i~ ~ stan4ard fl)rm (o~- the cases in which a standard form is used, bu~ 
~:¢s no~ correspond to the speaker's ¢:ommunicative intention) are to be handled as 
derivative ones, t~, be ac~:ounted for in terms of their relation to the nort~aal, 
"~i:ect" cases (Searle 197:;b). Moreover, cases in which extra-linguistic conventions 
are inv~Ived, that is those cases in which the act performed is to be defined in terms 
of its relatk~ns to a certain more or less ritualized social procedure, cannot play the 
central rote in speech act theory that they used to have in earlier discussions on 
Vefformative utterances. Rather, these cases should be examined as mart~nai cases, 

an analysis of behavior as involving the modification of the culturally available rol~s against a 
coatideration of it as simple ~¢lection among given roles. In our perspective, sexual roles are no 
moz: pre~letermined than social roles of other kinds and therefore cannot be conceived of as 
~ . ~  to all other inter~cti~nal determination of the ~[f; rather, we want to con~ider them as 
imeva~.~ionally determined and open to negotiation. Perhaps this is too optimistic, but it might 
~um ¢~.t to be useful air the same. We think that if we stop reducing all behavior to either a 
masculine pattern or a feminine one (let alone to various sub-classifications of deviance):, we 
will be able. to see how new and different lines of activity stem ~tom peoples's interaction 
a~or~ each other. This, again, may give rise to no.~-preestablished yJnds of social actors even 
~i:h ~ to °sex', and it m~ght even amount to, cancelin$ the ~,~ery notion r~f 'sexual role' 
together with ( ~  the lon$ run) its actual lnsctice. 
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to be included in a special, separate class (as s,.~ggested, for example, by Furbe~rg 
1969 and by Seafle 1975a). 

Thus, th~s approach to linguistic pragmatics can be characterized b:¢, first of a],l, 
a descfiptiw, preference for those relations between linguistic forms and commtmi- 
ca~ive intentions that a re  evaluated as standard ones; second, an attempt to define 
the, conte:~u~ :~n~t~ednt~ .an the normal, appropriate performance of speech acts 
expressing such intenti6ns; and third, a belief that the theory will account for 
ac'.ual talk, by complicating the (theoretie-,dly) 'simplest' cases. 

2.2. 

Now let us try another answer to our qucstion. Instead of limiting our account of 
fllocutionary force to the consideration of the speaker's intention and of its recog- 
nizability, we want to consider the hearer as an active participant. The. neutral, pas- 
sive (in principle, objective) recognition of t:he speaker's communicative intention 
turn~ into the more problematic process of attributing a communicative intention to 
the speaker and taking him/her to be responsible for it. From this perspective, it ig 
up to the hearer (on the basis of the force.indicating devices and of the context of 
the utterance)(i) to sele,~:t an acceptable interpretation of tile speech a,:t, and (ii) to 
either accept the speech act, under such an interpretation, as a succe~'~sful act, or to 
completely or partly re3ect it a,~ more or less inappropriate and 'm&appy'. Con- 
sequently, trying tc formulate a temple'. =' tist of necessary and suffici'~'nt conditions 
for the performance of ~n illocwionary act would be poin,less here. In such a llst, 
we would have to includt. • the hearer"s selection of a certain interpretation and his/ 
her acceptance of the speech act; these, since they are subsequent to the speecta act 
itself, can neither be kr.,o,,;a not', ~herefore, verified in advance. Onty observation of 
the heater's answer can tell wheiher the speaker succeeded in pe~:forming his/her 
speech act, or even what kind of .n  illocutionary act was performed. Moreover, the 
hearer's uptake does not involve any final verification of the preferred interpreta- 
tion, but rather an open falsificaVon procedure where the preferred interpretation 
can be submitted to examination by casting doubts on the satisfaction of its pre- 
suppositions as often as these doubts are held to be justifiable. Such a procedure, of 
course, can stop at any stage at which the hearer is willing to take the achieved 
interpretation as unproblematie, and even at such an early stage that the accepted 
interpretation turns out to be the most obvious one (that is, apparently consistent 
w i t h  the force-indicating devices and not ooenly disproved by the context). In 
principle, however, the procedure can always start anew later on (Leonardi and 
Sbis~ 1977). 

I n  th~is framework, presuppositions are not necessary and sufficient conditions of 
the illocutionary act, but are inferred by the hearer on the basis (or even as an 
effect) of Ms/her uptake of the speaker's illocutionary act. The speaker's intentions 
are taken to be those required by the sincere and responsible performance of his/ 
her act ,(under the heater's imerpretation), and these may not coincide with w!.at 
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may be othexwise ,,~wealed as his/her "real' psychological state. The 'self' is no 
longer a monolith; 2nd anyway, even if the negotiation of an intorsubjectively 
accepted definition of the performed illocutionary act does not affect the speaker's 
psychological state +, (~) it interacts with its linguistic interpretation and (ii) it does 
affect the effects of the speech act and therefore the act itseff(if we are willing to 
consider it as an act, that is, as something ~hat changes a state of affairs into 
another, initiating a new state of affairs). It is worth noting that, if we focus on 
action instead of on linguistic form, we can distinguish the illoeutionary act from 
different aspects of file: speech act by singling out the kind of cl~,ange it brings about 
as lo~lg as it is succe~sful: that is, the conventional effect of the speech act (in 
Austin's terms), as opposed to the ac~e~/ing of a response (which is a perlocu- 
tionary effec*) (Aust~ 1962; Wunderlich 1972; Ducrot 1978). This conventional 
effect sh,.~uld be analyzed in terms of the hearer's uptake (that is, acceptance of  the 
speech a~t under a certain interpretation) and of the speaker's acceptance of such 
acceptance. Fined!y, ~vhi!e the previously sketched view emphasized the linguistic 
force4n~cating devices, the present view does not overlook them, it simply 
accounts for their function in another fa.,iLion. No strict correspondence is reqmred 
bet ~veen force-tndicating devices and illocution~ry acts, but the :t'act that the illocu- 
tioaary force of the speech act is mediated by the hearer ~eatls (i) to a more detailed 
coT~sideration of how using a particular force-indicating device ralther than another 
can affect the heater's uptake and, therefore, to a more attentive appreciation of 
the differences among tl,e various linguistic forms ~.n the use of which related illocu- 
tionary acts are performed. It leads also (ii) to the rejection of the performative 
hypothesis, since no force-indicating devices can any longer be considered as equiva- 
|e~t to each other with respect to interaction and theref~re, the 'sa~me' illocutionary 
act canno~ underlie dif~'erent surface forms. A 'pragmatic hypothesis' (see Wunder- 
i~ch I97 I~ would nevertheies.~s be av',htable. There is a consequence for explicit per- 
formative~, too: s~nce every force-indicating device cz'n be sa~d not simply to 
express, but to actively expedite the performance of an fllocutionary act, exphcit 
pefformatives should be considered not as making an illocutionary act explicit, but 
as ~fforming it expliciff¢ (Austin 1962: 7'0). Ritual acts and 'declaratives' could be 
reconsidered as more akin to other speech acts than they are hdd  to be. 

This approach to linguistic pragmatics is not concerned wi,~h the 'appropriz~te- 
r:ess' or "inappropriateae:;s" of speech acts, at least if these are considered as result- 
mg from the application of a standard set of rules to the relation between context 
and lir~guistic form. Nor :s it concerned with theoretically 'simple' cases, but with 
empiri,c~ly observable (and observed) one.,;. It attempts to account for the dynam- 
ics of '.tinguistk: interaction, which never reproduces its so-called rules passively, but 
can d~ ~iate from them without ceasing to be meaningful and even gain, in doing so, 
a richer mean.i~ g. 
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. 

The two ways of describh~g speech ac:ts we have just mentioned are comparable to 
either of  the main sociological approaches to interaction. This may sound tri~dal, 
since it ser.)ms by n o w ~  be firmly ~astablished that, from a pragmatic perspective, 
language is a kind of socifl interactiion; pragmatic and micro-sociological studies are 
therefore likely to have the sanie problems of object and methodology. However, 
the correspondences between the. reJ~evant features of a speech act description and 
of a description of socild behavior may deserve more detailed examination. Beyond 
the obvious correspondence between a speech act and a strip of social activity, and 
the general relevance o f the  c(mtext or situation, we face in both cases an acting/ 
speaking 'self', and the various relationships between agents/speakers and partners/ 
hearers, their intentions, understanding, a1:~d cultural and/or linguistic rules. The 
problems concerning social status a~e a*. le~Lst partly parallel to those concerning 
presuppositions, while the problems cor~ce~ning the description of strips of activity 
in terms of roles turn out to be parallel to those concerning the description of 
speech acts as involving the performance of fllocutionary acts. in particular, playing 
a role seems to involve having a certain sociat status in much the same way in which 
performing an itlocutionary act involves satisfying its presuppositions. Later on, we 
shall look through this series of correspondences in orde:" to compare either analysis 
of the speech act to its related micro-socic,logical appioach, and to build up two 
unified pragmatic models. 

The sociological approaches to interactl.on we shatl refer t6 are exemplified 
respectively by the classical structural-functional f_.z:"pec,~ive (see Parsons 1937)and 
by the interactionist perspective (symbolic i nteractionism, ethnomethodology). In 
the first case, the starting poi~kt of the analysis is cul,cre., that is, a set of inter- 
nrdized rules governing :ocial behavior; interaction is e:~plained as the carrying out 
of cul~uraliy p~e-established programs (it is c.~en possible, fro~ this pezspective, to 
compare culture to the genetic code of physi~al organisms). Cultural rules, whether 
internalized throt~gh the proce.~s of  socialization or supported by social control and 
by the related 'sanctions' against deviant behavior, have a normative function with 
respect to the carrying out of' ~.ocial activities. In interaction, everyone - i f  he/she 
does not want to become a 'deviant' - plays his/her own role: the role that is 
culturally approved as appropriate to his/her status, in an pa~rticular situation, in 
the second case, the starting point is interaction itself. The social relations among 
the participants are considered as defined, negotiated, and modified in and by 
interaction. Cultural rules are c()nsiderod as il.~ternalizec in a merely cognitive sense, 
and therefore offer no more th~.n reference points to action.s, and/or to the under. 
stan.ding of other peop1~'S actions. Roles are built up by the participants them- 
sel~s, that is, reference t~_~ c~,~t;.:ral pa~tems iraves it open to the participants tt~ 
initiate, not:preestablished littes of activity ann to negotiate the significance and 
appro,priatene~ of their, ac t~ l  interactional behavior. 

Now, - we want to  cx~mpaI~ our one~pla~ model of  the speech act (2..1) to the 
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st~ucturalofunctional approach to social behavior and our two-place model (2.2) to 
the interactionist approach. The former comparison will point out methodological 
sinutarities and common assumptions; the latter will call attention to close similar. 
ities between some suggestions made by Austin and some interactionist theses, and 
claim tha~ a refrained speech act theory can be compatible with an interactionist 
an4/or ethnomethodological approach. We shall neither demonstrate nor postulate 
actual historical i~elations, but only indicate that (i) .<'..~peech ect theory identifying 
ihe illocutionary act with the speaker's communicative int,mtion, admitting of 
necessary and sufficient conditions for the performance of illocutionary acts,. 
involving a 'principle of expressibility' and even a performative hypothesis, inte- 
grates pretty well with a structural-functional sociology; and (ii) a speech act theory 
relying upon such concepts as the heater's uptake and the 'conventional effect' or 
change brought about by the illocutionary act, rejecting necessary and sufficient 
co,  ditions and the performative hypothesis, requires - if coherently developed - 
an interactionist theory of social beha,;ior and, perhaps, epistemological remarks of 
. . . .  • k . . . .  + i  . . . .  i . . I . . . . , i ~ . 1  t . i  +1 .~111 ~ t i l l l l o l l l l l ~ l l l i J U t J i V i ~ i & , i l i  l l i i n u  on the "~'~ .... I~..,L. t,..'~i~l I f "  ,,.o,.,,,,. .... o ..... . ,., as we believe, speech act 
t!.,-ory is still in need of defining those sociological conc~.'pts that enter it, and if 
there are similarities between some attitudes and methods of sociology and some 
a~tiludes and methods of linguistic pragmatics, it will be of interest for the further 
~+evelopments of the theory of language to cz,:efully choose from which type of 
s~ciology usefLil suggestions are to be picked up. By creating our two models 
(which we will refer to as M 1 and M2) we want to emphasize that we face a cross- 
road, and that tile ways before us are not equivalent, but involve different opera- 
tionat possibilitie:,: 

M1 takes as starting point the normative system in force in ~%e social group. This 
system is thought of as given, whether it is culturally establi~hed or it relies, to a 
lesser or greater extent (~ts supposedly is the case for many linguistic rules), oil 
inhale structures. Linguistic rules include rules foi the appropriate performance of 
i!locutionary acts. The whole set of rules governing verbal and non-verbal behavior 
is considered as i~dependent from the activities that occur in actual interacltion, 
including the performing of speech acts; that is, they affect such activities but 
remain unaffected by them. Soci,~.l behavior and speech are examined as ~rule. 
governed ~tctivities. Paid si.~ce the description of a rule.governed activity comes 
down to tae description of its :u~es (especially those of a constitutive kind), the 
main purlrose of tile theory will be to describe su~:h rules. A correct theory slhould 
be able tu evaluate, according to mese rules, strips of activity and/or speech acts ,s 
appropria:e and normal, or as inappropriate and defiant instances of meaningful 
procedur~, these evaluations should correspond, at a more formal and preci~ 
level, to the intuitive judgments of the social gloup members. Roles, including 
illocutio, ary acts, are defined by sets of constitutive rules, which are in principle 
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necessary and sufficient conditions for a celtain strip of activity or speech act to 
count as playing a given role or performing a given illocutionary act. 

The appropriate performance of rule-governed activity an~ its evalu~tion are 
possible because agents[speakers implicitly know the relevant sets of rules. More 
properly, they have internalized the culturally given normative system and have 
developed (perhaps on a genetic basis) a pragmatic competence concerning lin- 
guistic behavior. Such sets of rules give the agents/spe',tkers the behavioral and lin. 
guistie-pragmatic programs to actualize in connection with each type of situation 
and intention. Each illoeutionary act (defined by its own set of conditions) has, 
according to the principle of expressibility, one and only one explicit formulation 
which fully expresses fire speaker's cornmunicative intention; each role involves a 
number of activities and attitudes which fulfil it appropriately and through which it 
can be recognized. Differ,ent manners of performance: vaguene~ts, or any other 
vafiati,~n in actaal behavior neither affect the definition of the played role nor that 
of the performed illocutionary :~ct, but merely 0) influence some margin,qi aspects 
of them, like their degree of 'intensity' (Searle and Vanderveken 19'78), or (ii) make 
them open to criticism as inappropriate, or as not performed according to a stan- 
dard pattern. An ambiguous behavior can alway~ mad o,aly, be understood, inas- 
much as it is reducible to unambiguous patterns among which the context makes 
selection: people can evaluate the context as apt to satisfy the conditions of a cer- 
tain illocutionary act or role, or as not allowing its felicitous performance. 

3.2. 

M2 focuses on strips of activity and/or speech acts, as occurring in interaction. 
Events as opposed to system, activity as opposed to rules, actual behavior as op- 
posed to cultural patterns., speech acts as opposed to langue and to presuppositions 
are therefore in focus. In M1, interaction among people is mediated by culture and 
language, and everyone is alone facing culture and language; in M2, no agent/speaker 
can be thought of as'isolated from one or more partners, and access to cultural and 
linguistic-pragmatic rules is mediated by interaction. Participants look for agree- 
ment and coordination (at least as far as these a~'e necessary for the purpose of 
communication: communication itself often expresses contrasting interests or 
struggles, and may even conceal various forms of deception). Cdtural and linguistic- 
pragmatic rules are part of the environment in which interaciion occurs: they do 
not predetermine the outcome of the negotiations among the participants; rather, 
the former are affected by the latter. The crucial function of *.he hearer's uptake in 
the definition of the fllocutionary act the speaker has performed, as well as the 
crucial function of the partner in attaching a role to the agent stem~ p~ecisely from 
this mediating function of interacti¢~n. It. is up to the partner/hearer to consider the 
agent/speaker as playing a role/performing an illocutionary act (Austin 1962:116; 
Turner I962: passim), and this attribution does not rely on a final verification of 
what has ~really' happened, but is confttmed step by step~ or further negotiated, in 
the ongoing interaction. As lbr the agen;'s social status, the partner's acceptance of 
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;~ particular strip of activity as co~stitutiing the playing of a role turns out to be a 
necessary condition for the age~t to actually achieve (or c~nfirm) the status 
required by the role itself. Tlhe same holds for the heater's acceptance of the 
speaker's illocutionary act as a felicitous one, which turrts out to 'be a necessary con- 
dition (i) for the speech act to 'take effect', and (ii) fi0r the speaker to appear as 
having fulfilled the presuppositions required by the illocutionary act. 

The force- and role-indicating devices, whose task is to make iUocutionary acts 
and so,.'ial roles recognizable according to cultural schemata only have the first 
word here, and by no means the last one: they offer the agent/speaker's interpreta.. 
tioa of his or.,, action to the partner/hearer, and they open the arbitrarily long (or 
sht:,r t) nego~ation procedures by their initiating, creative contribution. The speaker, 
choosing some force-.indicating device~ among others, is not simply making the act 
itself or his/her communicztive intention clearer: he/she i,,~ creating an action that is 
character,zed by its being made explkSt in that particular way (among other prop- 
erties). L kevdse the agem, by making; explicit some aspects of the role he/she pre- 
sents to his/her partner, is creating and modifying roles as well as bringing them to 
light (Au~tin 1962: 72; Tume:r 1962" 22). Ambiguity and vagueness of certain 
expression:; or strips of activity are not necess~Mly weaknesses, but rather means of 
iliteraction. They ;ire to be understood by reference to ;ules that are used not as 
evaiuative critetia, but as in terpretive devices (just like ,:el tain meridians, and Faraliels 
are referred to in czdculati~g the longitude, and latitude of geographical points lying 
o:~tside ~.bem, strictly speaking). In M2, nantes for roles and for illocutionary acts 
preserve some rigidity of rr, eanmg, since it is possible to, refer to at set of actions as 
f~rming a sin#,; role, or to ti~e utterance of a string of words as performing a single 
itb,~cutionary act only by using a specific name t:~ single out the latter (Turner 
1962: 28}. And this becomes even more dear when the belief in a previous defini- 
ton  (whether cul~ural or psycholing~,dstic) of the range of communicative inten- 
-~ons is given tip: no way is left to iaentify roles and illocuti¢:,nary acts, apart from 
the actua~ us~g of their names that participants in the interaction will agree or ¢xis- 
agree on, and will negotiate about. 

Finally, it is worth noting that while Ml's primary object of analysis is the. 
agent/speaker (his/her beh,~vior, his/her mental states, etc.)  as ob:~erved by a sup- 
posedly objective linguist, psychologist, or social scit~'ntist, M2 deals with the intel- 
actional relation from a point of view closely !inked to a partner/bearer's perspec- 
tive: the researcher is a partner/hearer, too, and his or her interpretation of what is 
going on does not claim to be more 'objective' tt~an anybody else's, but, perhaps 
{given that it is as effective as any other interpretation) cleare, arLd more exhaus~ 
tire, as far as the dynamics of interaction is concerned. 

MI is simpler than M2; but we sh:~l] now argue in faw)r of M2, since it seems clear 
M2 has greater explanatory power and opens new ways to anaJLysis, where Ml 
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merely presuppo:~es a number of so-called basic concepts. An application of the two 
raodels to empirical research might show M2 as achieving richer and more detailed 
resutts than M1 ,b.at we shall leave such  issu,~s undecided [3]. 

We shall n o w  consider some main h,~uristic dift~rences between MI snd M2, 
concermng respectively:0) units of analysis and the textual dime asion c.f speech; 
(ii) the 'self'; (iii)textual coherence and pragmatic presuppositions; !iv) ccntext; (v) 
rules and s3cial ctlange. 

4.1. 

M 1 and M2 involve different ways of  defirdng, segmenting, and sequ encmg units of 
analysis. In M1, the speech act corresponds to tt~e issuing of a one-z~n~ence utter- 
ance. An act performea in uttering a sequence of conr.ected sentences will be called 
a macro-speech act (van Dijk 1978). The distinction b,~tween micro-speech acts and 
nmcro-speech acts, expressing respectively minimal communicative intentions and 

"~*o"~'-" ,...t.,non. Attention f.,,.us,.s again more general ~..~""~t" ,~,~,~"A v,~..o,"t~"° relies on a sy . . . . . .  h. ~'~ "' " "" "~ 

on the linguistic propelties of the uttered sentence arid/or sequence cf sentences, 
and it is implied that the performed action strictly depends .m ~uch pro~ertie,,~. One 
questionable consequence is that it becomes difficult to cope with the Htogether 
plain fact that the linguistic means to acheve an iUocutionary dff~.i - for example, 
the effect of a promise - often involves the uttering of more than o~e sentence. In 
M2, th~ cfitelion for ident;_ ying a pragmatic unit is independent frc, m linguistic 
syntax (though not, of course, from a syntax of actions) ; discovery in the context of 
an achieved change e:~,a01es us to single out an act and, therefore, the relevar~t 
pragmatic u,i t .  We face what counts as a single speech act whenever it is relevant to 
state that the uttering of ,~ertain words operates a single change in the interactional 
situation. There is no ,'~ecess0ry correspondence betweetl single sentences and singl, ~. 
illocutionary acL% Higher level units do not involve, here, the use of a largei number 
of sentences, but a series of effects and, thenffore, of acts producing them; they 
sh,~:uld be thought of ~s lactics and strategies of interaction, where the single speech 
act counts as ~ move' .  The internal organization of a tactic does not rely on the 
connections linking togetber a number of sentences or the related speaker's inten- 
tions, but on a sequence of connected effects on the interactional situation (mainly, 
on the relatiGn between the agent/speaker and his/her partner), in which earlier 
effects condition later 6nes and are brougllt about on account of them. The mini- 
mid instance of a gactic should involve at least one effect and one feedback to ~t; 
each of these effects m~:~ be achieved in uttering one or more sentences. 

Introducing notions such as tactics ~nd strategy makes us enter a wide research 
field involving the descri~t:.oa of strategic interaction (see Goffman 1969)and the 

[3] Careful empirical observation oi  verbal interaction sometimes leads to M2-oriented ~o,isid- 
orations, even in spite~ of a yaainly Ml-oriented themetical framework (as can be seea in Sinclair 
end Coulthard 1975). 
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possible identification of  certain elementary maneuvers (as has been a t tempted by 
Greimas) [4]. MarLy problems are at issue here. Greimas' tactics, for example, are 
viewed as maneuvers striving to change the previous relation between agent/speaker 
arid partner/hearer into ~aother relation such that the latter is left  w i th  only one 
available answer. Relations between participant£ are defined in t e r m s  o f  their 
'modal competences ' ,  that is to say, in terats o f  what they can or must  do, wha t  
they know to be the case, and so on (Greimas 1976; Greimas and Court ,s  1979). 
But it is still to be considered whether and how such an analysis could be integrated 
with an account of  tactics in terms of  the sequencing of  illc, cutionary acts (this 
account would be possible if, as we believe, effects of  illocutionary acts and, if, ere- • 
fete, illocutionary acts themselves could be described in terms of  modalities; see 
Sbis~ 1979b). Moreover, the distinction between tactics and strategy is not  at all 
clear. Here we want merely to suggest that this distinction, like that  between speech 
act and tactics, should not be viewed as relying merely on the length of  the relevant 
strings of discourse and/or of  action, but  as having a functional character [5]. And 
it might well be that,  under different descriptions, the same string of  discourse 

d '  /or of action could count as either one tactic or one strategy, respectively. Link- 
mg strategies and tack.its to macro-speech acts, making sentences 'add up'  in such a 
way that in uttering each sentence just one speech act is performed (as, for exam~ 
pie. is done in van Dijk 1978~ would be a gross simplification of  these problems. 

~ t  but not least, M l 's definition o f  its units of  analysis, assuming their one-to- 
~ae correspondence to sentences, has made it more and mo~e difficult to take into 
account such things as complex communicative units, both  verbal and non-verbal, 
or the non-verbal communicative moves playing a role analogous to certain illocu- 
tit~nary acts. By contrast, M2 can deal with this topic by detecting a common 
dimension to speech act theory and the theory of non-verbal inter~ction in the 
analysis of  ~ction (and in the reconsideration of 'communicat ion '  as action) [6]. By 
defining the iik:cutionary act as the specific level where speech acts bring aLbout a 
particular kind of  change (modal change) in the relation between the participants, 
M2 point~ out a level of  description for interactional moves that  is sure to be rele- 
vant to the ana~ys~s of non-verbal as well as of  verbal interaction. 

4~2. 

From Mi to M2, the way of dealing with the 'self' differs widely. The roles the 
"self' is called to play in either model point to two ways in expressing subjectivity 

(41 Greim~' ~eminar 1976 -77 at the Ecote des Hautes Etudes en Sciences Sociales (Paris) was, 
devoted to the semiotics of manipulation. One of us (Peele Fabbri) was among the partidpants. 
[SJ A further tentative suggestion: a strategy seems to bear a relation to the actual context and 
the actual goals of the participants, a tactic seems to have a more abstract character, being in 
p~wApte fpplicable to diWe~nt situations. 
[6} It might be u~ful to remi~ that a eru~'d contribution to such a reconsideration is to be 
found in Wittg~tein'$ htez philc,ophy (see, for example, 1953: § 363, §491). 
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that may turn out to be eomplementa'T or alternative, b~Jt in any case radically 
opposite to each other. 

At first s i~ t ,  Mt  seems to hold the 'self' in great honor. Speech acts and other 
actions are :eXamined f rom the speaker's point of view, as expressions of the 
speaker's intentions; ~tentions themselves are considered in a mentalistic vein as 
states of the mind  (Searle 1979). Th e  analysis of interaction involves assumptions 
concerning what the agent/speaker is: his/her status, his/her consciousness of it, his/ 
her goals, his/her implicit knowledge of linguistic and pragmatic rules, the system of 
the social norms he/she has internalized, sometimes even his/her 'rationality'. The 
'self' appears as the 'owner' of ~, number of properties, I-actlitt,~s, knowicdges, men- 
tal states, processes, and operations. But neither its properties and faculties, nor its 
linguistic and pragmatic competence, nor the available type of mental states and 
operations result from its acting, or are even affected by it. It is a static self, unable 
to enter any dynamic game: it does not change during interaction, neither does it 
bring about changes in the interactional situation; it canno~ initiate unforeseen 
behavior. M2 examines interaction as a t~co-place process, that is as something 
which happens betwet,n two agents/speakezs (who play in turn the roles of addres- 
sor and addressee). It would seem that such a perspective leads to an understate. 
ment of the unique, crucial role of the 'self'. We maintain, on the contrary, that an 
M2 account - forcing us to give up an easy handling of the 'sew in terms of mental 
faculties and states, existing before interaction and out~ide of iL in favor of the 
more complex dynamic analysis of the reconstruction and mutual Htodification of 
several 'selw;s' through each other's acceptance (or other negotiated agreement)in 
interaction - may gain interesting insights, its main achievement would be that it 
could account for the self's capacity of bringing aboat changes not only in zhe con- 
text, but ~dso in itself: either ~s a feedback to the: partner's 8¢tion or, in a more 
complex way, as a reflexive effect of its own action and of the significance it 
acquires through the partne'~,'s uptake. M2 focuses on action and therefore arl what 
participants in interaction are doing, not on what they are, or were, or would be, 
outside that interaction. M2 is concerned with what the participants are, or were, 
only as far as such prol~,rties enter in a dyn:mic relation with action, that is, turn 
out to work as its motivations or as its effects. Therefore, M2 is concerned with 
what participants in int,~raction become by means of wh~t they do: and this is 
exactly what M 1 ce, nnot ~ccount for. 

4.3.. 

Since, in M2, it is up to the panner/hearer to determine which action the agent/ 
speaker has perfDrmed a:ad whe~er  this action is felicitous, it can be stated that, in 
principle, interaet~.onal behavior should be read backwards, st~'ting fro~ tlhe part- 
ner,s answer, and ~e~efo~. from that definil~on of the agent/speaker's action uFon 

to  have agreed. Two/elated eomequences stem from 
this is cc~nc~rned ~,~th textu~ coherence, the iatil:er ~nth 
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pragmatic presuppositions. If interactional behavior is to be read backwards, then 
collerence o f  behavior and]or of  discourse should not  be considered as reflecting 
the. • coherence o f  the speaker's intentions and goals when planning his/her action, 
but as depending on the partner/heater's recognition of  the produced string e f  
acdons .and/or text as coherent wholes. In fact, there are many cases in which the 
same stnng of actions and/or text may be inte:rpreted either as coht.'rent or as 
incoherent, and the final answer cannot be given on the only basis of  th,e examined 
string of  actions or text. As it has been suggested by a number of  authors, from 
H.P. Grice (e.g. 1975) on, a tex.,  to be coherent, often demands the addressee's 
cooperation to fill up, by implicatures, all its gaps; literary texts very often even 
sixculate in this (see Pratt 1977; Eco 1979). It could even be maintain,ed that 
coherence, as such, does not exist, and that there are simply different degrees in the 
amount of cooperative work required from ~he partner/hearer in order to take the 
text as a coherent whole. Correspondingly, there are different degrees in the part- 
r . p r ' ~  u A I l i n o n ~ - ~  tr~ r . ~ r u , , ~ . a i c .  Since M2 .... i~.. ,~qu...-~ taking into . . . . . . . . .  ~ ~...+i. the 
sin:cture of the text and the interpretive week of the addressee (while in MI the 
interpretive work of  the addressee comes down to the mere recognition o f a  set of  
coherent intentions on the part of  the agen,lspeaker), M2 has more chances than 
M 1 to account tot textual coherence in a lull and empirically adequate way. 

As for pragmatic presuppositions, there is a parallel argument, in M 1, pragmatic 
presuppositions are ~ften defined as speaker's assumptions that the hearer is sup- 
p,~ed ~o share, in illis vein, some authors have talked of  an act o f  presupposing, 
~hat is of making certain assumptions, or, the part of  the speaker. But to postulate a 
~ ~ecific, preliminary act, is not more realistic than it was - on the part of  the phi- 
I-st,phets and logicians criticized by C, rice (1975) - to believe that the truth of  its 
'~,emantic' presuppo.~Jtions is a necessary condition for the truth value of  a state- 
~,ent. And it is even worse when it is assumed that, in the absence of such an act, 
the speech act should be judged as inapp','opriate. M2 is fa, from doing all this. As 
we said above, in M2 the crucial condition for an action to be taken as felicitous or 
~ppropriate is the partner/hearer's acceptance of it under a certain interpretation. 
Therefbre, presuppositions don't  come 'before' the successful performance of  the 
act (whether in the form of necessary and sufficient conditions to be verified by the 
context, or in the form of  the appropriate common assumptions of  speaker and 
hearer). Rather, it is the acceptance of  i!he act that conies first, whether it occurs on 
g~ounds such as knowledge of  the context,  previous acquaintance with the speaker, 
and so on, or merely on trc, si. A backwards reading of  interactional behavior 
involves here '.be retros~ctive and, moreover, retroactive function of  presupposi- 
tions. They are to be consid,~red as 'speaker's assumptions' only as far as the 
hearer's acceptance of the suc" :ssfui tx'rformance of  the speaker's illocutionary act 
enables - or even forces .... the former ~to attach 3ueh assumptions to the latter, and 
to consider him/her as responsible for them as for the speech act itself, That is to 
say, at least in most cases, an a.~nt/speaker does riot previously verify either the 
appropriateness or the coherence of  iMs/her action (for example, his/her being 
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authorized to produce such a strip of activity); he/she does not start by thinking of 
his/her own status;he/she simply ialtiates an actMty, or tries a speech act contain- 
ingsorne ~ d  of iltoeutionary force-indicating devices, so that the form of his/her 
action relates what  he/she is doing to ~ome po:~sible inte~.'pretations and to their 
presuppositions. But when ~ z  pz, ztr.er in interaction accepts the agent/speaker's 
action under a certain interpretation, t!te former is thereby authorized to act as if 
the latter had a certain status, and as ~f he/she had it previously to the interaction 
itself. If presuppositions, in particula,, cas~s, can be considered as preconditions to 
ways of  acting and/or speaking, it i.,~ precisely because of  this retroactive effect. And 
such a backwards reading can also account for the often noticed, but never 
explained communicative function of presuppositions, that is, for *.he fact that a 
speech act can be performed just for the sake of getting the hearer a~:quainted with 
its presuppositions (see, among others: Ducrot 1972; Stalnaker 1973, i37~, C,,,zda~ 
1977). The speaker can even speculate on the hearer's willingness to accept his/her 
act, in order to make b_im/her implicitly accept, without open discussion, some 
presupposed proposition (Sbis:~ 1979a). 

It is worth noting that (i) in the case of presuppositions as in the case of textual 
coherence, the partner/hearer integrates the text he/she is faced with, in or0~er to 
achieve a cert'_:'.'~ unde~tanding of it. The differences (if any) between these forms 
of integration could be further discussed in terms of their functions within the 
interaction; such a discussion would involve t,~ i ,  an attempt to answer the question 
whether, and how, presupposition is to be distinguished fi:om conversational im- 
plicature. Moreover (ii), impli~:atures filling up a text's gaps [7], as weU as presup- 
positions attached to the agent/speaker do not leave the participants' 'selves' unaf- 
fected. Presuppositions in particular, as long as they are retroactive in attaching to 
the agent/speaker a different status (so that e.g. he/she might gain authority by 
succeeding in having his/her orders accepted as such by people who previously were 
not subordinate to him/her), appear to be one of the ma~,l devices for self-modifica- 
tion. 

4.4. 

In linguistic pragmatics, context often appears as a deu:~ ex machina. It is context 
that dlsambiguates illocutionary force, makes the use of linguistic expressions 
appropriate or inappropriate, selects or cancels conversational imp~icatures. In M 1- 
oriented pragmatics, such a notion of context is identified with the speaker's 
knowledge about the world and about the sit~Jation in which interaction occurs; or 
else with such a knowledge as far as it is shaled by the hearer. The distinctive fea- 
ture c,f an Ml-oriented notion of context, however, is to be found in the fact that 
the context is taken as given. If there are differences b,~,tween the speaker's and the 
hearer~s knowledge of the speech sitution, they are taken to be mere quantitative 

[71 Cf Hjelmslev's termeatalysis (Hjelmslev 1961; G~eim~ and Court6s 1979). 
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differences to be cancelled by further information. From this perspective, according 
lo M I there must be an objective way of  describing the situation. All action takes 
place within thits scenario, w~thout bntnging about any change in it; rather, when 
(during ~ interval, as it were) the scenario is ~-hanged, subsequent action ~,~hould 
c~mge too. M2, on the contrar / ,  takes the notio~n of context  as a problematic one. 
Who is to d~cm,., if  not  the partidpanlis themseh,es, by wlfich description the par- 
t idpants are to refer to the situation in which they are acting? A speech act usually 
cont~ns linguistic devices apt to define its context,  that is, the features of  the 
speech situatio~ to be assumed as relevant (referential use of  proper names and of  
definite descriptions is, perhaps, the most common example).  Even~ in non-verbal 
interaction, it is up to the participants to single out  by their action those aspects of  
the situatio,~a which will count as relevant, the kind of f~ame within which they are 
to be understood, and so on. M2 recognizes therefore, the situation in w ~ c h  inter- 
action occurs as defined during and by the interaction itself and makes linguistic 
pragmatics ~l-,en to (i) the problems of the framing of  actions (see Goffman 1974), 
and (ii) to a. !og_~c e f  context change (~.e Ballmer 1978). Participants in interaction 
can (or even must) negotiate not only what they are doing, but  also, the definition 
~f the ~itua~ion ~n which they are acting: that is, they have to build up their con- 
text~ A~in_. a ~u~ng t!~.e linguistic devices at their disposal, there is *.he retroactive 

f e fec, of presuppositions. From an M2 perspective, presuppositions are not  to oe 
c~rnsidered as assumptions concerning some states of affairs that occur in the actual 
s~,:---._ . . . . . .  ..... ~ ...... ..~,,,,,'-, rather, they produce an extension of  the context  of utterance on 
the basi~ of the heater's understanding of the speech act. They count  as an enlaige- 
men~ c~f the hearer'~ (and perhaps of  the speaker's) knt~w!edge of  the speech situa- 
~i~m ([e~n~rdi and 5bis~i 1978). This e~tension can be genuinely creative, since it 
~an m~dif'/ to a lesser or greater extent the participants' in. t a r  nr~tz~,~iora of the situa- 
tiara. Con'.e~,~l, therefore, w~ll no ionger appear as an objective t]nal criterion for the 
m~erpre'.:z.tlc~n of  speech acts and strips of activity; rather, its 0efinition will be one 
more variable in ~he dynarrics of interaction. 

4.5. 

Frorr sections 4.1 --4.4, it will now be clear why M2 (as opposed to Mi)can possibly 
acc~:nt ~ r  social change. M l,  s~.arting from culture and language ~s normative sys- 
tems an,i considering speech and social behavior as determined by their internaliza- 
tions, cannot formulate any theoretical statements explaining the construction and 
trans:~onnation of  culture and/or ianguaee themselves. The analysis proceeds ~ t h i n  
t~e ~r~'~: cultural framework in which had been started, ~s if the possible modifica- 
t~on of the latter did not have any theoretical and/or practical interest. In speech 
~c~ analysis, t~o, the unilateral consider~t,,ion of the com titutive rules o f  the speech 
~ct, and ~ere~~)re of its presuppositiort~ as given previously to the act itself, the 
z ' ~ n c e  of a context-changing and self-modifying dimens:ion in the concept of  'self', 
~Lnd ~o c~, all bar the way to a more careful analysis of  the relations between ,zerbal 
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in teractio~ zr.d the definition or re-definition of  its context ,  its participants, and its 
rules. M2, starting f rom interaction and consideEng culture as .something to be 
accounted for, leads to the detection of  the premises for changes in social conte×t,  
as well as in the  rules and  norms that  are in force within it,  in interaction itself. 
M2's capacity o f  focusing on social change has two pretty interesting consequences, 
one of  a theoretical and the other o f  a practical kind. The relation of  rules to social 
behavior is no  longer thought  o f  as a normative one: nor is it reduced to the mete 
description of  factual regularities. Rules of  ~t pragmatic kind had bette~: ~e viewed a~ 
principles constraining interpretat ion ( I~ech  1979). While in M2 the theory itself 
involves evaluation of  behavior in terms of  'normali ty '  and 'deviance', aad all inter- 
action is interpreted according to the supposedly 'normal '  rules governing 'normal '  
communicat ion situations, M2 allows for thu fact that many rules them~elves result 
from social interactior,~, and recognizes a larger (peihaps even inter-cultu ral) validity 
for tho:~e rules only wtdch are better  unders tood as principles, that  is, not as norms 
governing behavior, but  as interpretive devices governing understand!ng (Gdce's 
conversational maxims are rules of  such a kind).  Moreover, an Ml-orientecl linguistic 
pragmatics, if it a t tempts to set up a connect ion between language and society, will 
only allow for a one-way relation: language will appear as reflecting social stratifica- 
tion in a rather external way° The old idea of  a 'neutm~' language has perhaps not  
yet been given up: anyway, there is a persisting unwillh,~gness to face speech as 
capable to handle and produce power.  M2, on the contrary,  suggests the view of  a 
context-changing and self-modifying 'self'; it allows for the possibility of social 
change, and maintains that  it is worth-while to focus our attentio~a on it, particu- 
larly in connection ~ t h  micro.sociological interaction. Speech is obviously to be 
included in this perspective, so that  it will not  escape its respor:sibilities towards all 
those matters of  power that  are decided on in interaction (wl~ether i~i the interac- 
tion of individual~, or of  larg~,~r groups and even %ocial d~sses'), and therefore 
t,~wara_s t.he social structure of  our society. 
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