














always flnally trlumphs over his human and polltlcal
obligations’; He regards hlmself as a member of the
Jewish people, and the Jewish people as the chosen
‘people; [A] Jewish ‘attitude, i. e., that of a
\.forelgner, towards the state keeps him forever apart

to see that Jews and Juda;sm el;c;t someth;ng less thana
~ logical argumentative‘Strategies from Marx.
In light of the pr1nc1ple of charlty, Marx may have been
u51ng an 1nduct1§e argument.‘{He is presenting ”ev1dence#‘
: hoplng that“h;s audlence w1llfmake an inferentialvleap todthe
conclusion: inaorder for thejworid to exist as a better
place it must be emancipated from JeWs;.Jews must,simply ’
cease to be.. éut it-is‘an easy 1eap from'"ceasefto be” to;
'."be ellmlnated" though one is pa551ve -and the other actlve;;_
Finally, focus1ng on the flfth and 51xth paragraphs of
theﬂexample, above, it,could be and has.been.argued that .
‘Marx’stmain argunentative'thruSt‘wasnottruly anti—Semitie,v
If we view thenbigoted remarks‘as merely emotionalvappeals;:a
‘means to,an’end, convenient soapeéoating,‘then the argﬁment;,‘
vmight,be considered a.vilification of naterial»wealthdand
reiigion as a‘whole;b In this case} Marx'has made strong
-arguments'throughout»the,essay,;but he‘equiV0cates’at'the

end. He leaves the reader‘toﬁdecide whether he is’calling

o merely for manklnd to dlsavow rellglon and money, or whether -

he belleves wholeheartedly that the Jews are the root of all b

ev1l and should be" eradlcated.



‘Through our»investigativé ﬁse»éf the end-focus
principle, principle ofvcliméx, segmehtagion,vsaliénCe,
seqﬁenCe, coordination énd subordination.and thé cohesive 
devices of cross-refefence ah&'linkhge found in:icéﬁicity,
along with figures Qf speech and the rules of logic and
‘argument, Marx'’s anti—Semiﬁism has been shown to be more than
implicit. Not ohly;can it‘be demonStrated, but his'use of it
- to further a new philosophy is quite evident. |
Marx ignores the general endophoric»cohésive devices
~ whereby the reader looks either forward (cataphoric rélation)
.or backward (anaphgric,relation) in the text for.
interpretation of a deictic reference. He prefers to repeat
time and again what and Qho he is railing against--Judaism
and Jews. However, he does rely on exophoric‘relations;
‘This is “where the interpretation lies outside the text, in
the context of the situation...which plays no part in textual
cohesion” (Brown and Yulev192).‘

This is where the historiéal record and Marx’s
psychological profile come into play, If we are to proceed
to a pragmatic analysis in an attempt to provevthé implicit-
call for genocide; we must understand not simply the wqrds
bﬁt the behavior, beliefs and time. As we,havebseen,'

rhetorical analysis is helpful, stylistics is illuminating
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but alone does not serve our purpose,‘ and the tWo together
do not prov1de suff1c1ent ev1dence. We must understand the

dlscourse-as-process-_

how a rec1p1ent mlght come to comprehend the :
producer’s intended message on a particular occas1on,l
and how the requ1rements of the’ partlcular '
recipient(s), in definable circumstances, 1nfluence}'
the organisation of the producer s discourse. (Brown
and Yule 24) ‘

Pragmatics.

In his essay;'JFoundation of Phi;osophical Pragmatics,"
}Asa Kasher argues'that a thoroﬁgh grasp of_langnagevmust”not_
}separate the study ofvsyntactiCal”structuresvand senantical‘
relations from linguistic pragmatical‘theory. Syntax and:‘
semantics;,as we have seen from our inﬁestigation of rhetoric
and stylistics, combined with pragmatics constitute the warp
‘and woof‘of‘language. To stud§‘onehwithout the other would
leave little on the loom._.To continue the analogy, while the
underlying structure of the Warp might'exist, there could‘be‘
no visible pattern'without the woof. And, cOnversely,‘
‘ without the interWoven motif, what purpose does the
»structure serVe?‘ |

In any studyhof language;‘social factors come into play}
Pragmatics is specifically.concerned with these social

"factors; “The ultimate goal of any pragmatical theory-?is to
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specify and explain the constitutive rules of the human
competence to use linguistic means for effecting basic
purposes” (Kasher 226, author'’s emphases).

More specifically, pragmatics studies

the factors that govern our choice of language in
social interaction and the effects of our choice on
others. 1In theory, we can say anything‘we like. In
practice we follow a large number of social rules
(most of them unconsciously) that constrain the way we
speak. (Chen, “Pragmatics” 120)

The factors we will consider with respect to these social
rules are Speech Acts, Politeness,_Presupﬁosition,
Conversational Implicature and DeliberatevAmbiguity.

o Whiie‘noﬁ‘breékihg;néw_éféund; the aﬁﬁliééti&ﬁ}of
pragmatic analyéis‘to Marx’s esséy, as was the case with
stylistics earlie£ in'£he chapter;”reqﬁireS‘séme adjustment
of the principles governing oral diséourse'énd/or fiction. In
most cases, I have not edited £he theorists’ statements
regarding conversational discourse, judging thém’amendable to
written discourse; and I havg-made every aﬁtempt to be true
to the intent of these theorists in applying my‘anélysis to

Marx’s non-fiction prose.

Speech Acts
Speeéh acts are‘a_central'subfdomain of pragmatics.
Speech Act Theoryv0riginated"with J;'L. Austin’s 1962v
osservations.in How to Do Thinésvwith Words that while
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sentences can often be used to report states of affairs, the

- ‘utterance of some sentences, such as:

I bet you two dollars it will snow today.
I chrlsten thls Shlp the Enterprlse.-

mﬁst; iﬁ some speeifiedeciteﬁmstancee}xbe treeted‘as the
Perforﬁancewdf aﬁ'ath°ﬂ |

Austin described such ptteranCes{asuperformatives and
the specified circumstances'required for their success he

outlined as a set of felicity conditions:

1. There must exist an accepted conventional
procedure, having a certain conventional effect,
which includes the uttering of certain words.

2. The particular persons and circumstances in a
given case must be appropriate for the invocation
of the particular procedure involved.

3. The procedure must be executed by the part1c1pants
correctly.

4. The procedure must be executed completely.

Austin’s point is that in saying something, a speaker is
DOING something, i.e. performing a speech act. For example

when you say:
I promise to behave

you are not mereiy saying it; you are also promising at the
same time. “I promise” is the perfofﬁative.

Marx, opting for the'conventienai third person point of>
vieﬁ, uses the-inclusive “we” and “us” when he does adopt the

use of a pronoun. In every instance of the use of “we” there
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is also the use of an explicit performative:

We ask the converse question...(30)

We do not claim that they must transcend their
religious narrowness in order to get rid of their
secular limitations. We claim that they will

" transcend their religious narrowness once they have
overcome their secular limitations. We do not turn
secular questions into theological questions; we turn
theological questions into secular ones.(31)

- We criticize the religious failings of the political
state by criticizing the political state in its
secular form, disregarding its religious failings..
We express in human terms the contradiction between
the state and a particular religion, for example
Judaism, by showing the contradictions....(31-32)

The use of “we” and the concomitant performatives are used
almost exclusively‘in the first section of the eSsay and
concent:ated in thé area wheré Marx refutes Bauer. By using
thé explicit performatives, Marx emphasizes the\action of the
Verb. Coupled with the thifd person singular prgnoun, though
it could also be read as an implicit “I,” he forces the
réaders into an acceptance of his view. If readers are hot
to offend the writer’s ”face”, a breech of the Politehess
Principle, whichvwill be addressed later, then they must
accede to Marx'’s claims. -

It is in Marx'’'s repetitive use of “we” plus the
perfqrmétives £hat‘a,link to rhetoric qén*befdétéctéd. If we
recall Kenneth Burke’s definition of rhetoric as both

persuasion and identification_(see above, page 28), the use .
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of “we” functions as a'peﬁsuasive Strategy to encourage thé
readers to identify ﬁith theIWriter. By the same tokeh, it
demonstrates to»thé readers that he, Marx, shares‘their View."
It should be remembered that performatives are not, in and of
-themselves, factual. They produce a respohse. ‘This response
-is what rhetoré, like Marx; counﬁ'on. |

Any speech act, according to Austin, includes the

following:

(1) Locutionary Act - The act of saying. It includes -
making linguistic sounds, arranging these sounds
according to grammar of a given language,
referring, and predicating.

(2) Illocutionary Act = The act of doing. By saying
“I promise...” one promises. '

(3) Perlocutionary Act - The act that brings
consequences, i.e. effects the illocutionary act
has on the hearer. 1If I convince you and you are
convinced, then my utterance of convincing is said
to have a perlocutionary act.

Though the illocutionary force of an utterance and its
perlocutionary effect may not coincide, as someone can be
warned against a particular course 6f action and may or may
not heed the warning, these three distinctions allow for the
study of the effect utterances have on thé behaviour of
speaker and hearer (“Pragmatics,” CEL 121).

Marx wants to ensure that the illocutionary force énd
the perlocutionary effect coincide. From the example above

we exXtract:

We ask...(30)
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We’do‘no§ c;aim,,. We claim.g.(Blf*”
Wéidorﬁéé £u£h';..’we tﬁrﬁ;.;(Bl)
, We criticize.,:(31f {;‘
We express‘;,,(31)‘: i N
Marx hedges hié befs.l By ﬁéing the pe:f6rmatives he
reinforces £he perlocutionary‘effect; ahd by relYing on
antimetabole, he further emphasizes his point by,négatidn and

repetition.

J. R. Searle introduces a distinction between direct and
indirect speech acts, which depends,on‘a recognition‘of the
intended perlocutionary effect>of én utterance on a
particular occasion. (That is to say, thé hearer infers from
the speaker not only what is said but also what is implied).
Searie claims thét we can discover the necessary and
sufficient conditions of each speech act. By using these
conditions,'one can explain why a particular act is defective
‘and why a speech act is “indirect.” An indirect speech act
applies or can apply to only one of the‘felicity conditioﬁs
while a direct,speech.act,‘applies to all the felicity
conditions for that speech act.

A subset of indirect_speech acts ére implicit
performatives.‘ In ”Cﬁ the Jewish Question,” the explicit

performativés found in the earlier portioh of the essay are
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dropped in favor of implicitIOnes.4Marx'asks:

' What is the profane basis of Judaism? Practical »
need, self-interest. What is the worldly cult of the
Jew? Huckstering. = What is his worldly god? Money.
(“Question” 48) ' :
The chimerical nationality of the Jew is the
nationality of the trader and above all of the
financier. (“Question” 51)

The social emancipation of the Jew is the
emancipation of society from Judaism.(“Question”52)

.Here, instead, he employs‘implicit performatives: “We
ask...,” in the ques£i6ﬁ§;_énd 4Weﬂasserp,n-inLthe-answers-
Marx is ﬁ6w756nfidén£:of audiénce apprQVél, and tﬂé‘
quotations aboVe:reflect this. :They are»wr;tten as indirect
- speech acts adherihéthiybfbvthé'second:felicity:chdition--
appropriatéﬁéésltd thé'ﬁérSons'ahdfciréuﬁsfances.,He has
switched to a polémic fofﬁ‘and there are distinct negative
associations to be inferred'froﬁ the words “practical need,”
“self-interest,” ”huckstering," “money,” “chimerical
nationality,” “trader” and “financier.”

But Speech Act Theory does not'offer-the discourse
analyst a way of determining how a particularvset of
linguistic elemeﬁts—-such as those above—-in a particular

context, comes to receive a particular interpreted meaning.
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Conversational Implicature |

Conversational Impliéature (CI)“is an area_of discouféék v
aqalyéisvthat can best be‘ekpressed as ”impiicatibns‘based on
QUf expecta£i§h:of normaibéonVefsationaljcbnduCt",(Keenan
256) . It is,culture/sitqafion dgpendent inkcontrast to
standard logicéi iﬁplidation: Logical iﬁplidatidn holds that
certain utterances (given thé égreéd‘dﬂ conventional meaning
of the logical words and the utterances-truth)’guarantee the 
truth of others. Conversational.”implicature‘depends on how
the utteref is expected £o behave with respecﬁ to
conversational maxims, and these may vary situatipnally and
cross-culturally” (Keenan 256).

If there is an overlap between Conversational
" Implicature and Speech Acts Theory (SA) it may be found in
‘Austin’s Perlocutionary Act: the effect the illocutionary act
has on the hearer.

If Ve recall Austin’s example of a Perlocutionary Act,
“If I try to convince you and you are convinced, the act of
convincing is said to have a perlocutionary act,” what
happens in the case where the convincing is implicit? 1In the
enthymeme: “Gabriel is an angel, therefore Gabriel is
immortal” the missing premise, “All angels are’immbrtal" is
implied. It is into this void, so to speak, that CI thrusts

itself, explaining the reader’s or hearer’s acceptance of
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H. P. Gricefs Cooperative Principle sﬁates ﬁhat' |
converéation is a cooperativef#enture governed by maxims.of
“truthfulness, relevance,‘iﬁformativeness, andimanner, which 
may be exploited for partiéular conversational effecﬁs;21 -'
And, according td‘Grice, CI occﬁrs when‘é‘speaker fiouts a .
maxim by blata‘ntly failing to fulfill it. If the speak‘ebr' ié,‘
able to fulfill thebmaxim and do so without>violating another 
 maxim; is not opting out; and is not trying'to mislead;-Yét
flouts or exploits é maxim(‘giviné rise to a veritable
céntradiction between what is stéted and what is takeniby‘the
hearer to be relevant to the conversation, conversétioﬁalﬁ
implicature results.

According to Grice:

The presence of a conversational implicature must, be
capable of being worked out; for even if it can in
fact be intuitively grasped, unless the intuition is
replaceable by an argument, the implicature (if
present at all) will not count ‘as conversational
implicature; it will be conventional implicature.
(Grice 154)22

Thus when Marx writes:

What is the profane basis of Judaism? Practical need,
self-interest. What is the worldly cult of the Jew?
Huckstering.  What is his worldly god? Money.
(“Question” 48)

he is flouting the maxim of manner. The italicized words

are, at face value, innocuous--with the posSibleJexception'of
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