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dbod gz mmo ¢9du@ob 360336gmmdols 3mb393@0 Mebsdgtmgg emo-
& 9N Nmo 30080300306 BMbsIgbE MM 3BMIMgdss, s, Tgbodse-
dobow, dob Lsgdome oo aodmEeomgds g3l egMmgomo 3gmggol
o3 LgggemTo. MM33d, 950boTbNmo 3Mb(393@0L 33magzs Lzegds ™Modg-
@Ml MgmEool Gotgmgdl, Godwmgbosi Gadb@ol 36033bgmmds,
Omamii G9dbdob Igbfogmolb m3b0Bzbgmmgsabgbo sb3gd@o, Jowgs
359 mo ob303mobol 06&geMglols Logsbl Focdmowagbl - 396dmo
30 m0bagob@ngol s 3Ms3ds@ogzol, bmemm bgmmabgdol bofscmdmgdals
3603369mmmds — sbomo@ozn®o gbmg@ogol gobbogmmmgdmmo 0bdgtg-
Lol @MB0GSBos ImIEgnmo. dmmm Modrgbodg sofmammol gs6dsg-
mmd530, dbs@3tmmo &9db@olb 3608369mmdal 3mb393@0b 33emgz0Lal,
Bgdmo 5m0bodbyemo ©obzndmobydol mgm®ngdds oo MM ©sMm3dm
0bgmo Logzombgdol FgbFogmal, Mmamegdoss: 36033bgemmdol mmgs-
300L 36mMdmgds; 3mbzgb0gdo, HMImgdai Igbsdmgdgmb brool 36033-
bgemmdgdl; 360T3bgmmdol 3Bmond305L s MgEaREOSL. dsmo Hmams
3omf939%0L, 0bg Bobogsobo Fobssmdwgamdgdols Bggbgds 36033bgemmgsebo
0dbgds sm@gtbs@onmo 3mb3gnEool smiEomadmmdol Bgbsobgd dbgg-
mmdobomzgol, 3o, Fgbadmms, Bgdmazmogadml bs@adumo &gdu-
&0l 3603369mmdol 3mb393@Momods(300L sbosmo mgmEoymo bgwgs.

f0bodgdothg LEsGos Fodbsw obobogh sebgdmmo 0b@ghabzos-
mobstnmo (3mwbol Lobmgbotgdsl dbs@gzmmo &gdb@ol 3603369-

mmdolb 3mb(393@0L 0fagzmog s oGzt nmo &gdb@ol 360336gmmdals
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3bomodL 9.§. ,3mb@gM-3mbgnE0sdg” - &9gdu@ol dmbgdols o o
&9JdbEob 3603gb9mmdol sbgMl 398 gemlmbols sm@gtbo@omm 3mb-
39IBGE0SDY — OYMbMI0m. 50bobymo 3mb3953300L dobgogzom, &ad-
LEOoL 360Tgb9mmds Johbgmmos dgb@omne 3mbLEGONIGo, Bdm3gmos
3mo(308L 9MgLbEGOL — 303adsgbo Lndogd@® ol — bogymmolbdgg 3603369-
mmdb, sMgbs@ms — 30d3mgd Lydogd@oms — doge 3mbLEOHNIE0MgdNm
3603369mmdgdL s 3mIgbo@mdms dogh 9dL3mootgdmm 3603369-
mmdgdL. doRbgmmos, M Moasbss 3mob@gh-3mbianEos gomgmo-
mM0d dBmgsse 3gMdsmum 3m3INboo0sdg, ob odmggs dgbodmgdmm-
dob, BgbPogmom 0gbol 3603369mmdol BMEBotgdol L3giEoxn0zMG0
36m3gLo oGz Mmoo 3m3Nbogzsol BotamgdTos. LEsG0sBo bodgsl-
3nmos 83 3Bm39bmeb ghmow dz0mbzgmol 3mabodnto s gdmizomo
695306930b smFghol 360836gmmmds bofoerdmagdol ,Lbzsagetmdsls”
(otherness) o ,LobgmmoGammdsadg” (singularity), GmIgmmsi ©gMg3
3&Mogo dooRbggl oo Bmamiz bsfotmdmgdobomzgal @edsbsbosmgdgm
09bsgmmom 603sbl, 960390 Bmamtz bromdomgdsl, dmdgmo ,bog-
35" 09(3983300L 3OM(39LT0.

LEJob 3mased mmbgbo, mogol 653OIMITo ,dbs@zrmmo bofocrdm-
q%0l ,3603369mmdS” s(3bogdl, HMA ,m3565L3b6gmo bsbggeto Lomze-
bol g56353mmd5To, moGghs@ncol mgmtool gobgometgds dotomes-
s 3609369mmdol 3mb(39380L FgbFogmol gxydbgdmes ... ,,0Lgmo
a0dmbomggedgdo, MmamegdoEss ,mgdbob 36033bgmmmds; ,bsfo6dm-
900l 36033bgmmds’ ,3mg@nto 36033bgmmds; ,,dbs@ztmmo &adu@ob
3603369mmds” mMo@gMs@ntmo mgmMool (396&Gsmne 3OHmdmgdso
0dio” (Olsen 1982, 13). dog®od dbo@zthmmo &gdu@ob 360336gemmdals
3mb(3938 %9 5333560 BM3MLoMgdol dombgosgsm, o6 sMLYdMAL msebb-
3mds mgmM0gdL FmEolb dobo domosbo dmbgdol Bgbobgd — ol s3&mENl,
&9JbEobs s 3300639l Ledzmmbs MMMogHNIodstrmngdol gwmgaons;
09 53&™M0b 068 gbz0ol 3Bmondd0; 09 mezoe Ggdb@d o sMLdmAL,
Omamé g 03008933390 360836gmmdol Fothdmadgdbgmo Lol gds; oe
dobo 3mbLG®NIz0s GadbBol astmgm brogds ombgol 3Gm(3gLB0; me
&994bEob Boaboo brgds dobo ©y3mbLEOHNIE0s; O o353F06H9dmmos
Le3093086, BMIgmo MobbIgds, Hmame dmobobml dobo 0b@gem3-
69806 905; Mo 3565306HmMmdg8L ol 39bgMotgdsl — gbs, ob@mMonmo s
3NOGaOamo 3mbdgdudo o9y gbmg@ognco dobosbosmgdmgdo? gagd
030 Loghome ©sdMmN3z0gdgmos gbmgdointo smddobegsb? sdazsto
NabbImgds, HmamM(z RIBMO LGNGO 50boBbsagl, séol 6nBsbo 0daby,
6m3 gb mgmE0gdo bbgosbbgs Godolb gbobgd moedsts3mdgb: ,dgodgdo
3535mRgemgbgds 1339 3M03omMRgMHmzbgds 30 Mo 5Mol, s6sdgo
330l mo35m Lozombol sMLL® (Stout 1982, 6).
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3609369mmdalb mm3sool 3Hmdmgds mo@ghsgncal
0 gmc05Ls s sbsmoGoznd gbmg@ozsdo

mM0@9M3GNM50I3mbgmdals s sbomo@oznd gbomg@nzsdo 3603-
369mmdoll mmgzoool ofggmog oMLgdMmo Mmobbdmgds ¢dg@gbow
Lodo dotromeo 3mdonom aodmabo@gds: 360836gmmmds MIgsmm 3og3-
Bo6Tos 53@™MM0L 068gb(305L086; 0l 5ELGIMBL Megsw Ggdu®do; dzomb-
39mgd0 mog350 J36056 360g69mmdsl 3ombgols 3m3gLbdo.

&M300309m0 M0 gM G Mol mgmeos, sbomo 3ModoE0ddol Fom-
dm3mdedg, 93@MML ymgmolbBgddmgm ©s ymgmobdzmwbgwe, bmemm
d0macoxz0nm s obEmMonm 3mbdgdbdl 3o bodzermmo bsfocrdm-
900lL 3608369mmd0l oagbol 3609369mmgeb Fystrmem dooRbggws.

365d&039mds 300G 030ddds Manmadgmym domaMexommo s ob-
BmMogmo 3mb&gdu@ol Hdmemolb gomzgomobfobgds s 360Tgbgemmdsels
&9JbEob Fogboo gdgdrs, mMBdiEs ds0bi omgomobobgdos s3@mMals
0689600l 3mb(3938L 0dgbor, Hodrgbssi &gdudL dooRbggos Le-
Fmomgdo, Mm3gmoi 93&mE0L 068gbi0L gosb(zgdms 330mbggmb.
ohsbobL Jobgogom, ,0930 56 3030m, Mol 35390985L (30MMBL o3-
&m0, 3590b 396 Bggzdmgdom, Fggonsbmm dobo Focdo@gds” (Richards
2014, 186).

sbamds 36080303 Jonmosbo Motrygm ,038mMob 0b@gbool”
0300 133060 gLo 3gomoi 3o s ob &gdu@olb Mmdogd@nto 3HodoE0ddom
- 9.9 ,bo®Y39%0 a39Mdg“ (words on the page) — Bosbszms. IgEbogHey-
mo ™md09d@NO™mdob 06890 gbosb gsdmdmabstrg, sbsemo 3@ oEod3o
3om05bs® MmMHogb@otgdnmo oym &9du@dg s mgmos, Hmd 3608369-
MBS Mmm3smodgdnmo oym mogzoe &9du@To, s3&mMal 068 gbioolbs s
330006390l M9(398B(30005856 STMY 30EgdMS®. MM03g Bomasbo I(zs-
OmMds© d00Rbgmes s o Mo ghoGnesmdmoby Momosd Modbs@o
5 Boembmgmbo dmbémm dgmobemo ,,0689b30mbosme® dzsMmdsb”
(intentional fallacy) s ,5839J&6 Izsmmdsb“ (affective fallacy) mfmogd-
©bgb (Wimsatt and Beardsley 1946, 468-488; Wimsatt and Beardsley 1949:
31-55). Mo©asbsi 93@™MM0 s 3300b3gmgdo GadbEL ,HedMEBmeghy
36033bgemmds, Hmdgmoi dnedogse ,Ebmgmmdl* &gdu@do, MEamg-
moE s 9bogghbomamon 0gbs JoRbgmmo - ,,3mm@neMgdo 03gmgdosb
5 IMsd Jgoamgdosbh, mgdbgdo GRgd0sE s mogom a39mdbgdosb

Lo gdgmb“ (Wimsatt and Beardsley 1949, 54). bfmégo 36mdomo 3mdmo-
39300 - ,,0689b30MbsmyM0 I3sMmds” — g6dmdzgybgdol Fgdwmaga emo-
899G NMm33mbggdo s Fommbmxmbgdo ™ ,8565350“ ©o0y3bgb
- 960 oty 3ooRbgzes, O™ Ibs@ztmmo &9du@ol 360F3bgmmds s-
3m3000gdmmo 0gm 538mM0L 068 9b300Dg (MoLS ,06896(30mbsm0BI0”
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@Pmogl), boemm dgmerg Jbsthg ;mgmos, Hm3 360336gmmds s3@meal-
396 ©33Mm9 30009dmo© SMLYIMB®S.

ol ®35mbsdEOLo, HB™m3 Bgdudo 560l s53&mMbmdoyHo g3gMdsme-
6o LEONIGNMS, Lognmed MsgBo Rogg@omo Fotrdmbsgddbo, ™MImols
3603369mmds 9@ dobotrgdmmos s iE3mgmee sMLgdmmo, a56-
Loz gdmmo bodasldoom ool bomgdgzsdo dmberm dgeobmol Foab-
Bo - ,9bmgB03s; Bdm3gmoa 39-20 Lonanbol sbsemo@ozn®o gbmgdozolb
939modg (36mBom s g53mgbosb bsBMBo nmgzgmgds. dghbmo gé-
0396gm0bogob go30%bsgh sMglbob@ol bomdgeds s Bsgwmobbdggl
5 doohbggl, BH™3 ygmggmmmon®o 3mb&gdb@gdobogsb asblbgsggdom,
Omogbsi 83950689cmgLgdl, o9 Mgomautow Mobo mdds Wbomws dg@-
939 bLyBogd@L bo@3zM M bofo®mBmgdgddo, Moz bodwgomaow 36033-
Bgmmgsbos, 60l ob, o b 93dmdL IFgMhemo ©s o6 ob, oy b
a9mobbdmdl - bsFomdmgdo mogew 6ol 36033bgemmdol do@ ot gdgmo,
33&™mMob 360T369mmBoLogsb sdmn3ngdmaw (Beardsley 1981, 26-29).

3680068 96(30mb5m0BIL 3060b3ocgds 068 gb0mbsrmoddo, Hm3g-
oz Lodg@Yzgmm o3& gdol MmgmE0gdol (ob. Austin 1962; Searle 1969) o,
35bbs 39t gdom, atmsnbol 36083bgmmdal Fgbabgd sMLgdymo mgmto-
q00b (ob. Grice 1969; Grice 1989, 213-223) a53mgbslb gobomoms. 068 g6-
30mbamob@ Mo mgmMogdo, Gmaméi FTabo, bbgowsbbgs 3mboogdo-
56 3356069396 53@™EM0L 068 gb0sL: sg@MsmNEo 0b&gbombomobddn
(actual intentionalism) 339286935, H™3 §ggdbEob 360936gmmmds 0gb-
&9605 538 MM0L bagnmobbdgzo 360836gemmdabis (ob. Knapp and Michael
1982, 724); bsgmgdsce ,,36989bbonmo” sd@nsmudo 068 9bzombsmoad-
do (modest actual intentionalism) (ob. Hirsch 1967; Carroll 2003, 197-214),
asbbbgoggdom og@momudo 0b@gbombomoddobogsb, ©ognbgdom o6
o3bogdl, Hm3 ozt mmo boFocmBmgdol 36033bgmmds dmmosbsw
0989630606 9dmmos 53&mEM0LgNmo 068 gb000m, sM5dg Mmgemol, ™3
b 93965L369mo Bgmogbgdowos gbmdMmogzgo 6036930l 630dwgzeHrmdals
3603369mmmdsbmsb. mydEe JoMhol sbsmo@oznd gbmgdossdo LLody-
3900 ®963030g30mds 56x3gehl 60Tbsgl 0dedwmyg, Lobsd dobgsb gobdg
ob ©50dgL o6 0amemobbdgdl, o6 Ho0dg sBOL o6 3odmoGobl. o6 oebg-
dmdb 360836gmmmdoms gombbnmo Lodgstrm 5530560l (3bmdogegdals
dods” (Hirsch 1967, 4); 303mog@9to 0b@gbisombsmobdo (hypothetical
intentionalism) (ob. Tolhurst 1979; Levinson 1992; Levinson 2002) sg396&b
5399900 3300bggmms - 9.§. ,,Lo30Bbg s MGl (intended audience)
- 303mmgdgddyg 93@™M0L bogmmobbdggo 3603369emmdol gbobgd. &ad-
LEOoL 3603369emMdL ,3089d00 yzgmedg M3gom Fgbodmgdgmos, mmzo 0b-

&9630o g939otgdammos 53@mMol 3moboms s s3mIogdMmgdgdoom,
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OmIgmbsi 030 Bemmdlb, Hmamig msgsw ,Ls30Dbg sEo™mMol gho-
abomo Fagmo“ (Tolhurst 1979, 11).

Omam 9JuEowsb, oby s3&™MOL 068963000056, BM3MLIS gos-
0boigms d3ombzgmdg, GmIgmoi o6l 36033bgmmdals ,Hgomododm-
60“ 5 15350 300630l 3OM(3gLbdg -, g8sMMgds EgdbdL Jombgolbalb®
(Iser 2000: 311). 83 3O 39LL gFm®s ,,OgEIBES" BIGIBGON gbogdo-
gobos o 93006390039 mE096B06987em 360803003F0.1 LGgbmo B30
o(3boadL, M3 ,,360336gmmds 560l bromdomgds — ob, o bogds 6o
a396dg, bows dogghgzogm dobs mdgdbsls, ssdgw bodggoobs (56 dag-
6930bs) s 33000b39em-3b3gbgmals sg@omMow Igos@ondo bmdogtg-
3ol 06@ 9 ogd(30580" (Fish 1971, x). 3030bomgols 06&gh36rg@oEos 3mbld-
9Jdoob bgmmgbgdss — ,068gmH3MEsGMMgdo mgdlgdols gzmootgdsl
30 96 3bgbgb, s053g Mogsow J3bosb dscm” (Fish 1980, 327).

3603369mmds bgdom@ozn® mgmemogddo

bebogMobgmmo 60360l 3mb393@3s s mobagzob@yto 60T6gdnwsb
dobds goghsmdad Lbbgs 60Bsbms Lol@gdgddg, dgbodmgdmmds dobze
m0& MG MO LEONIGNOSmModAL, Mo ghs@nts MHmamti Lobdg-
3s, Hm3gmoi 9bmdMmogo LobEgdob dbasgbo BMbJEombomgdos, obg-
39 93305, Mmamti gb 93965L3bgmo, s, GmIgmoi dob bgsgbow,
356 3399mo  3mbggb09d0L Mobobds 0dgbms 360T3bgmmdsls. sbsmo
36080300dobasb gsblbgeggdom, GmIgmoi Io@ztnm Ggdbdlb ©g-
& 963060693 m, LGsdomy&o 3603dgbgemmdol 3dmbg mzom3detr geomg-
mmo d00Rbggos, LGONIGNHSm0dIo Jsb bgosegws, Bmamis boBsbms
LEONIENOL - bogboxogsiool bogmigl.

3mb@LGMNI@MsmabIobsmgal bgdoldogHo 3nm@ucnmo ggbm-
3960, 3o Yméol Ibs@ztrmmo Ggdb@o, Bgodmgds ogd3gdgdstrmb
LgBomGogme Sbomodl (Barthes 1967; Barthes 1972.) s yzgems dsmgasbo
doohRbggs Ggdb@ow. bgdom@oznco goagdom, &gdb@o stolb bgdolbdogho
ob 396m3gbo, MIgmbsi bLogbogozsiool LaBnemgdoo Bgndmos 3603-
36gmmdol ggbgtogds. sdwgbs, bgdoldogho 3mm@utol Jdbsomdal
RGOS — 3gedsmueo M9 56MH539MdsMYM0 — mgdlo, Joboozgds, Bgc-
Patmmo @omm, 39339 © .9., Bgodmgds Fogombam 0dbsl, Gmamts
&adbéo.

1 69398609mo0 gbogdogs dotomswem sbmiaogds aghdsbam GgEanconm 3Mo-
&0(30D3nsb (39635690 MHg39BE00L bmdomo FotmBmBomagbmgdo s60sb gmm-

Aaobg o0bgeo s 3Bl BMdgEME 0onbo), bmmm 3300bzgmdg mogb@otgdmmo
360803030 — 9dghoznm MHgEIBEONm 3O0d&0E0ddmsh (bEgbmo 8oBo, ©ggzom
3mgodo). m9de 98 mE JmEol IFopdm 3538060 sEOLdMBL.
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3mbBLEONIGNOMobLEJd0 3ommdbgb ghggbgdobsom ,038mEl
LoggEOomMO? S EOdIRNMId0m S(3bSYdBYL, Hm™mI I60Tgbgmmdals Fys-
Om mogo 9bsls s JNMENMSTos s M 33@™MMHTo. gl @3560L3b69-
mo, mEgbmoi &gdu@ol ,sddsgdgm” s3@mMo@g@oe dohbgmmo, dom
dog6 bmmme NdMsmm L3MH03GmMo godmbooms. 3mbGcmndnes-
mobBgdobomgol Ggdu@o odize 0689HEgJbE O — Hmam dosGGo Sm-
603653L, ,2m035ms30 30&0&9B0L MBS0 3o, — IMS35ma56dMTomgdosh,
Lbgomalbgs &gdu@obash s3gdnm Loghpge, GmIgmBoi sbE ghmo
3omasbo o6 st 30639 ddboemo, 56839 9erM3obgmTo smtgmmo s
BgmFydmemo” (Barthes 2002, 223). Fgbodsdobo, 3608369cmmdgdo bogds
©5dm300989mo Lbgs 3603369emmdgddg o Gadu®gdo mamb 3mem-
&6l 3hmnd@gdo, 0diage Lbgs gum@ndsms dogé dgddbomo &gdu-
&9%0b 3OmNdEgder. &gdbdo, OHmMmsb dst ol dobgogom, goblbomos
MboLOYMMMBI0LO3h: 39esbsoto 3z0mbggmo, bogsbo, dgEboghgds, 396
33mPnco3L b s Egdu@ol 56smodal BoBdsbo 360836gemmdal 3mgbs 30
o6 360b, 96539® ,&9dbEob IHsgmmdocmmdal, dobo Logbogogzssomto
36m9LoL PLobEOMmMdOL 3obnlsdmgMgmaow Fgibmds, Focrdmbobgs s
a5bis” (Barthes 1988, 262).

m9o 09edbemgzol gbm@oEoobs ©s 3mbm@eiool 3mb39389ddg
©54bmdom, dsMmG0 smfgil dom, BHmamts LogboxozsEoolb mé Lob-
&935L. abm@oEns 9oL 60Bsbms dogh a39bgEotgdmmo 3oMs3doto
36033b9mmds — 3o6hggmaewo bogbogogsos — GmIgmbs 0dostgdl Ls-
Bmaomgdol yzgms §9360, bommm 3mbm@oios — dgméswo Logbogoge-
309, Hm3gemo 3608369emmdgd0l ggbghocmgdsl sbogbl smdb0Bzbgmmes
053539069300 3609369mMBsMS BIOOM FNMENONE 3MIONSD. dot-
&0 3mbm@o(3090L sbsLosmMgdL, Bmame (3 Jomgdl. Bomo dmddgogdl ¢339
36Lgdmm 6036gddg oy bmdom. doM @0l dobgogom ,domo séal L3g-
30803960 Lol gds, Modgbswsi 0L 839dMmos dsbdg swtg sMLgdYmo
LaBomemmgomMo goggolb dogh: ogo JgmEsmo bgdommmaonmo Lobdg-
3s9. ,608560 (LobgmEMdEM 3Mbg3@0b 96 ool sbmEosgoyMo Jomo-
ob0) 3ohggmow Lob®gdsdo, brgds MdGSMmME 3¢3bn33bgmo Jgmroco-
Bo“ (Barthes 1972, 113). ®5dgbssz 93b03gbgemgdo o6 Fothrdmddbosb
mbob0BbgdL, s68dgm 50d603zbgmms NLobemmm godalb, 360836gemm-
35 bogds (339 gdo©0, 56MLEGSd0MYE0 s Mo G 9Mdobotgdmmo. gog3
960w 5(3bogdl, HmI Modogbswsi 360d3bgemmds godmdobstrgmdls

50360836gmms NPy39@0 Bobsamadgdom ©s oMo ©8dM9300gdmMS®
36LgdMe MBd0gd@Ne LEBgsOMLMSE JodotrNgdsTo, ngo 3gMsbmmagl gob-

2 3mbig3@0 30mggmae Fgdmo@sbs BMsbads moGgtodntomdzmmbyd s bgdom@o-
3mb3s OMEb doeEdo.
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©9%s LEBomaEo s FodboGmgdammo. asbbbgseggdosms dodwgztrmdom
3603369mmds Mfy39@ 00 033mads o Lodmmmm 36033bgmmds ste-
bemgl doomfgss (Derrida 1988). géowsl dobgwzom, 6086930 Hbsb-
OMemmE 3gmegds, Mo 03sb 6086s3L, HM3 Im(z93mm basbl goshbos
(389 9ds0 LobBothg s Jgodmgds bbgowsbbgs 3mb&gdu®do Lbgoslb-
35 360836gmmdoom Jgagbgogl.

383039 ©§3dgbs 03obs, O™ 3603369mmdgdo sMey®gedobotgde-
Mo s 3930350 (339rMgds®0d s MHmI doo Fomdmddbol gbs, s s6o
960l go3mdygbgdmgdo, 3mLELEONIGNOHmMoDdIol M MImogtgl 3606-
3035© dgodmgds Bsomngsmmb.

3609369mmdgd0 bgds ©g&ghdobotgdanmo gbob a5dmdygbgdmgdols

3096 ©5 3mb@ggdL@ab bsdysmgdoo mobagzob@né
©5 36053358039 Mngmc0gddo

1950-60-006 §mgd3o mobagzob@ydds Liymmgdds w©sofygb gbob
BgbFogme 3mb&gdu@To. Fomash osmbobodbogos sborGm3mmmaonto
m0ba30b@ 030056 Fodmbamo mgmeogdo, GmImgdos 5dgMozgmo mob-
330L@0lL, BOBE dmsb Lobgmb M30g30Mmgds (ob. Hymes 1974); bob@g-
3nm-39bdgonmo mobagzob@®ogzol mgmMogdo, HmImgdoi dsogm 3o-
m0golb Lobgmmsb sbmzodwgds (Halliday 1973, 50-51; Halliday 1978)
5 MHmImgdoi 0dsdeg oObgdam mobagzob@ned FOmIgdl gnndbgds.
3omgob ghm-gmo yzgmadg ao3emgbosbo xmb H93gcm@ BomLL g3mms-
bmes (ob. Firth 1957); dobsoem dsb@obobs s 35emgb@ob 3memmBobmgols
»gme09d0 1980-06 FemgdBo (Bakhtin 1971, 176-196). gommbmymbgdds
(396LogmNgdom 3o xMb mLEB0bo, xMb Ladmo s dmem acsobo) sh-
3969L, ™3 gbol go3mygbgds sesbmogl brgds dobo 3odmdygbgdemgdols
©5 03 3mbdgdu@ol gomgBy, GmIgmBoi 030 BNbJE0MboMgdL. 3mde-
bogogool émb 360T36gmmdol gm®momgdol 3Mmgbol Jgbfogmes
©5 033moiodn® 360336gmmdoms Lsgombgdo mabagob@nto 3Gog-
3580g30L 36033bgmmasbo 33mazol bygdm bogds (ob. Levinson 1983;
Mey 1993; Verschueren 1999). 53 mgm®0gdds dgigsms bmbomMobgmeo
0339680 gbol Lobgdadg, HMImal Botamgddo 360dgbgmmdsms ag-
bghotgds bogdmms go63399mo Fabgdols s 3mbzgbogdol Logyd-
39mBg s doMoMoo YNkomgds 3o5089bs gbol sg@momodsizosdy
(39dmygbgdsdyg) o gbmdmog Lndogd®addg (gbol 3sdm3ygbgdemgddy).
mobagzoL@ogolb 3mb(396&M0eMgdsd Logmdnbogosom od@dyg, s, dgbods-
dobo, obgmmbol 3mb(393&dy, gobsdotrmds mobagol@onzsdo 3madnbo-
3930960 356500330b ForB8mImds. @b inmbol mabagzob@nmo mgmeos
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3063060 35330630s 0sbsdgtmgzg mabagzob@ogzol 3mdnbogszon®
3560000335bm5b s LEmGgE obzmdbo a393m0bgds 53 3otownadol
396@OsmNE  3mb(393@o. Joybgrosgs 0dolbs, GMI mobagol@yo,
3653358030Ls s obIPOLOL Mgmeogdo gbols Lbgswsbbgs sb3gd®gddyg
Bm3nLoMgdgb dob 3odmdygbgdmgdmseb d0dstrmgdado, yggmes dsmasbols
doomoo 0b@gegbol LxghmBo Imdigmmos Logmdnbogsigom og@ob
3mboFomggdo — smgbobdo (3033d5360) s sMgbs@o (J0dmydo); Bomo
M0090M0I0doOr9ds, 5699 068 gMLNd0gIBNOMBS; s 3MbEgdbdo, Bm-
39mBoi LogmIbogoom od@L odsb saomo. 83 mgmeogdl dmogo
bgaogmgbs 3Jmbms mo@ghe@meol mgmMosdg s dom modghed -
6ol FgbFogme 0§ ygl, Gmame(s ,mobagob@nto 3manbogsiool Labg-
™d0obs” (Johansen 2002, 73), booenem dbo@zdmem &9db@gdb 033mg30b9b,
OMamO(3 ,gbmdM0g 358mbomdzadgdl, HmIgmmss 93&mMo Ndoscmgds

d300b39eg0b dm3930e ©MM™Ls ©s Jm393ner bmosra® s 3N Y-
e 356 93m3o” (ibid., xii).

&9Jb@0b 360936gmmmdab s g3gMdsmayMo 3mdnbogsizoal
>m@gcbadogmo 3mbianios

LEOG00b Bgbogomm bsFomBo Bzgb babo gognbzoom Abs@ztrmmo &gd-
LEOL 360T369mmdOL 3Mb(393@0L 0agzmog sOLIdNM Mgmtosms ¢;sb-
b3mgdsL. ;mgom LGB0l Botamgddoi 3o bomgmos, ™I gb Mosbbdm-
90s 36535mbg0b 3obmMedsl 3go3L: modghodmomdzmobgmdomo
©5 3bsmo@ognmo gbmg®ozol mdogd@ozob@nto mgmtogdo 3603369-
mmdsb mogo &gdu@Bo gdgdgb s mzmosb, ®m3 ngo BogdLotgdnmo s
©989630b06gdmmos s dobo 3mgbs Jgbodmagdgmos ,&adb@ol Lody-
39090“ (words on the page); LEOHIGNO>OLEBIdoLsNzolL F60Tgbgermm-
39600 oG 30mm &9dbE 30 ,,mdogd@ Mo Imzgdnmo” LEHNIGNMgdal
33935 36093b6gmmdol dogdabsl; 3mb@LE®NIGnEsmabEgdl g,
Om3 mogoe gbs 83560393L G9dub@L 3603369cmmdom s 83 @ 3560L369-
ol 3ndogo (339mgdemds 0f393L dob sMsLGodomnBMISLS s sthe-
©98 9630606903 mmdsl; d3ombzgmdg mM0gb&omgdnmo mgmMogdo
33560 39bgdl, H™I mego dzombgzgmdgs edmgzomgdnmo, s 36033-
Bgmmdsb Rogdl &gdb@Bo; sbomodozne gbomg@ogolb yzgms Godob bg-
mmgbgds 50689 aLgdl s sbsmobo, HmIgmbecs ob ggmogedmdl dbod)-
3609mo &9Juadobsmgzgol s dsmo 36083bgmmdobomgals, d39bgdcogsw
35637m9m3bomos bmgswom bgmmgbgdol bsfFomdmgdobomgal; 3603369-
mmdob Fgbobgd s6bgdmmo 303358 03mmo MmgmEogdo Mdg@gbfomaow
aco0bol 360336gmmdal 56smoddg oxnndbadymo  3m3nbogsion®d-

14



60bm ;mggomtadg.  Bbs@gmnmo &gdu@ob 3603gbgmmds...

068 3b3ombomab@mto mgmtogdos, Hm3mgdoi Abs@zt Mmoo &gdu@ob
Sbommase godmbomdzadl (utterance) omgdgb. bBs@ool Jodsbo o6 s6ls
bg99mo Fomdmeagbom 0gmE0gdl ,653m0* sm3mnhobml, dom ¢dg@ L,
6md Jgndmgdgmos Mommgnmo domasbol g@smnto 3Modoznmo
asbbomgs Imgzmyg 6oFHmMIol Botamgddo, dogcsd dsb Igmdmos gobo-
boemmb s 05033356 ol mgmE0s, HmIgmoi godmegmabl dscm Jobogsb
f0oboomBrgamdgdl. sbgml 398 gmbmbal 3mab@ge-3mbiangos &gdu-
&ob 36033b9mmdobs s Bmasms 3gMdsmudo 3m3nbogsiool gogg-
3ol sbmgdme abol g3mogobmAL o Medegbosi oGzt umo &gdu-
&0ob 56Lgdmdob Imnbo o6 go6Lbgogads Lbgs &o3ob @gdl@gdobegsb,
ol dmbgdMmogom glosggds szt mmo &adu@ol 360Tgbgmmdals s
dbo@zmmmo 3m3IMbo o300l goggdsl. 398 gmbmbol 3mbgnios Fomds-
&9d0m 53mabl yzgms 03 bogmb, MoE 90boBbnmo 3HMdmgdol Jgbe-
bgd a3bggds moGgMs@nMsmdzmmbamdom, sbsmodogndo gbomgdo-
30L, mobagzob@dozol s 36egds8030L MgmE0gddo. mndis LESGS 56
320mmBL 5538 303ML, OMI 3emobEgh-3mbEanEs ghmswgtmo gdss,
a35h396mb, o9y Bmameé Jgodmgds Ggdb@ol 360836gmmdols 33maggzs —
8350 398 9Mbmbo s00sMgdl 53335600 bLEmHmo Rsbsgmgdol Fg¢dmagd-
mmdsb. 3og603, Bmamis Jaggdmms gbsbogm, dobo 3mbignzos agme-
300mdL 300530 Yy398 3oLbgdl 360336gemmdol Bglobgd cgmEogd3o
36LdYM 39 Mo b3oMbMb o353F0Mgdom, BmamMgdozes:
fobsomdogamdgdo &gdb@olb mb@mmmaool otagmog; mgsmbsbdMabo,
6m3 BodDogYMo godmbomdgedo 5339 MmL mobagob@dydo asdmboocm-
J3980s, BMIgmbsig sBM0L godmbe@zs Fgmdmos; mgsmbsdmobo, Hm3
&99dbEolb 36033bgmmds 03039 M glbobd ol (35d3bo3b0l) 360T3bgmmm-
35L MEmOL; mgsmbsbdMobio, HmI &gdbdo 3mbigd@nosmaumo 3mbb@cnd-
805, OdBmIgmoi Lo@yzgdL LogmMe® BodoINM ,,@5630“ 5@ oM gdl.
3boghl 398 gmbmbol mgombsdmobo &adu@bs s &adu@ol 36033-
Bgmmdsdg, Bmamtz 0g0 Mmogoe 5mbodbogl, asblbbzsgwmgds o35sdsm
>6Lgdmmo &gdu@ol dmbgdobs s Ggdb@ol 360B3bgemmdals goagdobe-
aob mobagob@onzsdo, 9bol Bommbmensdo, sbomodogné gbmgdozsbes
©5 MoGIMSGNMSGNMsNI3mbgmdsdo (Pettersson 2017, 5). &gdu@ob
3mab@gi-3mbgnool 0ggd0bsl, 0go g@osmaton smfgml, dmamts
00350 NPmgdl, ,&9JbEolb meobosmne 3mbanEosl” s Lagmmad
3bomodl 83yotrgdls cmobagob@ogol, mo@ghs@ntsmdmebymdomo s
Bommbmxzonto sdDOMZbgdol ast3zgnmo sL3gd@gdol 3Moogznmo
dodmbomgom Mmamtz dmasmsm, sbg3g BomM3gNm 0boogoysmy®
AmadEMzgbgms 03 IHmIgdol gobbomgom, Hm3mgdoi &9Jbdob mMobs-
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o 3mb398E00L 60d93gdL° Fotrdmowagbab, s, sbgag a3mozodmal
08 IHm™3g8Lo3, BHMBgmmsi 0g30 sMbgdomse LymobRsdwadgm FTystm-
90500 d0oRbggl &gdu@ol 3molidge-3mbgnoobomgolb.t ngo d0oRbggl,
™3 $adb@olb mMeobosmado 3mbEgrEns Jemob@dgm-3mbignEoobogsb
doomos®, s, 9306M39mgl ymamobs, 0doom asblbbzegmgds, Hm3d ogo
&9JLEL smfgel, Hmamr 9o Jonmosb mdogddL, boigmem Lbgosl-
bgs md0gd®gdobogsb gdogst 3mob@gcobs (Fotdmbsgddbobs) (ibid.,
13). 9dbEolb mEobsmnmo 3mbignEoobogsb gsbbbgszgdom, GmIg-
o &9dudL gobobomogh Hmamt(z 3mbgd@momned 3mblEGmndeL -
9600 Jonmosb Mmdogd@l - ghmOmame Bodoznclb s 3gMHdsma®b,
Om39mo3 Lognmet RodogzNe® 8630 s@ocgdl LodyzgdL s 360Tg-
Bgemmdsl, 3mobGgc-3mbgx00L dobgogom, oMLYdMAL RodozmMo
9ad9g3d3motgdo (physical exemplars), 608sbms 3mI3magdbo s Ggdb@ob
3603369mmds. gb 9 3960L3bgmo 398 gelbmbolomgol gbmdéog Lydogd-
890036 560L NIMomm 35380680 s Imoagb 3g@yzgmo 6 IFgesmo
Lmdogd@ol, 5ba 35dabogbals, Lbgswsbbgs dbdgbgmo o6 Bzombgzgmo bigy-
309d&gd0L, 569 303mgdms s 3Mm3gbGoGMEMMs sBMgdL. Bgbodmmes goh-
bogb ;gombsdMobo, Gm3 gzgms gb gemgdgb@o — Bodogno gadgddme-
6930, 6086980 s 360T369emMdS — MEObsNE 3Mb9R0sB0i Bgoab.
0nd3o gb mEo 3mbisgnEos dob LGOYIGNOSL Lbgswsbbzsagetow bg-
©53L. mEobsmamo 3mbignios 60Bsbms 3mI3mgdLbls s 36083bgemm-
35L M09 030dommgdsTo gobobomsegh s mMogg dsmasbl gobogyd
™309d@5b 0b@gatotgdnmswe bgooglh. sdwgbse, dobmgol BodbosznMo
93%933moMmgdo, 60d6gdo s 36033bgmmds MegdmyMomos (3939 SMg-
dm 96 JnmosbTo s 56 (39m3gnmo gmgdgb@gdobogsb Bgdwast
3mob®g®To, OHmamt 3 gb 3ol ge-3mbgnosdo bogds (ibid., 12-13).
398 96bmbo sdogghgdemsr gsd30xbogl 903569m0bogsb gobogne ga-
B933mo6gdL, 60Bsbms 3m3I3mgdLl s Bgdb@ol 360Td3bgemmdgdls: odo-
3060 93d9d3moMo, 3msbGgc-3mb(3953(300L Bobgz0m, s60L sSmbebodbo

3 mobagob@gdo — smsb 3ando (Cruse 2004, 113-115); by 3o6@s Amwan®o (Chaudhuri
2010, 11); m9oem053 tmongsbo (Lycan 2008, 72) s 6.9.; bgramgbgdol gommbmambgdo -
9300 ©gogobo (Davies 2007, 18-19); ggdmewe g30bbmbo (Levinson 1996); Hmdgh@
LE93zgto (Stecker 2003), BmIgmms MNgombsdMoLgdo GaduEol Hmame SdLEMsd-
&mmo ghogmmob Bgbobgd germdsbgomal dbgogLos.

4 Gohsthe Hnwbgto, HBmIgmdsg 1950 Fgmb oo LEsG0sBo - ,gbmg@ognto
™m30gd@ob mbGmmmannmo LEIGHLO® - 306mzgmds mdzs Bomo, Gadb@o doghbos
90 3nmosb Mmdngd@ow; dsogm tgwo (1993), HmImalb 36mdomma sbsmodo Ig@e-
Bmegdal LobEgdolb Bgbebgd a30bLbaL, M Mo gogmagbol sbwgbl ,oMbo 3g@oxnmems”
(“conduit metaphor”) Bggbl Fotmdmoagbsdg 3mdmbogsoiaol gbobgd; dmo Jstobo
(1988), dmIgmoz s3bogdl, Hm3 &gdb@ol 3608369mmds godmgds ngmb dbmemme
3093b0g60L s Jodmgdol 3608369mmdgdo; gMb Lygtmal mgombed&abio g.§. ,,069-
B’ (3g@ox0dozn®n) s 0bLEoGYGEMbsmyMo Bod@gdals Bgbobgd.
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™309d&0 ©s 5bgbl 60Bsbms 3mB3magdLol Hg3cgdgb@siasl, bmmm o3
6036980L LoBMomgdoom — 36033bgmmBdOLSL. Bogced Bodognco 93dgd3-
Moo o6 dmozoglh 603sbms 3mI3madul s Ggdu@ol 360TgbgmmdsL,
o0a56 gb 13965L369mbo BobogMMo ghmgmmgdo o6 560l s Rodo-
306 md0g9d®To 396 006LgdgdL — mE0gg domasbo 0b@ g3t g@siool Lo-
3oobos (ibid., 42).

mMEobsmy®o 3mbEanEos, dmIgmon &adubeb sbsbosmgdl, Gm-
amMi 960 domosb mdogd@l, 398ghlbmbol dogh smmaoznts ©s
Bobogobo Foboosmdwgamdmogsm d00Rbggs, Mdwgbssi &gdu@o, 3
3mb398300L Bobgogom, ghmoemmuman B0do3YMHo Mdogddoi aodm-
0l (3obo Fogombgzs s ImLdgbs Fgodmagds) s sEsxk30do3NMoi (Lod-
943990 s 3603369mmdgdo 3Megomo mobagob@ol s 9bol Bommbm-
3mbol ogch s3LEOSIG MM’ ghmgnmgdse dooRbgzs s 833y MM,
obobo 83970693056, B3 BgdbBo ghmOHmYmsee ghmoi 6oL ©s
3035m0(3, Masbsi ghmo s 03039 9L ghmOmymon IMs-
35 saomsl Bgodmgds Fgagbgaogb.t 398 gcbmbo Focrdmazowmagbl
&93db&oL MbEMmmanol Fgbobgd ggoe ©gogobol LESbsGE WM Bo-
mmbmgog® mgomsbsdéobl (Davies 2007, 18-19) s sdoom 3ol LyAL
a35h396mb, ®m3 &gdu@ob 3mbig3@0lb Bommbmazoynmo sbsemodol do-
bggom, &gdb@o ool sdLEGsIGMmo mdogd@o ©s ol dmzmgdmmos
30036 5OLYIMBSL s M 53g356 Sb5mMoBL 0l Jotsmdbymo Bg-
©9a0 dmadal, dm3 Ggdb@b 396 Foogombseg, Booash gndmgdgmos
foogoobm ob, Gog BodogznMo o6 56HLGdMAL. ,E9duEoL BoDdozneo
bofPomo momgmlb 8339@06gdnmos s sdomdsi &9gdb@o, Bommbim-
Bonéo 396mbool dobgwzom, domwsdomo 360836gmmmdom Fozombgsl
o6 9939909806gds” (Pettersson 2015, 126).

5 3989mbmbol Bobgrogom, s8LGGSIG MM ™mdogd@®ado (Bogomomem, MmamMoses
0(3639%30) 56 3MLIdIMIL EMHMLS ©s Loghgdo. Jomasb 3sblbzezgdoom, sbmgdo b
Lo@ysgdo sMLgdMdsL 0fygdl 3g@-bozmadoe 3Mb3GgdNm MM, s Fgbodmmes
dm3szomBo BgFy308mb s6Lgdmds. ol Bom ,,3M03GMBgbGMm” s8LEGESJ3090L PFm-
©98L, H™Imadog 5L bLsME MmO sd3LGMSIGNMmO ghmgnmgdol 3emobl dogzmom-
3690006 o BIMIgmms ol gobobomagl, Hmami BodognMo Fwgmdsthgmdal, b
396 omaeo Bogd@9gd0lb gobdmaswgdals, 56 ngsmadsezol 3Bmond@gdl” (Pettersson
2017, 38).

6 dogomoms, RI9Jol Om™Isbo, BG™Imol 0bamobiato Lobgmfmwmagdss Kar, dgbo-
3mb 9960m360H@To 0gogds Nieve-ob, dgtmobol Foabol Fomodogddo 3o Schenee-bs
LobgmfPmwmgdom,bmmm dobo 0bgmbyto 396Lool Amazon.com-dg godmfghs bogds
Snow-b bebgmPmogdoom (Pettersson 2017, 14).
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Ibo@3mamo  Bgdu@olb mb@mmmaonol sbsmodo, Gmaméi Fabo,
dmombmglL Lodo Go3ob ghmgmmol — BobogymMol, 3gbGomutol s sdL-
&M3d@mmabl — s6bgdmdal gehrmBobgmabogsb godoxsbsl. 533396 godoxk-
36L, Gboi BNbsdgbmeo 360336gmmds odab BommbmeznsBo, s,
6 m3gemoz bdoboe Lghomdnmo sogol Logsbl Fochdmawmagbl, 3msobdgh
3mb(3983(30030(3 39bbo3MPMgdMmo 360836gmmds gboggds. 39@gembmbo
3300535DmdL mMo Go3ob sObgdmdal - g.§. 3@ smambs (Ig@sxzodo-
3n6Ls) s 3gbBomudow 3mbLEMYIG0MHgdmmb TmEol goblbgseggdsl.
39b@omato 3mbLGMY 00l ghmgymgdo sedosbms 3mbzgbzngdol
360mnd@gdb Fotdmowagbl, bmmm d3Gn@smnmobs — Bomgeb sdm-
M30IdmMo SMLYIMAL. 53 goblbgoggdsl, Mmame(z Mmoge 339mdbgds,
030 LgB ol dONGIMNMO s 0bbEGNEMbsmNMo Bod@gdol godoxk-
360L gomgomabfobgdom Fotdmagzomagbl (Searle 1995, 1-2). LgHmol
dobgzom, gb 13sobsLgbgmo sMLgdmMdL Mmamt bmEosemydo 3mbld-
60 d30900 9s305bms Fgmsbbdgdol LsFgsmgdom s Bmaméi gbsdg
053mMm300gd9mo Mgommdgdo; bmmm dOGomamo RogGdo (Hmam-
60359, 3535M0mMo®, dmd), gbobogsb sdmazogdgmo MHgommdgdos,
™I gdoi 393MBdM0MdOL go6mgdg(3 05MLYBdBL. 39 gcbmbo gbsmu®
3mbLEONI3090L, Lyl MgombodEOLobsgsh asbbbgeggdoom, ndggze®
9hmgnmagds doohbggl, Hm3mgdoi o6 oMol sMEomadgmo ssd0sb-
oo Jgomobbdgdol Loxmdzgmdg oMLYdNMm 0bLE0GNEoMbsmodbgdmm
36mEnd&gdb Focmdmowmagbogl — dsgsmomam, mobagolbdymdo Focrdm-
65g360b 3608369mmds 96 3M0@03mbol BogH GmIgmodg &9gdb@ol 0b-
&9 36g@sos (Pettersson 2017, 24). 3oga 9o bogombo, Hm3Igmmsb
053939060 gd0ms 3989gMbmbo gsboiool Lgemol dggsgmgbsl,, s6ol
3mb(393@MomnMo Mgmod030ddo. gb M3sbsL3bgmo domosbs Bgmsg-
Lgds@os Ig@oBodogyd MgomodImsb (569 398 gebmbol &gchdobmenm-
3000 — ,,06NGsmMNMs© sMLYdYm ghmgnmgdmsb®). bgdmol dobgogom,
LLob@gdoms Mg36gdgb@ o0, MmMamMoss dogsmomsre, mgdbogs s
Bmgoesm 3mbg3&msmnmo bggdgdo, ssdosbms Jdbosmdal bogmazns,
0, 5dgbs®, sMdoGMmomnMo. Bgbodmgdgmos Mgd3tgdgb@oiosmes by-
30bdogho Hommgbmdol bbgs Lol@gdgdol sMLgdMdsE ghmo s 0dsgg
9ommdob M3 gdgb@oioobomgolb” (Searle 1995, 151).

B99mo Fomdmeagbomo dd9Gomnto s dgbdomydo Mgommdg-
3ol 853900l 0sbsbdoe, Jomommol M gmdg ofgMomo xkobogy-
Mo, 569 dONGIMNES© SMLIdIMBAL, Jogsd sbmgdo, bLodyzgdo s Fo-
Bosgd930 — B0DOZNMHO© 30 56 5MLYdMBL, 568390 0bobo gb@smmo
9hmgmmagdos. 3989gebmbo d00Rbggl, Hmd gl 3603369emmgebo goblb-
393905 B0dogyM 60F6ydLs (marks) s 60T6ydL (signs) ImEol gowsd-
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Fysa®os 3mob@ac-3mbignioobomgol s LmGgo gl asbbbgeggdss
03bmMotgdnmo GMooioym Lsdgiboghm 3mbG9du®gdd0.” ngo bod-
asbdoom s5(3bogdl, ™I Bodogymmo 60T6gdo godmgds aggambml, dog-
653 Lobsdrgomgdo o6 300l SLbmgdo ©s Lo@yzgdo, s6sdg Jgodmgds
068 9M36M9@0Mgdnmo 0dbgl sbmgdsm ©s Lo@yzgdsw. ,Msbsi 39&Y39-
o o IFgMomo Lydogd@gdo BodbogyMo Jabosh s Mobs dL3gbgmo
5 dzombggmo bLndogd®agdo 0bdgbgb 56 Joobmemmdgb, sEl s6s Lody-
3900, 56539 B0dO3NMO da96Hgd0, HMIMgdoz 50boTbsgl Lodyzgdl, b
530b0gnMo 603bgdo, HMImgdoz Lo@yzgdol Hg3thgdabGoosl sbrgblb®
(Pettersson 2017, 37). 83gbsw, 3mmsb@gh-3mbgnosdo 9adgddmatgdo
30b03NM0s s 6086980 s 3603369emmds, HM3gmms 3gbGomanto smd-
3o bgds, 39b@osmumo 3mbLE®mNd@gdos, Modwgbooss Bomo aobims
5 068 ge 30 g@otgds IgbGomumos.

396Md3maMo 3mInbogszos 3mab®gm-3mbianioolb dobgogom

bgdmon foerdmoagbormo 3603369mmgabo aobbbgeggds godbozm® s
396@omat 9 gnmgdl Imeol 3mobGgM-3mbgnEool Rotamgddo,
59 93960309l Mo@ogomnmon 3oblbgsggdnm 3mbaasEose sdsagh
Omami $9du@olb 860336gmmdal, obg dmaswow, 3ghdsmato 3mdey-
Bogoool Bgbobgd.

39Mdsmato 3mINbozsool dmegmo, 3mobdgh-3mbignizool do-
bggom, 5dagsMom asdmogmmgds: dg@yzgmo 6 IFgbemo Lndogddo,
b 3mmagd@onco scgbobGo (35dadsgbo) Jdbol koBogné asdmbscmd-
353L, Od™Igmboi Madegbol goo ob 3g@ dbdgbgmlb o6 dz0mbzgmb wo
3ommdL, 03mgmb Lbgosbbgs adgdo Loggmeto 3mdnbozsiEoydo
0689600l godmbogmgbo, Moms dodmgdobsmgol Fgbodmgdgmo gob-
gL 8533d5360L 3608369mmd0l goa39ds s Jobdg Bgogotgds (ibid., 50).
303160353096 ,005683OHMBMB5T0” Rotronmmo Bodmgdo 396G omyMaw
69030698L  35dadogbols bogmemobbdgg 360336gmmdsadg  Lodnmoool
RMOm 30Jdoms® s 3gb@smnmo Ladsbnbm Mgsdioom (ibid., 63). i3o0-
Bognco g5dmbsmdzado, MIgmbei Jdbob ao3adsgbo, 3mab®ge-3mb-
398G00b dobgogom, o6 Fgoogl Lo yzgdLs s Fobswawgdgdl, strsdgw
dbmmme Bodognc 603693L. 93 mgombsdMolinm, ngo Hoogsmnmon

7  ,h396 3338939mgdm Lo@yzgdom (s 339Ld0l 0bobo, 56 3F gt (33000bmmMdm) oo
(Chaudhuri 2010, 11); ,,8g dgbdol o6 gbgosg Lo@yzgdl s 30390 Jom, HMIgmo o6
B93mobodmghgds 3odmbasmgdgsdol mobazobdn®o gsggdon” (Lycan 2008, 72).

8  3989mbmbo 356356m@s3L, ™I Ggehdoboo ,Botom smdds” (“wider perception”) ogo
39mobbdmdl 303mgdol doge LodnoEool Jomosba® smddsl, HmIgmoai o6 Jgdm-
obomg®gds gsdmbomgdgsedol mabagzob@ao goggdom (Pettersson 2017, 53).

3odmbo 10, 2018 19



LEoGos

a5bLbgog3gds g93mbomgdzedal LBsboomEMmo go3gd0bogsb mobagol-
803590, Losi bg3oMo ob Fgeommdomo godmbomgdzsdo 36033bgmmdals
35856 gdgmm mobagzob@dnd LEGNIE ML FoImowagbl. Modwgbowss,
Omami 3989mbmbo 3063s6@og3L, asdmbomgdzedo 3mab®ge-3mbigs-
300l ,amemos” (ibid., 2), bogo®me 3oggzshbos g3o63dshGmm, o9 Mmam-
0o dobo goggds mobagzol@ogolbs s 3Moa35@035d0. 1dg@gbfomac,
3653358030 M9gmM09d30 god8mbomgdzado g3sbobadmghgds, Gmamts
foboogdol sbommaon, fobosmswgdol Hgomodsios dg@yzgmgdsdo.
2000000 gds 560l sB3LEMSIE MmO MmgmMonmo ghmgymo, MmImols
a5bbomams gs3ds@ 030l MmgmMool Botgmgdos Jgbodmgdgmo, bmmm
a0dmbomgdgado ool Foboswmgdol sbsemmgo, Mgomué 3mb@gdl@® o —
fobooogde-6sadgb@®o” ... ,Lgdsb@&ozol 506&gMglbgdl Fobowswgdals
360336gmmds, bmmm 36Mogdo@ogol — aodmbsmngdgsedol 3603369mmds”
(Levinson 1983, 18-19). 36533580390 m35cmbad&obom, bszdstobo o6
360L Ibmmme mobagzgob@mmo mobol gsdmygbgds, Moms goboggdo
aobogl (30mg3g 9m9dmmo aodmbomggsedol Lgdsbdozmo Fobsstbo (b4
dobo mobggob@uéo 36033bgmmds, Goi Lgdsbdozol Laghmb dogzmog-
6gds) s 5333560 36083b9mmds sMLgdoms 3obLbzszgds 360gbgemm-
30bogob, ®m3gmo godmbomgdzsdol 3ocTgdm oebgdmmo 3mb@gdu@ol
a0m3omobfobgdom doomygds. gbsTo sMbgdymm Lgdsbd oz 36033bgmm-
d3bs s Mgomu® 3608369mmmdsl ImEol sBmtgds godmgds bomgmo
asbgl gboboegsb sdmyzogdgmo 3mbdgdb@msmuto zsd@mEmgdal,
obm 03 ggdb@Gomobagzob@nto Rod@mMgdol gsmgomolfobgdoom, GHm3-
magdoz 06@ g3 g@&oBmMadL LoBmMomagdsl odmgal, asbsbm®Eogmmb
3053358 03mmo  0bxgtMgbzogdo. gdbEMamobazob@ndo Rsd@mMgdo,
Om3gmosi gundbgds 3Megds@oznmo 0byghgbiogdo, o6 Jgdmobe-
Bomgegdosh Mgsmamo Lodszon®o 3mb@gdu@om (Lo, Gmeol, GMe-
&m3, M 30Mocd5do, gob dogh Fotmdmomddgds godmbomdzsdo) - ,,3mb-
&9dbo, GmIgmoi Logodms Ggdu@ol aoggdobomgol, Lo@usson®
3068 9dbEdg g@os“ (Johansen 2002, 72). ob Imozogb 30dadogbo s dod-
0900 bLndogd®gdobomgol sdobobosmgdgm Logomboms obgo gotorm
L39d&ML, Bmamtoiss LmEosmy®o, FNMENOHNMO, 0EIMMMaONMHO
B3bgymmdgdo, BLodmmmaon®o dogmdstgmds, Mgmogonto GFdgbs
©5 5.9. 93gbsw®, godmbomgdzsdol 36083bgmmdols ngb@oxko0cgdalisl,
6o Ibmmme ssd0sbydo Jdgogds, sMedgre 3mbGadu@oi dobo Gom-
oM 3539%00 (Bbogdmmmaon®o, 0b@gth3ghbmbsmado, mobagzob@ndo,
3NOGNONMMO 5 bLmEosmaéo) sol Rstroymo.

398960Lbmbol mgombodMolo Momogsmanmowm asbbbgogwgds Gm-
améi god8mbomgdgedal, oby 3mbdgdu@ol Dgdmor Fotdmmagbomo go-
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3900L5g56. 83 3mb(3983(300L Jobgogom, 3MbEgduo — 0dbgds gl Bobo-
3060, 0b6@ghodionmo, bmzosmnmo o 3nm@aémo, 396 dmsbogbl
353mgbsl 860336gmmdsdg mogo gbol 3odm3ygbgdmgdols LagHoom
Rmbaeo (3mebol go6gBg (Pettersson 2017, 142). 3 3mb(3gx0sdo go-
dmbosmdgsdn oMol @gdb@ol mEogobsemo - Egdb@b godmzmgdmmo dobo
Bgbodmm 9abgd3emetgdo (569 BodogmMo gadgddmsmgdo), bmmm gg6-
domyéo LEONIG NS 56 BooRbggs ol Fobogsb Logmmegdswe, Hodwg-
bosi ob Ibmmme BodogNcos s Jobo ggHdsmuemds BsMHEMd0M0S
dbmenme dob 068963098 305LMSb. ,,Bbmemmm 068 gMh3cmg@sEoolb Igd-
©9a 990dmgds obobo obslbosmmgl Hmagmts Bodogymdo ghmgmmgdo
5 MHmamM3 39MHdsmmo LEOYIGNMgdo“ (ibid., 2). LaBomdymo 3Bmd-
mgds, OmIgmos 0ddbgds 53 Jodshmngdom, 398 gebmbobomgol dogmds-
6 gmdlL ,,0689603Mg@o00Lb Fg3ga aodmbomdgedlbs” s ,0689MH3Mgd -
3053g 353mbomgdzedl” ImEol smegzsdo” (ibid., 2). LEmMgo &gdu@ob
33 @MOOGONm 3539050, ™I 030 g533bo3b s dodmgd Lydogd®gdl
35690 56LgdmdL, momgmb ol 068960309300l gdmgs aodmbomg-
3530“ 0gmb, 961096000 3rMdmgdsbmsb doggszsto — ghm-ghmo dsmasbo
360l ob, Bm3 Ggdb@o 3sdadsegbo s dodmgdo Lydogd®gdol 0b@ge3-
6985300bo3ob ©OIMNI0IdMOE MO30LMogoE @M gdL Lodyzgdl
5 3608369cmmdsls mo30L Bobogne LbgmmBo® (ibid., 2). o9y 53sb gomo-
56 gdm, 3590b dybgdMngos, HmA3 Ggdu@o 360336gemmdol do@ st gdgmos
- 56 @9t Iobotrgdmmos, Bmamt 5dob mdogd@od3ol dodwyzcrgdo
300Rbgggb, 96 sMrey@®3nbotgdmmo - Hmamti 3mbEOHNIENMsmal-
&9%0 338 30(39096; ™I ,boFocdmgdol 360Tzbgmmds ... 0gbmMos go-
3mbomgzadal 360836gemmdalis® (Stecker 2003, 59); s M3 g5dmbsmdgs-
3oL 3603369emmds 3560LadMzgMgds sMmabeb@ ol 0b@gbzoom - ,mbgdsw
6Om3 gmdzom, Y39mengo, Moboig ol Fomdmoagbl, ool dg&yzgmo
LmBogd@ol 068 9gbz000 gobLlsdmgtymmo s dob doge LEsbostEnmo
9bmd&og0 LoBMomadgdom aodmgdnmo® (Cruse 2004, 263). ©s 0%
53l 3oM0M9dm, 39Mdsmneo 3mINbo o0l Hooioymo maobagol-
&960 dmegemob dobgogom, 3o3adbsgbo bndogddo magol sdEYAL ,0gdL"
Lo@ Y3930 s J0dmgdds bydogd@ds obobo ¢Mbrs ,d00mmb® ©s ,3503m-
0@obmLY o LYme g sbg Jg@onmeNmom Mm3gHotgdl mobagzol®nzsBdo
»56b0 Ig@onmcsb” (conduit metaphor) 3mbigd@o dgdoto 6 Fgcomo
3m3nmbogsool 36mgbBo - 0s8056930 ,HAogdgb” Mmoz3056m IgbGomu®
Bobsombl (Bodergdl, athdbmdgdl, 3603369cmmdgdL s .9.) ,,3mbdgobg-
69030” (bLo®y3z9d30, Fobowowgdgd3o, &gdu®gddon), OdmImgdoi Jodmgd-
35 bLydogd®9dds Mbrs ,abLbSE" s ,0dmemaamb® (Reddy 1993). dsozem
690 Smfghl, on Mo ao3mgbsl sbgbl hggbl FomdImmagbsdg 3mde-
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bogoEool Fgbobgd ,ombo Ig@onms” s Modmgboe Jost sdGL Rog-
30696353L 0g0 — H™MI Hgomncow Jgbodmagdgmos 30639l Igb@ommto
BobssMbob ,a0bLbs s sTMmoggds” s6bol LoTgsmagdom (Lo@yzoms, Fo-
Boogdoms, &9Ju@gdol 3mb@gobgcnwmsb). dobo dobgrogom, Mo bobsd-
300930 bgds, 560l 96 ,a5bLbs s sIMmmoagds; o®sdgm ,MHg3mbLE-
M9J300 5 303mmngdol gosdm{dgds” (ibid., 186). mmdiEs 39&gcbmbo
3563390 Lo30mbgdBo 86 gmsbbdgds Mgwol, 3otggm GogBo 0do@ma,
™3 030 3m3Nbogsiool gbsbgd obg Fadlb ,momdmb ol Ismmmo 3oda-
bogbo bLydogdd oL 3mINbo3o30M0 0689600 0ymb“ (Pettersson 2017, 18),
9ol mgmeos 3mob@gh-3mbignoolb 0dbo8zbgmmgsebgl bogmdggml
FomImoagbl. 93 3mbgn0ol Msbsbdow, Bobogné asdmbosmdgsdl o6
dm3yogl o6mbgdmdsTdo Ggdu@ol 360336gemmds — st godmbomgdgzsadgdl
5 563 603698, HMIgmms obobo Fotdmewagbgb, sts sdgm ,mdogd-
&9t 360836gmmdst o Ms0dg ,md09dENOHMdsDdg“ Bgodmgds oymb
3561530, gb 560b ob, oDy 0bbIgdosb gsda3dsegbo s dodmgdo
Lmdogd@agdo — Hmams M. Jstobo 5mbodbsgl, ,ombgdmdl Ibmmme 3m-
31b0356& 980l dogé 3mbLEEOMoMgdmmo 36083bgmmds. MEm Jomamo
0bb@obns smed sMbgdmdL” (Harris 1998, 145). 3obognéo 6086gdol go-
Boyatobol 3m3nbogson®o sgd@&olb dmbofomggdo o6 56056 Rotroymo
3603369cmmdol 0gb@oBo(306Mgdol 3Bm(39L30, 568390 Sbrgbgb 36033-
Bammdgdol 3mblEHMomgdsl 608bgdol smgddoms s 0b@gM3Mg@sE00m.
3L 9M-3mb(3953(30580 360T3bgmmds 56 5MLgdMAL 3o3gbsgbo s dnd-
090 bLndogd®gdol domds. godadogh Ludogd®L — Logmdnbogsigom od-
&0b 06030s@™MML — 5d3L 068 9bE0s, JosmFomlb gomazgmnm JodsbL,” Mas
bBotro dogmdatgmdl g30gdgb@oEool? (Mmdgmoi ©osbemmgdom
933035mgb@mtos L3gE0x803NM0 ommzmEon®o dsmom Fothdmodde-
mo 36HM3Mmdoz00bs Lodg@yzgmm 538 gdol MmgmEm0sBo) Fotmdmmagbsdo
35633900 ,3M30EgdNmMadmngo 3mdo00sb* Logdol zometgdals
Fgbobgd® (Pettersson 2017, 49). 5dwgbs, a533bogbol 3603369cmmdsL
39896bmbo smFadl Bmam 068960k, BmIgmo Imoseglh Mgdtg-
B9b&o300L Fotragbsbs s @odmznwgdnmagdgdol asdmbsedgal. (ibid.,
49). gb 06@gb0s 360l bofomo YBdm Rshom 3mbdgdudobs — ,Lmdl-
&96300M0 06896300 Mmongmb NRdm 00w 35398 30" s60L Bgrymnmo
- 06896309, ®m™3 gb Jobsstbo dogfmomlb JodmagdlL” (ibid., 53). gb mgo-
6oL 3bgmo dgbGommeow MHgo3060gdl 60Tsbms 3mI3mgdLdg s domo sm-

9  Bmigdnm Jgdobzgzedo, 39@gebmbols mgembsdmobo sbbdmdsBos atmsobobgmmo
30d3bogbol 3608369mmdol 858985Lmsb, o3 3memabbdmdl 3ot 339mmo Jobbol 0b-
&963069dnm Mgomodszosl.

10 6Hmamig 39896bmbo g30bLbal, yggms &gdu@o o6 ool Hg3egdab@oomma, dogs-
momo, obgmo godmbsmgdzsdn, HmammoEss ,3935MxMmdS!
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J3obs s 068 g 36g@ 0ol LoFMsmgdom sbwgbl 3608369emmdal 3mbL-
&OHNoMgdsl. m9dzs, bmmmm MobagzoL@nmo aoggds o6 dmgmbmgzgds
33000639, 569390 0g0, Bmamt (3 dgdmo 500b0Tbs, ,5356000m smddon”
6953060 93L 85335360l 36033b6gemmdsedy (ibid., 52-53).

3600803mbLoL IBOOE Ggdu@olb 36033bgmmdols BmEMIYmotgds,
398 96bmbob bdgdol Jobgogom, 0fmmads ,3mIgb&o@mmal I60T3gbgmm-
3o gb m3obobgbgmo, mabmei hggnmgdmogo 3300b3gmo, 3m3gb@ -
&mcob - ,39Ls3g FbMOL* — 3mBo3000056 SBgbl 360Tzbgemmdol M-
dotgdsb (ibid., 54). 339, SN(EOMIdgmMO 56 360l, Hm™I 56 z0mbzgmals
3609369mmdgdo s 96 3m3gb@o@mEol 36033bgmmdgdo ©ogdmbggl
25dad5360L 3608369emmdsL. 50b03bym 3mb3953300F0 dsm 360T3gbgmm-
390l oMo 5g3L gbmo ©s 03039 LEHNIE NG, bbgoggetow HmMI gmgdzom,
308mgd0l 36033b9mmds 96 3m396@ @Ml 360836gmmmds o6 006 93-
mogb” godadogbol 3608369mmdsl. 39&gmbmbobomgol, gsdadsgbols
360336gmmds s60L LLyez0mo, dosmfomb gomzzgnm dodsbl; bmmm
»303960353096 ,,00563FHMBMM™BST0” Rorommo 0dmgdo 3o godadeg-
6ol 3608369mmdols 308930l d3gemmdsBos” (ibid., 63).

dbs@ 3 nmo @adb@ob 360336gmmds Mmgme bomdomgds
30396035300b 3Hm39b30

3989MOLmbol  3Mb(393@NomodoE0s, Mmamti dgdmo 5m0boBbs,
a9bgds gggme Lobol ggMdomne 3mINbozoiEost — oGzt mmbei s
5653b5@ 3O Mmbos. 5dgbse, ol 0dmggs Fgbodmgdemmdsl, dgbFogmom
0dbolb Fbo@zermmo 3mINbozseiool L3gEoxnoznco d9bgds, GMImol
RoMamgdBoi 93@™MMobs o dzombzgmms 06 gebndogd@nto Rst-
ONmmds Mbs sgobsbmm Hmamt 3misgbo, bos 360836gmmdals
00096&0x0(306905 30 56 brogds, 6Hsdg 030 3mbLEONoMm©gds 60Tsb-
0o 3m33emgdbobs smddobs s 0b@gH3Mg@o(300L gdom; 3mbigbdMotg-
35 dmgoboobmm 3300b39mol doge 360T3b9mmdol Hg3mbl@cmdiool
36mEgb3o 3ol JgbGomym Lodsbabm Mgogotgdsdyg s3@meal 36033-
Bgemmdadg, Mo dobo dBMH0sb Lo@ sl Bodmm scmddsbsi amemobb-
3mdl; gobgobommom 3z0mbzgmms 3mabo@yMo s gdmEonto Mgxmygd-
bos, Gmaméi Jgogan, dobo Jgbggotobs bo@ gzt mmo bofecmBmgdals
,bb3og35MmmdILS* (otherness) ,Lobgymmaotymmdsbmsb® (singularity). gb
13960L36gmo, gMhg3 o&MoxRol mgmeool dobgogom, Fotdmowagbl
o6 bofomdImgdobomgol ©sdsbsbosmgdgmo msbosymmom mgobgdsl,
6539 bromdomgdsl, Hmdgmo(s ,bogds” GgEgnEoolb 30msgbBo. s@®o-
%0l gb cgmEos, hzgbo sdMom, 3608369mmzs6 Famomb Bgo@sbl dbsd-
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360 3mINbogaEool L3gEoR03NMo dyMbadols s dzombzgmol dog®
dbo@amamo Gadbdob gbogdozato HaEaBEelb 33mgaede. PuMm dg-
&0, 0b Imgg393L Fgbodmgdmmdsl, utm Lom®MIobgmmsew Jggobfeg-
Mmoo 3gMdsmnmo, gbmg@oznmo s 3NmEnMnmo asbdmdomgdgdals
M0090M0 090930, M535(35 Fgodmgds gogmabs dmaboobmlb dbsdg-
O 3m3nbogonsdo 360336gmmdol gmEBomgdol 3Bm(zgbol L3gso-
B03960 d1bgdol godmamgbsdy.

3&Moxolb dobgogom, dbs@zmum Jdbsmdsbmsb (fdMsmmeo 36m-
©9(3060980b5g56 gobLbgsggdom) Logddg agodsl 3oT0b,Emabs Hgbs o
ob md0gd@o, 96 3mbEg3@ MMM 3sMongds — vdodwg SEMMLgdMmo
5 399309 BodMdonFaomdgmo — Bgdmmol sebgdmdsdo“ (Attridge 2011,
681) - ,dmgamobgds 3nm@msb” (ibid., 685). s@Goxo 3@ 3039dL, H™3
396565060 356Ls3MNMgdmmo Bobogsbo, LGomobENMo, FmOIsmyto
ob Lbgs 53 doboboomgdgmo gge asblLodmgmogh oGzt mm bofom-
3mgdl ... bmemme g56LsgnMEgdnmo gsbams ... Dosthgds dob gsblb-
b353909mmdsbmsb (otherness) — og393Lb dsb Lbgs 6T gdobogsb gsb-
Lbgoggdymb (Attridge 2015, 16). s@Goxo co30L Fgdm@ebom &gchdnbl
— ,356L635393MMBS” — 39635MB 3L BHMmamM (3 Moms 033350, Mabag
»3OMENEOS 330035DMBL BogdMobogol, Fotrdmbobgobmgol, acdbmdol-
030, BgEbmdobomgol” ... ,6HmIgmoi dgaogmagbol sbogbl 0boogowal
396@ oMo Ladysrmlb sEbgdnm 3mbxognMsogddy ... asM3zgmnem
39mGOV 39mdY, Mo3rgbssi ob emggnm 0brogorysmodddo
0350090s.." (Attridge 2004, 26-27). s@Moxo d00hbggl, Mm3 oy bofomIm-
900 396 Fgdmgdl 35dmsgmobmlb asbbbgeggdmmmds s 0dgmegdl ¢339
36LgdMm 3IM30EgdMMgdgdl s RILgYmMMdgdLY (2015, 18), ob o6
360l bs@ gz mmo bsfotmBmgdo. s@Gogobsmzgol, 0bgzgbioobs s gsbbb-
353909mmdob (invention and otherness) 3mb39389d0bogsb gobmymag-
mos Lobgymodammdol (singularity) 3mbigd@o (ibid., 63). dsm dbgsg-
Lo, ob 560b 560l bofseBmgdobomgol mebosymmomo dsbsbosmgdgmo,
360dgm bomdomgds — ,MHems gsbogl Mhgmmo MgEgnEeolb 3MmEgbBo
(ibid., 64). LobgymotrMemmds 3o39dMem Mbrs 0dbsl ,@EMbLEMMIsGo-
memo 3obbbgeggdol” mgombebdmobioom (ibid., 136) - gb ool Fgbodmgd-
mmds, 50bgdnem 3nmENOHRm g3g9mTo bobgnmsdmml doggbsmImo s
365 MdMommE 35blbzaggdmmom sbomb. sdwgboe, mo@gMs@ntymo
Loba MmO PMMdS, 50mboBbogl 0go, asEomgdom dg@os, gomg bofom-
dmgdol ggtdomado L3g(3E0B03s, 3oE0madom Jg&o, omg L3gEox0-
306 bo@ygoms L3gE0B03NMO gobmaoggds (ibid., 65). Ibs@gzHmmo &adu-
&ob, dogomomse mgdLols, s 56 MdIMSmMmE 396MHdsmYE0 gobmaggdal,
mbogomatmdol bmmo Fgatdbgds ao3mBobstrgmdl mo@gtodnte-
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mo &Mo©0300L Jgbodmgdmmdoms 3odmygbgdolb gEbmdom s Botrom
3NGNONmo 3068 9JdLG0m. 93 MgombLsdGHoLom, mgdlbol @bogsmydm-
30l g(36mds oMo gdMemos s6s Ivmmmo BHMIgmody 9bol (3mobsodg
36 dob bEomobENH Tgbodmgdmmdgddg, strsdgw, sbg3g, »03 GMowaso-
900l 3oMgo (3mbsdyg, Mmool Bshamgddoi gb mgdbo dgoddbs, s,
30093 9BO™ 9@ Fgodmgds gom®mdogoglb dobo Jgddbol L3gioBos9-
60 obEMMoYmo s domaMmononmo 3mb@gdu@ob mobom® (ibid., 66).

3&MoR0 338303900, HMA 3bsB3MYmOo bofomdmgdol 3ombgs, sErob
3J®&03 s bromdomgds(s (Attridge 2011, 687). dobo sdMom, Aggynmgdmogo
3000639 gos0dMm©gds J98mddgmgdom 3003590 Fsmmme 35T0b, s
ob ,300mf93L 8obbbgoggdmemmdol, boFohdmgdol Lobammotammdol
5 0b39b30ncmMdoL Fg(3bmdsb“!! (Attridge 2004, 79).

o3t mmo &9db@ol 360336gmmmds, o9y oL o. 39&gMbmbols s
©. s&Mogol 3960L39d@0300s6 ognbobogm, Bgodmgds smfom 0dbsl
Hmagmtg dgb@omumo 3mbLE®mNIGo, HmIgmoi 396 056LgdgdL s3&m-
60bs s d3ombggmol Bomds s MmIgmoi ool bromdomgds — brogds
36g9809mo 3m3nbogoiool 3Gmgbdo. sdagoto 3mbgd3@nemodszos
330035dmdL sbom Fgbodmgdmmdsl, m3 Abo@germemo 3m3nbogsos o
36038369mmdol gm®Iomgdol 3Gmgbo BgzobFegmmo 3Gegdsdoanm-
3396035309600 ©s gbmgdoznc-3manbozssondo 396L3gd@nz0wsb,
053 gbodmgdgml gobools Bbs@gtmmo &gdu@ol 0b@ge3cmg@siool s
bo@ 3t mmo &gdu@ob 3603369cmmdol s3maTnmago 3BIMdmMgdol Nitm
m&dse gbfogmob.
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1. Introduction

The concept of “literary meaning” has been a fundamental problem for
modern literary criticism, and, accordingly, it has accumulated considerable
experience in this research area. However, literary theory does not stand alone
in terms of studying this concept, since textual meaning as a principal aspect
of texts in general has been a concern for many other disciplines - notably,
linguistics and pragmatics, and the meaning of an artwork - particular in-
terest in analytical aesthetics. In the past few decades, in the explanation of
literary meaning, the theories of the above disciplines devoted much attention
to discovering the location of meaning; the conventions that make meanings
possible; the production and reception of meaning. The findings and inner
contradictions of these theories will be relevant in this article to argue for the
necessity of an alternative conception that can offer new insight into the theo-
retical thought on the concept of literary meaning.

The present article is an attempt to synthesize the existing interdiscipli-
nary knowledge about the concept of literary meaning and analyze the mean-
ing of a literary text in view of the “cluster conception” - an alternative concep-
tion about the nature of text and textual meaning - introduced by Anders Pet-
tersson. According to this conception, the meaning of a text is considered as
a mental construct comprised of the sender’s intended meaning, the receivers’
constructed meanings, and the commentators’ meanings. The article argues
that since “cluster conception” refers to verbal communication in general, it
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allows for an examination of the specific nature of meaning-making in literary
communication, and stresses the importance of describing the reader’s cogni-
tive and emotive response to the “otherness” and singularity of a literary work,
explicated by Derek Attridge not as property of the latter, but as an event tak-
ing place in reception. In his work, “The ‘Meaning’ of a Literary Work”, Stein
Haugom Olsen states that “one of the major developments in literary theory
in the last half century has been the rise to theoretical prominence of the con-
cept of meaning. “Locutions like “the meaning of the poem,” “the meaning
of the work,” “poetic meaning,” and “literary meaning” have appeared in the
formulation of central problems in literary theory” (Olsen 1982, 13). However,
the rise to theoretical prominence of the concept of literary meaning cannot
ensure an agreement between the theories about its overall nature — whether
meaning is an outcome of triangular relation between the author, text and
reader; whether it is generated through the author’s intention; whether it is lo-
cated inside the text as a self-enclosed meaning-production system; whether it
is constructed outside the text in the act of reading; whether it is deconstructed
inside the text; whether it is linked to cultural community and we all agree
on ways to interpret it; whether it is warranted by linguistic features; whether
it is warranted by cultural and historical context; whether it is warranted by
aesthetic features or, on the contrary, it can be conceived as being independ-
ent of aesthetic judgement. This disagreement, according to Jeffrey Stout, is a
signal that the theories are simply speaking about different things: “Too much
divergence ceases to be divergence altogether: it merely changes the subject”
(Stout 1982, 6).

2. The Problem of Location of Meaning in
Literary Theory and Analytical Aesthetics

The disagreement about the location of meaning in literary theory and
analytical aesthetics is most commonly expressed in three major positions:
meaning is a matter of the author’ intention; it is located in the text itself; it is
readers who make meaning in the act of reading.

Traditional literary theory, prior to the rise of Formalism, considered the
author as an omnipotent authority and the biographical and historical context
as an important source for the explanation of the meaning of a literary work.

Practical criticism disregarded the context of a literary text - its bio-
graphical or historical background - and sought the meaning inside the text,
but nevertheless still believed in the concept of “author intention” in that the
text was a vehicle through which the intention of the author was passed on to
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the reader. According to Richards, “unless we know what [the author] is trying
to do, we can hardly estimate the measure of his success” (Richards 2014, 186).

New Criticism totally rejected even the slightest trace of “author inten-
tion” and replaced it with objective criticism of the text — “the words on the
page”. In the interest of scientific objectivity, new critics focused on the text
immanently. The meaning, for them, was located in the text and independent
from the author’s intention or reader’s emotional response — both considered
as fallacies and termed as “intentional fallacy” and “affective fallacy” by literary
critic W. K. Wimsatt and philosopher M. C. Beardsley (Wimsatt and Beards-
ley 1946, 468-488; 1949, 31-55). Since authors and readers were cut oft from
the text, the meaning that inherently “lived” in the text was unchangeable and
universal — “though cultures change and will change, poems remain and ex-
plain” (Wimsatt and Beardsley 1949, 54). It was after the famous publication
“The Intentional Fallacy” that literary theorists and philosophers divided into
two “camps” - those who believed that the meaning of a literary text depended
upon the author’s intentions (whose approach was termed as “intentional-
ism”), and those who claimed that the meaning was independent of the author.

The view that literary text is an autonomous verbal structure, a self-en-
closed entity with a determinate, stable meaning, is particularly overtly stated
in Monroe Beardsley’s book “Aesthetics”, which is often regarded as the most
important and influential work on 20" century analytical aesthetics. Beard-
sley distinguishes between what is said and what is meant by the sender, and
claims that unlike everyday contexts, when we are interested what the speaker
actually wanted to say, in literary works what really matters is what the writer
says and not what he means - it is the work that stands on its own, irrelevant
of the sender’s meaning (Beardsley 1981, 26-29).

The counter movement of anti-intentionalist perspective, influenced by
speech act theories (Austin 1962; Searle 1969), and, particularly, Gricean theo-
ries of meaning (Grice 1969; 1989, 213-223), emerged under the name of “in-
tentionalism”. Intentionalist theories usually speak about author’s intentions
from different positions: actual intentionalism believes “that the meaning of a
text is simply identical to the author’s intended meaning” (see Knapp and Mi-
chael 1982, 724); modest actual intentionalism (see Hirsch 1967; Carroll 2003,
197-214), in contrast to actual intentionalism, is not persistent in claiming that
the meaning of a work of art is fully determined by what the sender intended;
rather, it holds that author’s intention is compatible with the meaning of the
sequence of linguistic signs. However, in Hirsch’s analytical aesthetics, “a word
sequence means nothing in particular until somebody either means something
by it or understands something from it. There no magic land of meanings out-
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side human consciousness” (Hirsch 1967, 4); hypothetical intentionalism (see
Tolhurst 1979; Levinson 1992; 2002) focuses on the best hypothesis of the read-
ers — of the “intended audience” - about the author’s intended meaning. The
meaning of a text is “best understood as the intention ... in attributing to the
author based on a knowledge and attitudes which he possesses in virtue of be-
ing a member of the intended audience” (Tolhurst 1979, 11).

The shift both from the text and from the author’ intention was moved
to the reader, as a “realizer” of meaning, and to the process of reading - “what
happens to the text in reading” (Iser 2000, 311). The process was termed as
‘reception’ in aesthetic reception and reader response criticism'. Stanley Fish
states that “meaning is an event, something that happens; not on the page,
where we are accustomed to look for it, but in the interaction between the flow
of print (or sound) and the active mediating consciousness of a reader-hearer”
(Fish 1971, x). For Fish, interpretation is the art of construction - “interpreters
do not decode poems; they make them” (Fish 1980, 327).

Meaning in semiotic theories

Saussure’s concept of sign and the extension of its reach from linguistic
signs to other sign systems, offered the possibility to literary structuralism
to analyze literature as a system which functioned like the system of language,
and which, like the latter, signified according to certain conventions. Contrary
to new criticism, which sees literary text as a self-sufficient entity with a deter-
minate, stable meaning, structuralism views it as a network of signs — a space
of signification.

Poststructuralism claimed that all cultural practices, including literature,
can be subjected to semiotic analysis (Barthes 1967; 1972) and all these prac-
tices can be regarded as texts. Text, in a semiotic sense, is any phenomenon
that can generate meaning through signifying practices. Hence, all forms of
creation of culture — verbal or non-verbal — poem, sculpture, canvas, dance,
etc., can all be read as texts.

Poststructuralists tried to show the “death of the author”? claiming that the
origin of meaning was in language and culture and not in the author. The latter,
once the source and origin of the text, is turned into a scriptor without author-
ity. For them, text becomes intertext — as Barthes put it, “a tissue of quotations,
drawn from innumerable centres of culture” - “a multidimensional space in

1 Reception Aesthetics is usually associated with German criticism (The major proponents of
German Reception theory are considered Wolfgang Iser and Hans Robert Jauss) and Reader
Response Criticism — with American criticism (Stanley Fish, David Bleich). However, there
is strong reliance between the two.

2 The concept first introduced by French literary theorist and semiotician Roland Barthes.
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which a variety of writings, none of them original, blend and clash” (Barthes
2002, 223). Accordingly, meanings become dependent on other meanings and
texts as products of culture become products of other culturally situated texts.
Text, according to Barthes, “is open ad infinitum: no reader, no subject, no sci-
ence can exhaust” it and the goal of textual analysis is not to find the meaning,
but “ultimately, to conceive, to imagine, to experience the plurality of the text;
the open-endedness of its signifying process” (Barthes 1988, 262).

Relying on Louis Hjelmslev’s concepts of denotation and connotation,
Barthes describes them as two systems of signification. Denotation is a literal
meaning generated by signs - first order signification shared by all members of a
society and connotation - a second order signification that generates meanings
by connecting signifiers to wider cultural codes of meaning. Connotations are
described by Barthes as myths. Myth acts on already existent signs. According
to him, “myth is a peculiar system, in that it is constructed from a semiological
chain which existed before it: it is a second-order semiological system. That
which is a sign (namely the associative total of a concept and an image) in
the first system, becomes a mere signifier in the second” (Barthes 1972, 113).
As long as signifiers do not produce signifieds but an endless chain of other
signifiers, meaning becomes changeable, instable and indeterminate. Derrida
claims that since meaning derives through the endless play of signifiers and not
by reference to an independent object world, it can never be stable and fixed.
By a succession of differences, meaning is continuously deferred by traces of
other meanings, and final meaning can never be achieved (Derrida 1988).
According to him, signs are iterated, suggesting that a given sign has a number
of occurrences and appears in different contexts with different meanings.

The strong belief that meanings are indeterminate and continuously de-
ferred, and that they are generated by language and not by its users can be
regarded as two major principles of poststructuralism.

3. Meanings Determined by Language Users and Context in
Linguistic and Pragmatic Theories

In the 1950-60s, many linguistic schools started to study language in con-
text: the theories which grew out of anthropological linguistics established by
Franz Boas in the USA (see Hymes 1974); the theories developed within sys-
temic functional linguistics associated with M. Halliday (1973, 50-51; 1978)
built on previous linguistic works, out of which one of the most influential
was that of Firth (1957); the theories of M. Bakhtin and V. Voloshinov in the
1980s (Bakhtin 1971, 176-196). The philosophers (notably, John Austin, John
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Searle, Paul Grice) demonstrated that language use is never divorced from its
users and the context in which it takes place. Studies on the meaning-making
process in actual communication, and issues of implicit meanings, become a
vast field of enquiry in linguistic pragmatics (see Levinson 1983; Mey 1993;
Verschueren 1999). These theories decisively changed the Saussurean focus
on the language system, within which meanings were generated through the
rules and conventions that govern language (la langue) and shifted attention
to language use and its users. The concentration of linguistic studies on the
communicative act and, consequently, on the concept of discourse, resulted in
establishing a communicative paradigm in linguistics. The emergence of the
linguistic theory of discourse is in direct connection with the communicative
paradigm of modern linguistics, and it is discourse that appears to be its cen-
tral concept. Although linguistic, pragmatic and discourse theories focus on
different aspects of language in relation to its users, all of them are concerned
with the active participants of the communicative act — addressers (senders)
and addressees (receivers) — and their interrelation, i.e. their intersubjective
encounter in the communicative act and the context in which this act occurs.
These theories had a palpable impact on literary theory and saw them starting
to study literature as “a species of linguistic communication” (Johansen 2002,
73) and literary texts — as “linguistic utterances communicated from an author
to a readership at a given time under specific social and cultural condition”
(ibid., xii).

4. Alternative Conception for Textual Meaning and
Verbal Communication

In the introductory part of the article, I stressed the disagreement between
the theories on the concept of literary meaning. Even in the scope of an article,
it is clear that this disagreement is a multiple-view panorama: the objectivist
theories of literary studies and analytical aesthetics search for meaning in a
text and believe that it can be found fixed and determinate in the “words on the
page”; structuralists are engaged with an “objectively given” series of structures
in a literary text in search of meaning; poststructuralists believe that it is lan-
guage that supplies texts with meaning, and the continuous deferral of mean-
ing results in its instability and indeterminacy; reader response theories claim
that it is up to the readers what meaning they put into a literary work; analyti-
cal aesthetics is concerned with all types of art, and its analysis of literary texts
and their meanings is naturally predetermined by considerations about works
of art in general; pragmatic theories of meaning are chiefly communication-
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intention theories based on a Gricean analysis of meaning, and they take an
utterance as an analogy for a literary text. The article does not aim to be fault-
finding with the theories presented above, all the more so because it is impos-
sible to provide a detailed critical engagement with each within the scope of
an article, but it can argue on behalf and in defense of the theory which reveals
the inner contradictions contained in each. Pettersson’s “cluster conception”
opens up new vistas for understanding textual meaning and verbal commu-
nication in general, and, as the mode of existence of literary texts does not
differ from other texts, it naturally applies to understanding the meaning of a
literary text and literary communication. It successfully argues against all the
flaws that arise in literary theory, analytical aesthetics, linguistics and pragmat-
ics with the problem in question. However, this article does not take the view
that “cluster conception” is the only way to theorize about the ways in which a
literary text’s meaning can be ascertained — Pettersson himself admits the im-
possibility of such total replacement. But, as will be clarified below, it will offer
decisive answers to a number of challenging issues in the theories of meaning,
among which are: the ontological contradictions surrounding texts; the view
that it is language and context that determine the meaning of a text; the view
that physical utterances are at the same time linguistic expressions; the view
that textual meaning is a sender’s meaning; the view that texts are conceptual
constructions carrying words and meaning in their “body”.

Anders Pettersson’s view of texts and of textual meaning, as he himself
points out, diverges from the currently prevailing understanding about the
nature of text and textual meaning in linguistics, philosophy of language, ana-
lytical aesthetics and literary theory (Pettersson 2017, 5). In building up the
cluster conception of a text, he provides a detailed characterization of, as he re-
fers to, “the ordinary conception of the text” and supports his own analysis by
critically reviewing certain aspects of linguistic, literary theoretical and philo-
sophical thinking in general, as well as providing specific analyses carried out
by individual thinkers, whose works serve as representative examples® of the
ordinary conception of the text and those which he finds as vital inspirational
sources for the cluster conception of text!. He argues that the ordinary concep-

3 Linguists, such as Cruse (2004, 113-115), Chaudhuri (2010, 11), Lycan (2008, 72), etc.; phi-
losophers of art, such as Davies (2007, 18-19), Levinson (1996), Stecker (2003), whose ideas
of what kind of abstract entity a text is, come very close.

4 Richard Rudner, who was the first to refuse to view texts as unitary objects in his article “The
Ontological Status of the Esthetic object”, written in 1950; Michael Reddy (1993), whose
famous analysis of the system of metaphors reveals how “conduit metaphor” affects our way
of thinking about communication; Roy Harris (1998), who claims that textual meaning can
only be a sender’s meaning and receiver’s meaning; John Searle’s (1995) idea about brute and
institutional facts.
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tion of text differs from the cluster conception “first and foremost by portray-
ing the text as a single, unitary object instead of as a cluster of different objects”
(ibid., 13). Unlike the ordinary conception of text, i.e. the one that views text as
a conceptual construction - a unitary object at once both physical and verbal,
carrying words and meaning in its “physical body”, according to the cluster
conception of a text, there are “physical exemplars™: “a complex of signs” and
the meaning of a text (ibid., 3). The latter is definitely “person-bound” for Pet-
tersson and consists of the ideas of the sender, various receivers and commen-
tators. One might argue that all these elements — physical exemplars, signs and
meaning — are included in the ordinary conception as well. However, the two
conceptions do not structure them in the same manner. The ordinary concep-
tion associates the complex of signs and meaning, and views them “as being in-
tegrated with a physical object”. Hence, physical exemplars, signs and meaning
are fused in one single, unitary whole, rather than being separated, as they are
in a cluster conception (ibid., 12-13). Pettersson persistently insists on distin-
guishing between physical exemplars, complex of signs and textual meanings:
a physical exemplar, according to the cluster conception, is a signifying object
and represents a complex of signs, and through these signs — a meaning. But
physical exemplars are not provided with complex of signs and textual mean-
ing as the latter are non-physical and cannot be in a physical object - both are
the matter of interpretation (ibid., 42).

The ordinary conception, which portrays the text as a unitary object, is
viewed by Pettersson as illogical and self-contradictory, since text as ordinar-
ily conceived turns out to be at once physical (for one can read and listen to
it) and non-physical (words and meanings are considered by many linguists
and philosophers of language as abstract entities’), at the same time suggest-
ing that text is at once one and many, as one and the same text can be found in
its entirety in many places simultaneously®. In presenting D. Davies’s view on
the ontology of texts (Davies 2007, 18-19) as a representative one for stand-
ard philosophical thinking, Pettersson wants to show that according to the
philosophical analysis of the concept of text, texts are abstract objects and
that texts as ordinarily conceived are deprived of a physical existence, and

5 Pettersson argues that abstract objects do not exist in time and space and are eternal (such
as numbers, for example). Unlike them, letters or words came into being at a more or less
definite time, and may disappear at some time in the future. He refers to them as “crypto-
mental” abstractions which belong to a class of non-standard abstract entities, viewed by
him as the products of generalization or idealizations concerning physical states of affairs or
mental facts” (Pettersson 2017, 38).

6 As, for example, Pamuk’s novel “Kar”, which can be found in Mexico City airport under the
title Nieve, bought in Berlin bookshops as Schenee and ordered from Amazon.com in its
English version, Snow (Pettersson 2017, 14).
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that such “analysis has the paradoxical consequence that texts cannot be read:
one cannot read something that lacks material existence” “The physical part
of the ordinary version of the text is being amputated, as it were, and that is
why the text, in the philosopher’s version, cannot literally be read” (Pettersson
2015, 126).

The analysis of the ontology of literary text customarily requires the dis-
tinction between the existence of three types of entity — physical, mental and
abstract. This distinction, which has fundamental importance in philosophy
and which is often highly disputed, turns out to be also of fundamental im-
portance to the cluster conception. Pettersson offers a distinction between
two kinds of existence — brute existence and mentally constructed existence.
The entities of mental construction are products of human conventions,
while those of brute existence are mind-independent. His distinction, as he
points out, is inspired by Searle’s distinction between brute and institutional
facts (Searle 1995, 1-2). The latter, according to Searle, exist through human
agreement as social constructions, and are language-dependent realities; while
brute facts are language-independent realities, for example, “mountain’, which
would remain even if humankind did not exist. For Pettersson, mental con-
structions, in contrast to Searle’s view, are also those entities which are not
the products of institutionalized human agreement; those which are purely
individual products, for example, the meaning of a linguistic construction or
a textual critic’s construal of some specific text (Pettersson 2017, 24-25). An-
other point on which Petterson acknowledges to be influenced by Searle is his
conceptual relativism, which is entirely compatible with the belief in external
realism (i. e. in Pettersson’s terminology — with “brutely existing entities”). Ac-
cording to Searle, “systems of representations, such as vocabularies and con-
ceptual schemes generally, are human creations, and to that extent, arbitrary.
It is possible to have any number of different systems and representations for
representing the same reality” (Searle 1995, 151).

According to the above understanding of brute and mental realities, a
piece of paper covered with writing is a physical thing and it enjoys brute ex-
istence, but letters, words and sentences are not - they are all mental entities.
Pettersson argues that this sharp distinction between physical marks and signs
is crucial to the cluster conception, and it is this distinction that is ignored in
traditional scholarly contexts.” He claims that physical marks, as it might seem,
are not letters or words, but they may be interpreted as letters or words. “What
speakers and writers physically produce, and what listeners and readers then

7  “We speak and hear words, or we write and read them” (Chaudhuri 2010, 11); “T hear or see
words and I understand them” (Lycan 2008, 72).
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hear or read, are not words but physical sounds that stand for words, or physi-
cal marks that represent words” (Pettersson 2017, 37). Hence, in the cluster
conception, exemplars are physical and the signs and meaning perceived are
mental constructs as long as they are mentally experienced and interpreted.

5. Verbal Communication According to the Cluster Conception

This sharp distinction between physical and mental entities within the
cluster conception, turns the latter into a radically different conception of tex-
tual meaning and understanding of verbal communication in general.

In the verbal communicative model, according to the cluster conception,
the speaker or writer, or collective sender, produces a physical utterance ad-
dressed to one or many listeners or readers, trying to find ways to disclose
his/her communicative intention to make the sender’s meaning possible to re-
trieve and react to (ibid., 50). The communicatively cooperative receiver men-
tally reacts to the perceived sender’s meaning, forming a wider perception® of
the situation and a mental response (ibid., 63). A physical utterance produced
by the sender, according to the cluster conception, does not contain words
and sentences but only physical markers. In this way, it radically differs from
the standard understanding of utterance in linguistics, where an oral or writ-
ten utterance is a linguistic structure supplied by meaning. As an utterance,
in Pettersson’s own words, is the “heart” of the cluster conception (ibid., 2), I
need to further discuss its understanding in linguistics and pragmatics. Most
commonly, in pragmatic theories, an utterance is defined as a “sentence ana-
logue” in an actual context. “Sentence is an abstract theoretical entity defined
within the theory of grammar, while an utterance is the issuance of a sentence,
a sentence-analogue, or sentence-fragment in an actual context” ... semantics
is concerned with sentence utterance-meaning, and pragmatics with utter-
ance-meaning” (Levinson 1983, 18-19). From a pragmatic point of view, it is
not sufficient to use only linguistic knowledge to decode the semantic content
of an utterance in isolation (i.e. its linguistic meaning, which is the domain
of semantics) and such meaning essentially differs from the meaning derived
by taking into account the context in which the utterance is located. The gap
between the semantic meaning encoded in language and actual meaning can
be explained by taking into account the language-independent contextual fac-
tors, i.e. extralinguistic factors that allow the interpreters to make pragmatic
inferences. Extralinguistic factors, on which pragmatic inferences are drawn

8 Pettersson explains that by the term “wider perception’, the receiver’s overall understanding
of the situation is implied (Pettersson 2017, 53).

38



Nino Tevdoradze. The Meaning of a Literary Text as a Mental Construct...

on heavily, are not confined to actual situational context (where, when, why,
under what circumstances, by whom utterances are uttered) — “the contexts
necessary for understanding a text always exceed the situational contexts”
(Johansen 2002, 72). They include such a range of issues as social, cultural,
ideological values, psychological states, religious beliefs, etc. of the senders and
receivers. Thus, in identifying the meaning of an utterance, not only human
action, but also context in its broad sense (physical, interpersonal, linguistic,
cultural and social) is also involved.

Pettersson’s idea radically differs both on utterance and context from the
one presented above. Context, such as physical, interactional, social and cul-
tural, which exists independently, cannot influence the meaning without lan-
guage users shared knowledge, according to his conception (Pettersson 2017,
142). Utterance, here, is the original of a text — a text minus its possible copies
(i.e. of physical exemplars) and verbal structure is not considered to be its in-
ternal property as it is only physical and is verbal relative to the understanding
of it — relative to an interpretation. Only “after interpretation they can be char-
acterized as being both physical entities and verbal structures” (ibid., 2). The
deep problem in this connection for Pettersson exists in the “common con-
flation of the utterance-after-interpretation with utterance-before-interpreta-
tion” (ibid., 2). It is this traditional supposition of a text existing outside sender
and receiver, as if it were an utterance after interpretation, that leads to various
problems, one of them that the text itself, irrespective of the sender’s and re-
ceiver’s interpretation, is “carrying words and meaning into its physical body”
(ibid., 2). In believing this, it is natural to argue that a text carries a meaning in
its “body” - either determinate, as objectivists believe, or indeterminate — as
poststructuralists claim; that “the meaning of a work ... is identical to its ut-
terance meaning” (Stecker 2003, 59); and that the meaning of an utterance is
determined by what the speaker intends to bring about, - it is “roughly eve-
rything that speaker intends to convey by standard linguistic means” (Cruse
2004, 263). In believing this, according to the traditional linguistic model of
verbal communication, the sender “puts” his thoughts into the words, and they
have to be “taken out” by the receiver. It is in this metaphorical way in linguis-
tics that the concept of “conduit metaphor” operates in the process of spoken
or written communication - people “insert” their mental contents (thoughts,
feelings, meanings, etc.) into “containers” (words, sentences, texts) which re-
ceivers are supposed to “unpack” (Reddy 1993). Michael Reddy describes how
“conduit metaphor” affects our way of thinking about communication and
how it instills the erroneous idea that one can in reality “unpack” someone’s
mental content through a conduit (container of words, sentences or texts). Ac-
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cording to him, what actually happens is not “unpacking’, but “reconstruction
and hypothesis testing” (ibid., 186). Though Pettersson distances himself on
certain points from Reddy, first of all because he writes about communica-
tion “as if it were all a question of understanding the sender’s communicative
intentions” (Pettersson 2017, 18), his analysis serves definitely as an important
basis for cluster conception. According to this conception, a physical utterance
does not bring into existence the textual meaning — neither the utterances, nor
the signs they represent, have any “objective meanings”. If there is something
‘objective’ there, it is what sender and receiver agree upon - as R. Harris puts
it “what is signified is what the participants construe as having been signi-
fied. There is no higher court of appeal” (Harris 1998, 145). The participants
of a communicative act, in deciphering the physical marks, are not involved
in the process of identifying their meaning, but construe meanings through
experiencing and interpreting the signs. Meaning, in the cluster conception, is
not something that exists outside sender’s and receivers’ communication. The
sender - the initiator of a communicative act — has an intention to achieve a
certain aim’ that very often includes the introduction of the representation'’
(roughly equivalent to proposition introduced with a specific illocutionary
force in the theory of speech acts) from a certain “attitudinal perspective”
about the “state of affairs” (Pettersso 2017, 49). Thus, the sender’s meaning
is described by Pettersson as an intention that includes the introduction of
representation and the expressing of attitudes (ibid., 49). This intention is part
of a larger context — “the substantive intention is wrapped, as it were, into a
larger package: the intention to communicate that content to a receiver” (ibid.,
53). The receiver mentally reacts to the complex of signs and, through experi-
encing and interpreting them, construes the meaning. However, it is not only
purely linguistic comprehension that is required from the receiver — a normal
receiver, according to Pettersson, as mentioned above, forms a “wider percep-
tion” — overall perception of the sender’s act (ibid., 52-53). Textual meaning as
formulated from the critic, in Pettersson’s schema, is referred to as “commenta-
tor’s meaning”. The latter, once as an ordinary reader, in this position, formu-
lates the meaning from a third-party perspective (ibid., 54). However, neither
readers’ meanings, nor commentators’ meanings, necessarily coincide with the
sender’s intended meaning. Their meanings do not have the same structure in
this conception, in other words, the receiver’s or commentator’s meaning is
not a “mirror” of that of the sender. For Pettersson, the sender’s meaning is “a

9 Here, Pettersson’ s idea is line with Grice’s understanding of sender’s meaning, which is
intended realization of a certain aim (1989, 213-223)

10 Not all texts can be representational, as Pettersson explains - such as, for example an utter-
ance like ‘hi
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wish to achieve a certain aim” and he sees the “communicatively cooperative
receiver as attempting to understand the sender’s meaning” (ibid., 63).

6. Meaning of a Literary Text as an Event in Creative Communication

Pettersson’s conceptualization, as mentioned above, refers to all kinds of
verbal communication - literary and non-literary. Therefore, it allows for the
consideration to study the specific nature of literary communication within
which the author’s and the readers’ intersubjective involvement can be viewed
as a process whereby meaning is not identified but construed through experi-
encing and interpreting the complex of signs; to focus on the reader’s mental
reaction and response, with a wider perception of the situation to the sender’s
perceived meaning in the process of the reconstruction of meaning; to discuss
the readers’ cognitive and emotive reflection as a result of their encounter with
the singularity and “otherness” of a literary work. The concept of ‘singularity’
is considered not as property of a literary work, but as an event taking place in
reception in D. Attridge’s literary theory. The latter, in my view, can have im-
portant applications whenever the specific nature of literary communication
and the reader’s aesthetic response to the “otherness” of literary text is at stake.
Furthermore, it can open up the possibility to further explore the intercon-
nection of verbal, aesthetic and cultural dimensions that may influence the
understanding of the specific nature of the meaning-making process in crea-
tive communication.

According to Attridge, artistic creation (in contrast to mere production)
takes place when “an object or a practice or a conceptual paradigm - hitherto
nonexistent and apparently unthinkable, comes into being” (Attridge 2011,
681) — “happens to the culture” (ibid., 685). Attridge claims that no particular
intrinsic, stylistic, formal, or other characteristics can define literary works:
it is particular kind of experience ... openness to alterity — otherness — that
makes it different from other kinds of writing (Attridge 2015, 16). The term
“otherness”, introduced by Attridge, is explained by him as something “pro-
vided by the culture for thinking, imagining, feeling, perceiving” ... “which
has an impact upon the existing configurations of an individual’s mental world
- ... upon a particular cultural field, as it is embodied in a single subjectivity”
(Attridge 2004, 26-27). He argues that if a work fails to reveal otherness and
confirms “existing attitudes and habitual values” (2015,18), it is not a literary
work. For Attridge, inseparable from the notions of invention and otherness
is the notion of singularity (ibid., 63). Like them, it is not a property, but an
event — “the event of singularizing, which takes place in reception” (ibid., 64).
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Singularity is to be understood in terms of “transformative difference” (ibid.,
136) - the ability to welcome otherness in the existent cultural field - and not
as just mere uniqueness. Hence, literary singularity, he points out, is much
more than verbal particularity of the work, much more than specific words
in a specific arrangement (ibid., 65). A fuller sense of uniqueness of a literary
text, for example a poem, and not simply a verbal arrangement, is given by its
appreciation of specific employment of the possibilities of literary tradition
and the wider cultural context. An appreciation of the poem’s uniqueness in
this sense depends not just on the knowledge of some language and its stylis-
tic possibilities, but also on “familiarity with the traditions within which the
poem was written, and may also be enhanced by an awareness of the specific
historical and biographical context of its creation” (ibid., 66).

Attridge argues that reading a literary work, like creating a literary work,
is both an act and an event: something I do and something that happens to me”
(Attridge 2011, 687). He claims that reading turns into creative reading only
when “it succeeds in apprehending otherness, in registering the singularity
and inventiveness of the work™" (Attridge 2004, 79).

7. Conclusion

I will conclude by stating that the meaning of text, if viewed in the per-
spective of A. Pettersson’s conception and D. Attridge’s theory, can be de-
scribed as a mental construct unable to exist outside the author and reader,
and as an event taking place in the act of creative communication. Such con-
ceptualization provides a new possibility to study literary communication and
the meaning-making process from a pragmatic-communicative and aesthetic-
communicative perspective, which might lead to better results in the interpre-
tative engagement with literary texts and open up new vistas to further explore
the inexhaustible problem of the meaning of a literary text.

11 Text, for Attridge, is an inert printing of words and the work is a text as brought to life by the
reader.
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