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ABSTRACT

The Kent episode in Act 1 of Shakespeare’s King Lear aud the Pauline episode in
Act II of bis The Winteks Tale are investigated in conjunction. The linguistic methods
of conversation analysis and of speech act analysis are used and it is suggested that tbere
are similarities in the rheterical strategies of Kent and Pauline, en the ene hand, and in
tose of the twe kings, Lear and Leontes, en [he ether. With respect te speech acts favored
by [he two kings, it is argued that ene such favored act is that of dysphemistic epithets.
Overalí, the rhetoric of [he two kings, as substantiated by [he two linguistic methods of
analysis, is seen to be in largepart dismptive,manipulative and designed todisten reality,
up te the end of each episode, where [he rhetorical equilibrium is restored.

Re Kent episode in King Lear aud [hePauline episede in TIte Winter v Tale
have not often, if ever, beenconsidered in conjunetion, but this article will suggest
that failure te do sois te miss important similarities in te structure and cenception
of the two episedes’. Re former episode is about 70 fines in Iength, running from
[be second half of line 120 [o line 187 of Ji.; from this tbe approximately ten lines
of Lear’s first speecb addressed te Cordelia can be set aside2. Re latterepisode is
slightly tenger, some 90 unes, and runs frem te second half of line 39 te line 130
of II.iii. (Pauline’s interaction with a lord and a servant in [he fines just prior te
[hesecan be set aside.) In both episedes [bereis a protractedappeal te a king frem
a person of a lewer rank whopleads net forhimself or berselfbut rater for a[bird
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party. Tbe tbird parties, Cerdelia in ene case and tbe Queen and [hebaby girí in tbe
other, are persons closeíy linked [o fhe king by family ties. Furtbermore, in both
scenes [be pleading encounters reluctance and resistance en te pan of [he king.
Sucb similarities between tbe two episedes are important, bu[ it wilí be suggested
in [bis ar[icíe tha[ bere are additionaí affmities tha[ are revealed by metbeds of
linguistic pragmatics. Two such metbods will be applied in the foUowing. These
are tite me[bods of conversatien analysis and of speech ac[ analysis. Tbe metbods
are linked andcannet be sharpíy separated, but [heynevertheíess arise fremdifferent
research [raditions,and applying first ene and tben tbe other wiIl help te s[ructure
the presen[ discussion. No sys[ema[ic review can be given here of the histery of
either researcb tradition and [hediscussien must be limited [o wha[ is of iminediate
significance for [he investigatien of [he [we episedes. Adniittedly, be[h researcb
traditiens of linguistiepragma[ics were originallyconceived for[hestudy of «natural»
(unscripted) conversation, net of drama, and[bere are differencesbe[ween [hetwe
types of disceurse, for instance, having te de wi[b [be presence of a projected
audience in [be case of drama3. Principíes devised for the anaíysis of «natural»
conversation cannet [herefere be blindly appíied in tbe study of drama. However,
it is at tbe same time clear [batte [wo types of disceurse are intima[ely connected
and there is by new some[bing appreacbing a censensus in the literature [bat in
general metbeds of íinguistic pragmatics can be applied te [he study of drama,
including Sbakespearean dialegue, even ifat times sorne modifacation er fme-tuning
of such metbods may be necessary

Cenversation anaíysts bave observed [bat cenversations exbibit a number
of features of a general nature. Tbe foííowing may be queted frem Sacks et al.
(1974: 700 f.; references te subsections omitted), as especialíy reíating te tums
and te [um-taking:

(1) Speaker-change recurs, or at least occurs.
(2) Overwhelmingly, ene party talks a[ a [ime.
(3) Occurrencesof mere than ene speaker a[ a time are commnon, but briel?
(4) Transitiens (from ene turn te a nex[) with no gap andno overlap are

cemmon. Together wi[h transitiens characterized by sligh[ gap or slight
overlap, [heymake up the vast majority of [ransitions.

(5) Turn erder is not fixed, but vanes.
(6) Turn size is not fixed, bu[ vanes.
(7) Length of conversation is net specified in advance.
(8) What pardes say is not specified in advance.
(9) Relative dis[nibution of [urnsis not specified in advance.
(10) Number of parties can vary.
(11) Talk can be continuous or discontinueus.
(12) Turn-allocatien techniques are obviously used.A curren[ speaker may

select a nex[ speaker (as when he addresses aquestien te another par[y);
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er parties may self-selec[ in star[ing te talk.
(13) Varjeus ‘turn-constructional uni[s’ are employed; e.g., turns can be

projectedly ‘ene werd long, or they canbe sentential in length.
(14) Repair mechanisms exis[ for dealing with turn-[aking errers and

vielations; e.g., if twe parties find [hemselvestalking at [hesame time,
ene of [hem will stop prematurely, [bus repairing the treuble.

Tbis list of features of conversatien should be supplemented with the notien

of tepic and of tepical coberence. The term «tepic» may be defined as «wba[
he text (orpart of [he text) is abeut» (Alían 1986: 110). As fertopic ceherence,

it «is something constructed across tums by [be cellaboratien of participants»
(Levinsen 1983: 315); (emphasis iii [be original). It is often signalled by devices
of cohesion (coreferring neun phrases and pre-ferms, lexical cehesion, etc.),

altbough [bese do not in themselves necessarily guarantee a shared tepic (Halliday
andHasan 1976:31 ff.and274ff.;vanDijk 1981: 186f.;Levinsen 1983: 314
f.), Hewever topics are signalled, [he netion bas unquestienable psycholegical
reali[y te participants in a conversation, fer in [he unmarked case they relate

[beir centributions te [be tepic at band and failure te do so is ¡jable te be noticed
and may beceme an item for comment. Further, if participants wish to change

tbe tepic, they use largely cenventionalized means of accomplishing it5. An
example might clarify the peint. Near [he beginning of II.iii of Oth ello lago and

Cassie have a conversatien whose tepic is Desdemona until lago engineers a
tepic change:

lago. ... Our general cas[ us [bus early for te leve
of bis Desdemona; wbo jet us not [herefore
blame. He batb net yet made wanten [be nigbt with
her; and sbe is sport for leve.
Cas. She’s a mest exquisite lady.
lago. And I’l1 warrant bar, fulí of gama.
Cas. Indeed sbe’s a mos[ fresb and delicate crea-
[ura.
lago. What an aya sha has! Metbinks it sounds a
parlay te provocation.
Cas. An inviting eye; and yet me[hinks right
modest.
lago. Aud when she spaaks, is it no[ an alarum te
leve?
Cas. She is indeed perfection.
lago. Wall—happiness te their shee[s! Come,
liautenan[, 1 haya a stope of wine, and bara without
are a brace of Cyprus gallants [bat weuld fain haya a
measure [o [hehealtb of black Othello.
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Up te Iage’s last tum Desdemena is clearly [ha mutually censtructed tepic
in tha cenversation, Iage’s and Cassio’s tums being tightly linked hy such devices
of cobesion as cereferring pro-forms, which in this case refer te Desdemona.
Howavar, with bis last turn lago angineers a smeeth [ransition te a new tepic,
that of drinking Othelle’s heal[h. Tha transitien is signalled in part by [hepartida
well, which continuas tebave a function bearing en tepic and tepic-shifting even
in present-day English (Labov and Fansbel 1977: 156; Svartvik 3980: 177;
Schiffrin 1987: 102 ff).

Armad with such netiens of cenversatien analysis, we may new raturn te
[be speacb events frem King Lear and TIte Winter’s Talet One of Iba most
interesting bara of the 14 featuras of conversation is featura 12, which relates
te allecatien of turus. For mach of [he time in [be [wo episodes, the principie
«A current speaker may salect a next speaker. . .» eperates in raversa, as it were,
aleng [ha lines of «A currení spaakar may bleck a cartain speaker from taking
a tum», for Lear and Leontas try tepravent Kent and Paulina, respectively, from
taking turns. Betb do so rapeatedly and in forceful tarms. «Peace, Kant!» (121)
«Kant, en íhy ¡ifa, no mere.» (154) (Lear). Leontes trias te stop Paulina frem
having a turn hy repaatadly asking bar te leave or by asking ethers te rameve
her, aithar by tite force of words or by physical actien: «Awaywi[h that audacieus
lady!» (42), «Forca bar henca.» (62), «Out!» (67), «Hence witb her, ou[ o’ doorh>
(68), «Will yeu net pusb bar out?» (74), «Once more, [ake har henca.» (112).
At times tbare are also attempts te selact [he naxt speaker in order te axciude
anetber. Thus Leentes turns te etbers and especially te Antigenus rapaatedly,
using tbe spaaker-salects-next-speakar technique. Hewever, [hetecbnique is apt
[ofail, as at lina 46 «Wbat? canst nol rule ha??», whan Paulina comas in bafera
Antigonus answars the questien addressad te bim and as areund lina 77, whan
Paulina again comas in, pra-ampting the turn saladadby Leentes fer Antigonus.

At a sligbtly subtler laval tbere is a noticeable similari[y in [he way [he
petitieners, Kant and Paulina, respend teand cope with attamp[s [osilence tham.
Fer instanca, whan Lear says «The bew is bent and drawn, maka from [be sbaft.»
(143), Kant rasponds «Let it falí rathar, though [he ferk invade! Tha ragion of
ruy heart;» (144-145). That is, Kant, erienting his tum te Laar’s by employing
cohesiva davicas (tIte shaft —it— [he lexically relatad tItefork), is able te build
en Lear’s werds, tuming tham areund te bis ewn use. A similar ralatien bolds
batwaan Lear’s «Kant, en thy life, no mora.» (154) and Kent’s «My ¡ifa 1 nevar
hald hutas [a] pawn 1 Te wage againsí [bine anemias, ne’ar [faar’d] te losa it,
Thy safe[y baing motive.» (155-157) and betwaen Laar’s «Out of my sigh[h>
(157) and Kan[’s «Sea better, Lear, and let me still remain 1 The [rae blank of
[bine aya.» (158-159). Furtheraxamples can be citad from the Paulina episoda,
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including Laentas’s «What? canst not rule bar?» (46), addressad [o Antigonus,
and Paulina’s reply «From alí dishonasty ha can.» (47). Cobesion of this kind
is observad in ene or twe of Leentes’ speecbes, but en [ha wbola it is mere rara
in [be two kings’ spaeches. Cohesion and orianting one’s turn [o the previous
speakar’s tum tend te make ene s convarsational contribution sound reasonable,
in that [be speaker pays attention [o others. On [ha other band, [he lack of
cohesien, espacially in Laar’s speeches, carnes [he implication of peremptorinass
and lack of sensitivity. Such findings haya ahaaring en the divisien of audience
sympatbies in the episedes.

As for otiter features en Sacks at al.’s list, number 8 is «what parties say is
not specified iii advance.» Here it is observad that [ha first attampts by both Lear
and Leentas te stop Kant andPaulina from speaking taka place aven bafore thay
(or [ha audianca) leam what tba latter two want te say. This creates a sensethat
Lear and Leontas «knew,» er presume te «know,» in advanca what Kant and
Paulina are geing te say, and [hus set themselvas aboye feature 8.

Anether featura en [be list [bat sbeds light en [be two cenversations is 14,
whicb relates te turn-taking violations, such as twe speakers speaking at [ha
sama time. (Rapair mechanisms for violatiens saem lass central in the present
contaxt, simply bacause violations are often not repaired.) Interruptions in
conversation may be accommodated bara. It has been emphasizad in werk
subsequant te Sacks et al. (1974) that [besemay be of two basic typas: supportiva
aud disruptive (cf., fer instanca, Was[ 1978; 1979; Wast and Zimmerman 1983;
Tannen 1989). In a supportiva intarruption a speaker is intarrupted by a sacond
speaker who exprasses enthusiasm for what [be first speaker is saying, wbila in
a disruptive interruptien a spaakar is confrontad with disagraement or with a
challanga fer tha floer whila be or she is speaking. (Oftan adisruptive intermption
involvas both disagreement and aeballange for the floer simultaneeusly.) Thera
is no «norm» for intarruptions of either type or for reactiens or responses te
tham, but it is clear that disruptive intermptions, aspacially [bosecontasting [ha
right te [be floer, are dispreferred variants of conversatienal responsas. Ye[ it is
pracisaly tbese types of interruptions tbat are found in especially [heLear extract.
At [he vary baginning of the extract Lean cuts Kant eff in mid-sentance, after
[ha address «Qeod my haga—» (120). Kent’s sacond tum is longer «Royal Lear,
1 Wbom 1 haya ayer benor’d as my king, 1 Lov’d as my fatber, as my master
follow’d,/As my great patron tbeught en in my prayars—» (139-142), butevan
bara ha does not gat beyond the tarms of address hafore Lear intermpts bim in
a disruptiva fasbion. Kant toe engagas in a dismptive intarruptien ¡atar en. When
Lear says «New, by Apello—» (160) Kant cuts him off in mid-santanca,
disruptivaly, by coming in with «New, by Apollo, King, 1 Thou swaar’st [by
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gods in vain.» (160-161) befora Lear can complete bis santance. fiowevar, hy
and larga disruptiva interruptiens by [ha petitienars are mucb more rara in tbe
apisodas.

A first conclusion bara is [bat in tbe axtrac[s tbare are deyia[ions of diffarant
types frem tbe cenvantions goyerning turn-[aking in convarsation. Such
daviations are marked er dispreferrad eptions and [beirprasanca axplains in pan
wby [he excbanges are falt [o be confrentatienal in natura. Further, it may be
falt [bat conversational convantions are not vielated in arbitrary ways but rather
in ways tha[ en [be whele tend [oprasant [he pe[itioners as [be more reasenable
cenvarsa[ienalists. The patitioners are admi[adly turnad inte cballengars in tha
ceurse of tbe convarsations, but [bis is presentad as mainly resulting frem tha
confrentatienal bestilhy of tbe two kings. Tha impressien of hostility, in tum,
results in larga pan frem [be axarcisa of dispreferrad convarsational eptiens by
tba kings. A measure of audienca sympa[by accruas te [be undardegs as a
censaquence.

Leeking a[ tite scanas frem the point of viaw of spaecb ac[ theory, it seems
clear [bata deminant speachact in tbe two apisedes is [be directiva. Por instanca,
Lear’s tums such as «Kant, en thy lifa, no mora.» (154) and «Out of my sigh[!»
(157) are avarie[y of directivas. (In [beirsurface forms nai[bar of thase sentencas
bas an axprassed varb, bu[ a varb may be understoed, aleng [be ¡mas of «Kant,
en tby lifa, say no more!» and «Ge[ out of my sigbt!») fiarais Searla’s analysis
of [he speecb act of requasting, basad en [be feur types of conditions,
propositional con[en[, prepara[ory, sincarity and assantial, tegetber witb cemments
en erdering and commanding7:

Prepositional conten[
Prepara[ery

Sxncenty
Essan[ial
Commen[

Futura act A of fi.
1. fi is able todo A. 5 believes fi is aNa todo A. 2. It
is net ebvious te be[b 5 and fi tba[ H will do A in [be
normal ceurse of avants of bis own accord.
5 wants H todo A.
Ceunts as an attampt [e get H te de A.
Order and command bave tba addi[ional preparatory
rule [bat S must be in a position of autherity ovar
fi. Comnzand prebably does not haya tha
“-pragmatie” -cendition requiring nen-cbvio’as-ness-
Furthermera in botb, tbe autbority relatienship
infects [he essential condition becausa [be uttaranca
ceun[s as an at[amp[ te get H te do A in virtue of
tIte authority of S over II.
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Tha contant of directivas in tbe two episodes is overwhalmingly similar.
Tbay are raquasts or orders by Lear and Leontes fer tba challengar te falí silant
er te leava.

Account sbould also ha takan of quastions by Leontes. Quastions are often
considerad a subclass of directivas, sinca te ask a question is [o ask [ha bearar
te supply soma informatien. Howevar, questions can also be usad as indirect
directivas te raquest seme action otbar [han tha supplying of informatien (cf.
Searle 1975: 65 fi). Quastiens by Leontes often serve [bis purpose, as in «Will
you net pusb bar out?» (74). Baing cenventionally indirect is eftan considerad
a feature of politaness (Brown and Lavinsen 1987: 132 fi), but [bis is scarcaly
tba case bara. Botb en account of tha negativa not and en account of [becentaxt,
especially of wbat want bafera in Leentes’ spaachas («Forca bar hence» (62),
«Out!» (68), etc.), [hedirectiva is peremptory and insistent in tena, demanding
compliance from [be hearer.

A dominant spaacb act of tbe two kings, [ben, is tha directiva, perfermed
aithar direc[ly or indirectly. It might alse be expacted [bat a fair numbar of
directivas weuld occur in tba speachas of Kant and Paulina, sinca in beth scenas
aach of tham is pleading for semeene. There are soma directivas frem tbam, as
in Kan[’s «Reserva tby state, 1 And in tby bes[ considaration cback 1 Tbis bideeus
rashnass.» (149-151) and in Pauline’s «Lat blm [bat makes but [riflesof bisayas
¡ First band me.» (63-64), bu[ evaralí tha numbar is rather lew in comparisen
with what is found in [he twe kings’ speachas. It sbould be addad [bat whila
Paulina’s utterance «Tbageod quean / (For she is goed) hath breught yen ferth
a daugbter— 1 Here ‘tis—commands it te your blassing» (65-67) is a request
for Laentas’ accaptance, it is indiract aud cartainly lass insistent tban Leontas’
questiens usad as indirect directivas. In the two apisodes [be cballengars, avan
though they are asking fer something, coma acress as mere reasonabla, en
account of [ha ralativaly lew number of [hairdirectiva spaacb acts and en acceunt
of [be less paremptery natura of [beir directivas.

Titare is anether speacb act [bat is very dominant in [he spaeches of [betwo
kings. Informally, [bis is [haspaech act of name-calling, calling ene’s interlocutor
er intarlocuters namas [bat are in soma way unplaasant or distasteful. In [ha
literatura [be term «dyspbamistic apitba[s» has bean usad wi[h referencete many
of Corielanus’s spaacb acts (Rudanke (1993: 144i), aud the sama tarm migbt
be employad bara. Dyspbamistic epitbats might be dafinad as follows’.

Propositional content Soma imputad or projectad categerizatien C of H.
Praparatory 5 thinks tbat C raflacts discredit en H and 5 thinks [bat

U tbinks [bat C reflects discredit en U.
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Sincerity 5 values C nagatively.
Essantial Counts as an axprassion of contumely or depracatien

of U by niaans of attributing er imputing C [e fi.

Comments Epithets in general attributa soma categorizatien te a
person or group of people. The oppesite of a
dyspbamistic epi[bet is a eupbemistic — er, parbaps
more accurataly, a eulegistic — epithat.

Ita speacbas of[ha two kings abeund in dysphemistic apitbats. fiare are soma
examples. Lear calís Kant a «miscraant» (161) and a «recreant» (166), wbila
Leontas calís Paulina «a mankind witch» (68) «a most intallingencing bawd» (69),
«A callat ¡Of boundlass tongua» (91-92), «A gress bag» (108) «lezel» (109). Not
only does Leontes hurí bis invectiva anddyspbemistic apitbets at Paulina, but bis
attendants, including Antigonus, likewise gat [hairplantiful sbara of tbam. Tbus
Leontas calís them «Traitors» (73), «A nest oftraiters» (82), and Antigenus receivas
tite ad bominam dyspbamistic apithatof «dotard» (75) inte [ha bargain.

Again, [he spaechas of the cballengars are ne[ entirely devoid of apithe[s or
even dyspitamistic, er at least negativa, enes. Tbus beth Kant aná Paulina use
[ha word «mad» (Kant 146, Paulina 72) with rafarenca te [be king. Howaver,
en [be wbele, the numbar of [hair dysphemistic apitha[s is considarably lewer
and, as far as the breadar class of apitbe[s is cencemed, [bara are also mora
qualitativa differerices. In particular, [heir apitbe[s are oftan not dysphamistic
but may in fact be censtruad as aulogistic er at least as respactful, as in Kent’s
phrases «my fatbar» (141), «my master» (141), and «my graat patren» (142).
Furtbar, [beir epithets de not necessarily rafar te [be king but rathar thay may
use [bern terefar te themselvas orto a [bird party not present en [ha stage. Thus
Kant calís bimself tbe king’s «physician» (163) and Paulina calís bersalf [he
king’s «loyal sarvant» (54), bis «pbysician» (54), and «most obadientceunsaller»
(55). (Tbe use of [ha werd «physician» is parhaps enough te alart tha audience
te a cennactien ba[wean [he two scanas.) As far as apitbats rafarring te [bird
parties net presant en [be stage are cencerned, [he positiva «geod quean» is
intreducad by Paulina (58) and in [be exchanga tbat follows Shakespeare alrnost
allows bar tba uppar hand. At any rata, [he use of [he tarm is contestad or
questiened by Leontes and empba[ically raaffirmed and repeatad by Paulina,
and as a wbola [ha subepisede abeut the use of [ha term furtber underlines the
importanca of epitbets in [haapiseda. Tarms ef addrass are parbaps net apithats
par se, but tbe respectful usaga of both Kant andPaulina aarly en in tha apisodes,
usagas such as «Royal Lear» (Kant, 139) and «my lerd» (Pauline, 39) is alse
wortb obsarving in [be prasan[ centaxt.
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AII in alí, dysphamistic epithe[s are an important and fraquantly eccurring
speech ac[ in [ha spaechas of [be two kings in tbe two episodas. Tha cballengers
likewise use apitbats, but tbeir epithats are mora variad, mora balanced and less
eften dyspbamistic.

Itis survay has tracad [breerbetorical patterns as predominant in [he speach
behavior of [ha kings in tba two apisodes: [hair rasort te disruptiva intarruptiens
and othar vielations of unmarkad tum-taking cenvantions, [o imperious directivas
and [o dyspbamistic epithets. In Shakaspaare criticism, as in ethar criticism,
such findings relating te featuras of language pesa the question of wbat [bey
mean and bow sucb ritetorical patterns can be linked with psycbolegical enes.
Te attampt an answar te [bis quastien is [o undertaka an intarprative step and
cautien mus[ be axercisad wban interprative staps are taken. Howevar, [he [bree
rbetorical pattams discovared baramigbt be associatad with a desire en tba part
of [hakings te try te assart [beir powar ovar —er aven te manipulate—tbeir ce-
cenversationalists. As far as dysphamistic apithats in particular are concerned,
tbey are loaded labels, and tba two kings’ fraquant resert te tham may be viewad
as an at[ampt te assert tbeir power not only ovar [heirce-cenvarsatienalists bu[
ovar reality itsalf. This lattar effact arises bacause dyspbemistic epitbets are
designad te change and te distort raality9. At anotbarlaval, [beritetorical pat[ams
favored by tha two kings migbt be traced to a sanse of insacurity en tbeir part.
Tbey do not fael secura and salf-confident aneugb te faca out tbe patitiens and
challengas in an orderly way, but haya te resert te tactics [bat are more or lass
peremptery and disruptive of cenvarsational interactien orare designad te distort
raality. It sbould be alse observadhow in both scanas tbird partias en [ha stage,
persens wbo may ha prasumad tebe loyal subjacts of [he king, avince sympathy
or aven outrigb[ pbysical support for [ha cballengars. Tbus Albany and Comwall
protact Kant’s ¡ifa, and Leontas’ many commands te bis attendants te ramove
Paulina by bruta force are spec[acularly unsuccessful. For [heirpart, tite tactics
of disruptien, manipulation and reality-distortion en tba part of tba two kings
conspire Le bring abeut a measura of audienca sympathy fer [he plaadars, for
tbe undardogs, in [he twe scanes.

In [hetwo apisedes Shakespeare confrontad tite questien of hew te prasant
a challange te a king from a subject wi[b ajust griavance, a delicate problem in
[heseciety in which be was writing. In [ha convarsatienal excbanges in quastion
ita kings’ speeches contain elaments [bat ansura [bat a considerable amount of
audianca sympa[by accruas te [haundardegs, and [barais aremarkable similarity
between [be scanas in this raspact. At tha sama time, tbis finding must be
immadiately modarated and ceuntarbalancad by tba considaration [bat towards
tite end of aacit apisode tba king ragains a measura ef bis self-assuranca and
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perbaps of audianca sympatby. Lear doas not use his sword and instead
proneuncas a mere deliberate sentanca, and at tbe and of [he otber apisode
Sbakespaara allews Leontes [ha exquisita rbetorical question «Were 1 a tyrant,
1 Where were bar life’?» (122-123), wbicb be answars himsalf «She durst net
calI ma so, ¡ If she did know me ene» (123-124). Iba rbe[orical quastien and
the answar te it denote a retum of detacbment and of salf-cenfidenca. Ibera is
a measura of sympatby shown for [ha cballanger in beth episodas, but at [be end
of aacb apiseda tba rbetorical and psycholegical equilibrium is restored, with
[be king assarting bis autherity in a manner that is acceptad witbeut argument
by those prasant, including the cballengars. Iba analysis bara cannot reselve [ha
question of whather tbe effact of [he episodas in quastien is in undarmina er te
undarpin royal autbority, [be formar by way of sympatby accruing [o [he
challangars and tbe lat[er by way of the hiararebical and rbetorical equilibrium
being restered at tbe end ef eacb episode. What the presan[ articla does is te
clarify tba rbatorical pregression of acts and actiens in the episodas, higbligbting
[ha applicability of methods of linguistic pragmatics te [his and.

NOTES

1 The auther is grataful te lan Gurnay and Robert MacGilleon, both of the Univcrsity of
Tampera, for reading and commenting op an earlier version of this articla and te James Hurford,
of Ihe University of Edinburgh, for reading and commenting en the next te final version of the
anide at [he ¡995 LSA Instituta in Albuquerque. Markku Kaunisto, also of ¡he Iiniversity of
Tampere, dasarvas thanks ferchecking ¡he artic]e. Of ceurse, the authoralone is respensible for
remaining shortcemingsof [ha final version.

2 The textual referances in this article are te Evans, cd. (1974), and [he textual axtracts are
frem the sama seurca.

1 On the special preperties of dramatic disceurse, sea fon instance Downes (1989: 228 f).
Cf., in the presant context, Coulthard (1977:171), Dewnes (1989: 226 tI), Herman (1991:

97 fO, Rudanko (1993: 18 f) and liennison (1993:79 ff).
On tepic change, cf Covelli and Murray (1980) and Levinsen (1983: 3140.
Fon another study, conceived independently of dic present ene, of [he application of

cenversation analysis te the first apisoda, sea Herman (1991: 114 ffl.
Tha analysis is frem Searle (1969: 66). In the analysis «H» stands for «Rearar» and «S»

fer «Speaken»
The account is from Rudanke (1993: 1440, with slight modificatiens. The term «eulogistic

epithet» was comedby lan Gurney, personal communication.
1-lara we are raminded of Dubrow’s (1987: 28ff) acceuní of the effect of nandng and

mnisnaming in Venus aud Adonis.

Dapar[ment of Englisb
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