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he theme I have chosen for this paper

arose from an increasingly topical prob-
lem - the problem of (disrupted) commu-
nication.

As a philologist I will dwell upon one
aspect which is connected with my profes-
sional interests — the understanding of texts
and understanding by way of texts.

I will start with the great Bulgarian
poet A. Dalchev's definition of translation:

“Translation is like a window in which the
reflections of the street blend with the reflec-
tions of the room?” If I may make a free
interpretation - translation is also conversa-
tion — conversation between author and
translator and between translated text and
its addressee. The success of this conversa-
tion is coded in the conditions for under-
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Y papy ce pasMaTpajy pasauM4muTy TUIIOBY
Iujajsora y cBeTiny Gpumo3odckux nieja

O TOBOPHUM YVMHOBYMMA VI HTEPAKTMBHOM
rosopy. Ha ocHoBy npumepa 13 cBeTcke
KIbVDKEBHOCTH Ha CJTOBEHCKUM je3nIuMa
MOTY ce U3ABOjuTH Tpu Mogena. OHn
IpeNCTaB/bajy pasIndynTe TUIIOBE BepbaHe
KOMYHMKaIyje I je3sudKa CpefiCTBa 32 IbUXOBY
peanusanujy.

standing. Understanding may be achieved
if one participant gives sufficiently clear
instructions, which can be adequately deci-
phered by the other participant who thus
can react in a relevant way. I intentionally
mention the word instructions. Here I am
not going to undertake any long excursions
into the field of speech. I will not elabo-
rate on the well-known formulations from
the research on microdialogues, question—
answer units and the characteristics of poly-
logue. However, it is an indisputable fact
that if the stimulus is not deciphered as a
stimulus, i.e. also as an instruction, there
will be no response and thus there will be
no conversation.

We have to admit that the research on
conversation (and in part on dialogue)
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accentuates two features: to what degree
the propositional content of the statement
corresponds to the aims of communication
and can lead to adequate communicative
value for the addressee, and of the success of
some communicative strategy. Here it is as
if one has ignored the fact that communica-
tion is a bipartite process and emphasizes
the speaker, whereas the hearer becomes the
object of attention mainly when so called
“flouting” occurs. Even H. P. Grice’s “con-
versational maxims” which result from his
general principle of co-operation between
the participants in the conversation, are
mainly instructions to the speaker. They
are the following: The maxim of quantity
— Make your contribution as informative as
required for the purposes of the conversa-
tion! One should say neither too little nor
too much!

The maxim of quality - Your contribu-
tion should be true!

The maxim of relevance - Your contribu-
tion should clearly relate to the purpose of
the exchange!

The maxim of manner - Your contribu-
tion should be perspicuous!

This is a general maxim which is substan-
tiated through the maxims: Avoid obscurity
of the statement! Avoid ambiguity! Be brief!
Be organized!

Apart from these maxims there are other
of secondary importance (with esthetic,
social or moral character) for example — Be
polite!

In connection with Grice’s maxims,
Kempson (Kempson 1975) has launched
the concept of the pragmatic world of dis-
course (speech) on the basis of the exam-
ined by Stroson “presumption of knowledge”
and “presumption of ignorance” - the speak-
er's presumptions concerning the hearer's
knowledge about the topic of conversation.
In conversation, the speaker must have
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simultaneously the presumption that the
hearer is not already informed about what
is said, as well as the presumption that the
hearer knows some facts relevant to the
statement. Even this maximally general-
ized presentation clearly displays that it is
primarily the cognitive language use (the
term is from J. Habermas) that is meant.
In cognitive language use the content is
topicalized. It permits only speech acts in
which the propositional contents may take
on an explicit form of the propositional
statement. Such constative speech acts are
used when we claim that the validity of the
proposition is approved. Let me remind
you what Austin had in mind with the con-
trasting of constative and non-constative
speech acts: “In a constative statement we
abstract ourselves from the illocutionary...
aspect of the speech act and concentrate
on the locutionary. When doing this we use
a quite indirect notion of the correspond-
ence of facts... This is the ideal behavior in
any circumstance, for any goals and before
any audience etc... In a performative state-
ment we concentrate on the illocutionary
force of the contribution and abstract our-
selves from the correspondence of facts”
(Austin 1975: 14-15) In What is Universal
Pragmatics ]. Habermas (Habermas 1984)
discusses the overcoming of contradiction
between the constative character of an
utterance and the perlocutionary effect that
it may have (as a performative statement),
by differentiating interactive and cognitive
language use. According to him, language
communication may only take place if the
participants are located simultaneously in
two planes: the plane of intersubjectivity
in which they have personal interrelations,
and the plane of experience and the state
of things. Interactive language use empha-
sizes the relations the speaker and hearer
establish and the propositional content of
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the statement is hardly mentioned. In this
sense we may say that the stimulus, regard-
less of which type of speech act it belongs
to as an independent utterance, and as part
of a dialogue, also contains a directive com-
ponent that is ascribed by the situation
itself. This directive component represents
the instruction: “Respond!”, i.e. “Continue
the conversation!”.

An extreme example of this type of
behaviour is demonstrated in the conversa-
tion between Hadji Smion and his neigh-
bour Nencho Oreshkov - “Tschichovtsi”
by Ivan Vazov (Vazov 1976). This conver-
sation also displays the strategy of total
understanding, i.e. agreement at any cost,
which could be called “The Hadji Smion
Strategy”. It was formulated by Vazov in the
following way: “..he avoided objections:
nor did he make any, nor did he want any
to be made to him. This rule entered his life
and became a habit; his thoughts mechan-
ically followed the thoughts of his inter-
locutor in all their arbitrariness...” (Vazov
1976: 31) The conversation between Hadji
Smion and his neighbor Nencho Oreshkov
is emblematic for this type of communica-
tion strategy:

“Xamxu, [HeC nMame sICHO Bpeme.”

“MHoro sicHo BpeMme, Henuo...”

“Mail KaKkBOTO IJIefaM, MABaT 00JIanu
ot bankaHa, XeM ca I'b>XLOBHN.

“II'b>kmoBHU o6naum umat, Henvo.”

“Ile saBanu u 11e To6bpKa Ha
xapMaHs.

“Ille 3aBanu, Hendvo, 6e3 gpyro 1e
3aBaJy, XeM eIbp.”

“Tocmop 3Halt aK, MMa BSITBP OT
3amafm, Ta Iie pasHece gbxzaa (...)”

“U a3 ToBa Ka3Baw, i€ TO pa3Hece,
Henuo.”

“Ba, mpxp HaMa fa uma (...)”

“Huto xanka, Henuo.”
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It is obvious that this model, seem-
ingly of absolute understanding, is in fact
a model of pseudo-understanding. It is
pseudo-understanding, because it does not
conform with the most essential property
of speech as an activity - to co-operation,
with collaboration. In this type of conversa-
tion all answers, independently of to which
type of speech act they belong, seem to
function as expressive speech acts. In other
words, they take on a character of etiquette
and convention. The language usage here is
more interactive than cognitive. Every con-
stative stimulus is topicalized as a prompt
for the continuation of the conversation
and the response complies with this topicali-
zation.

Such a speech strategy, however, is pos-
sible only under certain conditions: agree-
ment among the participants about the “rit-
uality” of the conversation; one participant
knows that the other will not accept objec-
tions nor expect his words to have any con-
sequences. This kind of model might arise
in the “superior-subordinate” situation (of
course in the worst possible variety of this
archetype).

The presentation of interactive language
use as cognitive is also a model of the type

“understanding as pseudo-understanding”.
This kind of language use could be called
“the Svejk model” You can imagine what
trouble I had when trying to select one
singular representative dialogue from the
whole book. So I chose one from the begin-
ning, which will exemplify the model. This
is the conversation at the police station.
Svejk enters the interrogation with the
polite:

To this interactive language use Svejk
replies with a “cognitive”, i.e. makes a sub-
stitution - verbally and non-verbally, while
formally adhering to the given instructions.
To the question “What do you say?” with
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which the police inspector victoriously con-
cludes the summary of accusations against
Svejk, Svejk answers literally:

“Co tomu rikate”, vitézoslavné otdzal se
, viteci .
an s rysy zvireci ukrutnosti
“Je toho hodn¢”, odpovédél nevinné Svejk,
“v$eho moc skodi”

“Nu vidite, Ze to uznavate”.

“Ja uznavam vsechno, pfisnost musi bejt,
bez prisnosti by se nikdo nikam nedostal.
Jako kdyz jsem slouzil na vojné...”

“Drzte hubu!”, rozkfikl se policejni rada
na Svejka, “a mluvte, az kdyz se vas budu
na néco ptat! Rozumite?”.

“Jak bych nerozumél’, fekl Svejk, “poslusné
tsim, 7 , N ve viem,
hlasim, Ze rozumim a Ze se ve vSem, co

raceji fict, dovedu orientyrova®
(Hasek 1975: 27).

In this dialogue Svejk thinks that
understanding is a motivation for co-oper-
ation. However, since the understanding is
pseudo-understanding, so the co-operation
is pseudo-cooperation, because the partici-
pants speak within two different fields of
language usage. At first sight in this model,
flouting occurs in the unsuccessful use of
non-constative (performative) speech acts,
mainly directives. This is so only at an iso-
lated overview of the separate statements.
In the overall conversation/dialogue, the
lack of success is on a different level and is
defined by the failure of the interactive and
cognitive language use to coincide. I could
mention many examples, but I will limit
myself to three microdialogues from the
following situation - at the coroner's.

“Tak vy jste tedy ten pan Svejk?”

“J4 myslim”, odpovédél Svejk, “Ze jim
musim bejt, ponévadz i mgj tatinek byl
Svejk a maminka pani Svejkova. J4 jim
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nemohu udélat takovou hanbu, abych zapi-
ral svoje jméno”
(Hasek 1975: 34).

To the stimulus, which presupposes a
reaction like that in the expressives, i.e. it
has a ritual character in this type of conver-
sation, Svejk responds with cognitive lan-
guage use and continues the model of total
understanding as a result of identifying the
propositional content of the interlocutor’s
statement as the truth:

“Vy jste ale nadrobil pékné véci. Vy toho
mate mnoho na svédomi.”

“Ja mam toho vzdycky na svédomf’, fekl
Svejk, usmivaje se jesté laskavéji nez pan
soudni rada; “ja mam toho, maze bejt, jesté
vic na svédomi, nez raceji mit voni, vas-
nosti”

“To je vidét podle protokolu, ktery jste
podepsal,” ...

“Ale kdepak, vasnosti. Ja sam jsem se jich
optal, jestli to mam podepsat, a kdyz fekli,
abych to podepsal, tak jsem jich uposlechl.
Prece se nebudu prat s nimi kvali mymu
vlastnimu podpisu. Tim bych si rozhodné
neposlouzil. Poradek musi bejt”

(Hadek 1975: 34-35).

This example could be discussed as doc-
tor—patient communication. However, I will
not dwell on this and instead consider an
other moment. The manners of communica-
tion in the dialogue are mixed and this
leads to distortions in the pretensions of
validity. Each and every speech act must in
an identical way satisfy the presumption
of intelligibility. When intelligibility leads
to collapse in communication, the require-
ment for intelligibility may become the
topic only through a transition to herme-
neutic discourse (and later in connection
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with its relevant language system). Here
we should not overlook the circumstance
that for interpersonal relations the verac-
ity of the proposition and its relevance are
most important. For communication this
veracity is also important. It is exactly this
circumstance that is most characteristic
for the model we preliminarily called “The
Svejk Model”

The statements in question form a natu-
ral engine for the development of the dia-
logue. On the level of speech acts they are
directives and therefore incorporate the
directive component that contains the stim-
ulus. The speaker requires and expects a
reaction to what he has said. This is how
these law-governed manifestations trans-
form into flouting in the Hadji Smion
model.

“A m10? Pycusi roTBu 11u ce Ha 6011¢”
((C ?)’
KOTO?

“C mero.”

“C xoro?”

<« »

C HammuTe e, C 4yajmara.

“HeusBecTHO — Kasa MOGUP MaJIKO
IBOYMEHIE CTYAEHTDT.

“Kak nensBectHo? HanpoTns, nsBecTHo.

“Ha KakKBO OCHOBaHMe MUCIIUTE TOBa?”

“A3?”

<« »

Ha.
Xamxu CMMOH TO USIVIEfia OITy/IeHO.”

“Ho Bue McKaTe fja KaXKeTe, 4e e
HEeU3BeCTHO?

“Ila, IOHE 32 MEH € HEU3BECTHO —
U3MBHKA CTYHEHTDT.

“Peuu 20, 4e U 3d MeHe € Heu38ecmHo.
Wmaw npaso, pyckama nonumuxa e MHO20
maiina, a?”’

(Vazov 1976: 32).

This conversation exhibits another pecu-
liarity of communicative strategies for
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understanding, namely the strategy of
responsive participation. This is the placing
of one of the participants in the position
of a “quasi” echo-participant. We see the
conscious rejection of initiative, because
in the conversation and the separate micro-
dialogues not only do the reciprocal par-
ticipants take on the roles of speaker and
listener, but also alternate in taking the ini-
tiative in leading the conversation and also
in achieving both co-operation and partici-
pation.

The expectations are that in such a strat-
egy interrogatives will dominate and be
expressed with the pragmatic particles “nali”
and “@” which presuppose agreement or
a positive reaction, i.e. preconditioned co-
operation. However, when the precondition
is not communicatively valid, we encounter
amodel contrary to those we have analyzed
so far. In this model on the surface we have
no understanding or pseudo-understand-
ing, whereas in fact the interlocutors cor-
rectly decode the intensions of the other,
but try to react as if this is not so.

I am tempted to call this model for “The
Bay Ganyo Model” - Aleko Konstantinov

“Bay Ganyo” (Konstantinov 1970), but that
would not be completely correct, since it
is more so a model resulting from the lan-
guage behaviour type Bay Ganyo. Let me
remind you of one of the first stories:

“O-o0-o0! Jobbp men! — u egHa mOTHA
bKa Crpabun gecHuata M.

Ka crpa6 ec ara

“VI3BuHeTe, TOCIIOMHE — Ka3BaM MY a3
ChC CMUPEHO YUyZBaHe, — a3 HAMaM YJo-
BOJICTBMETO [Ia BU IIO3HaBaM.

“Kakeo? He me nosnasame nu, katiui? Tu
Hanu cu 6vneapun?”

<« »

bpnrapun copm.

“E?)’

“E?)’
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“E xaiime, cTaBail ga ce pasxoXKgaMe.
Kakso 11e K1cHel Tyka? MeH Me Ka3BaT
TIanro. Crapait!”

Hamame Hy>Xpga ma Mm KasBa, 4e €
Tanr0.

«

V3BuHeTe, r-H [aHI0, a3 He CBM CBOOO-
IeH cera.”

“Amu ge KaKBO cTOMII B KapeHeTO, KaTo
He cu cBobopmen?”

« o

Crassiii fa Me Bopuil Ha 6aHs. [le e TyK
6anara?”
(Konstantinov 1970: 14).

A “You are Bulgarian, aren’t you?” is
grounds enough to ward off any further
attempts at behaving differently from what
the speaker expects.

A well-known example is from Bay
Ganyo at Jirecek's I would like to empha-
size the fact that the author A. Konstanti-
nov who in the remaining stories lets Bay
Ganyo present himself through his speech
behavior, in this chapter it is as if the writer
cannot resist the temptation of "revealing"
Bay Ganyo's intentions. In the very begin-
ning we read: “..ue ude Baii [unio y neeo:

“Ho6wvp den” - “ITan mu 602 000p0” - u Moxce
0a 20 nokanu 8 Keujama cu...” (Konstan-
tinov 1970: 40) That is, the expectations
of the speaker, that the establishment of
contact through expressives - through the
usual conventional phrases of etiquette -
is reason enough to expect an invitation
to visit as a perlocutionary effect. Once
again we detect the presence of a directive
component in the stimulus in this conversa-
tion. Thus, on a speech act level, the basic
postulates from the language level are con-
firmed - e.g. the early consolidation of the
imperative as a mood in Bulgarian language.
Here is another example. The initial aggres-
sive strategy, as in the conversation with
the student, is once again present.

(@{Azooz
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“O-o! Hob6wp Oen, 6aii Vpeuex, kax cu,
dobpe nu cu? - uzeuxsa 6ati Ianio ¢ eOuH Hail-
NPUSMENCKU MOH, WOM 871U3A 8 KabuHema
Ha cmonanuna.”

Again Bay Ganyo parries Jire¢ek’s aston-
ishment with the pretensions of commu-
nity.

“Buit Hanu 6sxte MuHUCTBP B Codnmsa?”
((Ha.’)
“E, m a3 ¢bM OT TaM! — 3akaro4yaBa
maupacecmeero 6ait [aHw.”
(Konstantinov 1970: 41).

Following this introduction to the con-
versation that precedes the actual aim, A.
Konstantinov prefers to explicate the inten-
tions himself: “Pascosopwsm npodwsnxasa
HAKOMKO MUHYMU 6 'HO3U MOH, CemHe
MUHY8A HA NO-NpaKmMuU4ecka nouea: 6ail
Tawnto xeanu Keapmupama Ha cMonaHuua,
3azamea my 0ocma oce3amesnto, ve “Haii-
cemme, UMA MACMO U Ou4e eOUH Crpaxex
uosek Oace 0a ce npubepe myxa”. “Vpeuex
ce cmapae 0a My 6Hywiu, ye Keapmupama
e mscHa 3a oomawnume my. Baii Ianio
CU NPAsU 0eTYWKY U PA36UEA MemMama 3a
6vneapckomo zocmonpuemcmeo” (Konstan-
tinov 1970: 42).

The two participants’ intentions are clear
to each other. Both of them have their own
ideas of the maxim of politeness. One with
an inherent to his behavior politeness, and
the other with the pretence of politeness,
which is a component for the success of the
strategy. The background knowledge about
the communicative situation and the inter-
locutor presumes that politeness might be a
component for the strategy’s success. “Vimpe,
axo wieut, 600U Me No 6CU4KU PaOPpuKu, as
COM CoerlaceH; Wie MU npeseicoad, ue He
3Ham e3uka, a?”; I1a axo o6uuame, coenaceH
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coM U y 8ac da ocmaua, dokamo com 6 IIpaza.
A?” (Konstantinov 1970: 42). The use of the
conventional formulae of politeness is here
also a kind of “insurance” in case of rejec-
tion (which the speaker already expects
in the outset of the conversation). These
formulae also provide a possibility to make
a new move. “Axo wieme, CAHKUM, HAMA
0a me npecunsam”, “Kazeam, canxum, axo
obuuame - 0bsicHa6a cnnemeno 6aii Ianvo”
(Konstantinov 1970: 42).

Let me remind you that in the sphere of
speech act directives, the indirect speech
acts are the most numerous. Labeling a
number of utterances which are not impera-
tives, as directive utterances — for exam-
ple interrogatives, is a result of the natural
desire to find the most appropriate strategy
for the success of the directive act, i.e. not
only to achieve one's illocutionary aims -
the hearer to identify the statement as a
directive, but also to achieve the correspond-
ing perlocutionary effect, that the listener
will respond with the desired action. The
diverse indirect speech acts reflect differ-
ent strategies where the speaker chooses
language expressions to make the hearer
believe that what the speaker wants him to
do is the hearer's own decision, his own will.
Thus in our example Bay Ganyo accompa-
nies his desire with the declaration “T agree”,
as if replying to an offer. In both cases the
final passages contain the interrogative "A?"
in the meaning “nali’, i.e. a prompt for the
response “Da’, a reaction of agreement. The
whole chain of strategic moves has been
shortened due to fear that it might prove to
be unsuccessful. The action is “va banque”
with the attempt at facing the interlocutor
with an accomplished fact and to imply
what he is expected to say.

It seems to be a combination of the strat-
egies we have mentioned so far that we
find in Svejk in the conversation between

171

the secret agent Bretschneider and the inn-
keeper Palivec.

[...] Hostinsky Palivec myl tdcky a Brea-
mrné snazil navdzat s nim vazny rozhovor. ...
“To mdme pékné léto”, navazoval Bretschnei-
der sviij vazny rozhovor.

“Stoji to vSechno za hovno’, odpovédél
Palivec, ukladaje tacky do skleniku.

“Ty nam to pékné v tom Sarajevu vyvedli’,
se slabou nadéji ozval se Bretschneider.

“V jakym Sarajevu?”, otazal se Palivec,“v
tek nuselskej vinarné? Tam se perou kazdej
den, to védi, Nusle”

“V bosenském Sarajevu, pane hostinsky.
Zastrelili tam pana arcivévodu Ferdinanda.
Co tomu fikate?”

“Ja se do takovych véci nepletu, s tim at
mné kazdej polibi prdel”, odpovédél slusné
pan Palivec [...]

(Hasek 1975: 10).

After the innkeeper explicitly and unam-
biguously has announced his reluctance
to be drawn into a conversation about a
dangerous political topic, the secret agent
makes another attempt.

[...] “V tom Sarajevu muselo to byt asi
osklivy, pane hostinsky’.

Na tuto zaludné pfimou otazku odpo-
védél pan Palivec neobycejné opatrné:

“V tuhle dobu byvd v Bosné a Hercegoviné
strasny horko. KdyzZ jsem tam slouzil, tak
museli davat nasemu obrlajtnantovi led na
hlavu”[...]

(HaSek 1975: 12).

As a conclusion we can say that all inher-
ent requirements for speech acts may be sat-
isfied on two levels: directly in the context of
the statement — whether resorting to expe-
rience, relying on the relevant normative
conventions, or indirectly - in discourses or
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in the aftermath of the consistent actions.
The requirement for justification, which
we assume with regulatory non-constative
speech, acts, relate directly to the pretension
that the speech activity fits in one norma-
tive field and in a practical discussion the
validity of the norm itself is tested.

The speaker and the hearer may incite
each other to recognizing the pretensions
of validity

o through the pretension of truth - the
requirement for motivation

e through the pretension of correctness
- the requirement for justification

e through the pretension of veracity -
the requirement for reliability

Thus we return to the theoretical basis
of the reasoning. In the end I would like
to revert also to the image I used in the
beginning of the lecture. I hope that in its
window the reflections of my intentions
and your expectations were successfully
blended into an image of understanding
and co-operation.

Hnanormqecxaﬂ peub: CTpaTeruy MOHMMAHNA VI ICEBJONMOHMMAHNA

B craTbe paccMaTpUBAIOTCA CTPATETMM B iuajiore B cBeTe (Gumocodckux npeit

0 pedeBBbIX aKTaX ¥ MHTEPAKTUBHOM ropopenun. Ha ocHoBe 06pas1ioB MUpOBOIL
JIMTEPaTyphl Ha CIABSHCKYUX A3BIKaX 000Co0/AI0TCA Tpy Mofient. OHM IIPECTaBILAIOT
Pas/mMYHBIe CTPATerUy BepbaIbHOTO OOLIEHNA I A3BIKOBBIE CPELICTBA UX pean3alii.
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