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Abstract

This study is a discourse analysis of two selected plays of Getnet Enyew
namely, Etege Taytu (Empress Taytu) and Wubetn Flega (Quest for Beauty). It
aims to demonstrate how frameworks from pragmatics and discourse analysis
can be used to study dramatic conversation. With this purpose. in mind, the
study attempts to show how it is possible to study dramatic characters through
their conversational behavior. To this end, the conversational principles of
politeness and co-operation are used as frameworks to study the dramatic

characters in the selected Amharic plays.

Pragmatic theories and principles of conversation lay down ground rules as to
how participants’ conversational behavior should be designed. Applying these
conversational theories while studying dramatic dialogue, is believed to be so
yielding in that it reveals much about the characters and their relationship
with one another. In support of this idea Akalu (1997) states that through the
social theories of conversation suggested by principles of co-operation and

politeness it is possible to study the characters.

To this end carefully selected conversational extracts will be examined in light
of the selected frameworks of analysis to demonstrate as to how characters can

be approached through their conversational behavior.

The study has shown that pragmatic principles are resourceful means of
studying dramatic dialogue. Using the selected frameworks from pragmatics an
attempt 1s made to demonstrate how it is possible to study dramatic characters
through their conversational behavior. The analysis has shown that the change
in characters’ personality trait is implicated by the chahge in their
conversational strategy. Moreover, it has been shown that characters’ attitude
towards one another, how they exploit one another in conversation and the sort

of power relationship between them is inferable from their conversational

behavior.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background to the Study NS 4

Most scholars agree that the history and development of drama in the history of
Ethiopian literature dates back to 1913. In this regard Akalu (1981) asserts that
modern Ethiopian drama does not have a long history as compared with the other
genres. In explaining the origin of theatre in Ethiopia, Tesfaye Gessesse (1970 as
quoted in Akalu 1981) states that there is no evidence that proves whether there
were theatrical performances originally in Ethiopia. Tesfaye (as quoted in Ibid.)
further elaborates that the term ‘theatron’ itself is not of Ethiopian origin rather
borrowed from. Greek. Akalu (1981) on his part argues that since the term
‘theatron’ is a Greek one and since this same term is believed to be found in Geez,

the Aksumites must have borrowed the art of theatre from the Greeks.

The first Amharic drama is believed to be Fitawrary Teklehawaryat’s comedy
entitled Fabula. The writing and staging of plays, according to Assefa (1981) was
banned following Fabula and it was only before the Italian invasion that plays
began to be produced. Two of these plays were written by Yoftahe Nigussei
namely: TP CAAMT a@®F (Worthless Game) and P& A%Ah PO
(Punishment of the Greedy). As the author states, other playwrights who have
published Amharic plays and in so doing contributed much to the developments
of Amharic drama include Mekonen Endalkachew, Kebede Mikael, Tsegaye

G/Medhin and Mengistu Lemma.

In explaining the importance of doing criticism on plays, Assefa (Ibid.) writes that
it enhances a better and comprehensive appreciation of the particular dramatic
text under study. As far as the author is concerned, critical evaluations made on
Ambharic plays benefits both the playwright and audience or reader by way of

indicating the weak and strong aspects and corrective actions that help to make
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improvements. The art of doing criticism on dramas, as Fikreyesus (1979 E.C)
asserts was began following the publication of newspapers and magazines in the
earlier days of the twentieth century. Though not that much developed, as
Fikreyesus (Ibid.) points out the earliest criticism on Amharic dramas has made a

significant contribution to the development of the genre as a whole.

Nowadays it is possible to find a number of studies conducted on Amharic plays
and it seems none of these critical studies has attempted to examine the plays in
light of conversational frameworks from pragmatics. Studies on English plays
using the aforementioned frameworks proved that these frameworks of analysis
are resourceful means of studying dramatic dialogue. What makes pragmatic
frameworks resourceful is that they are concerned with speech events and they
lay down ground rules as how participants in conversation are expected to
behave. Thus, these frameworks provide one with entry points through which

dramatic dialogue can be approached.

Thus, the current study aims to examine the application of pragmatic principles
to two selected Amharic plays. In so doing, it tries to demonstrate how
frameworks from pragmatics can be used to study characters through their

conversational behavior.

With this general objective in mind, an attempt is made to examine two plays by
Getnet Enyew entitled Etege Taytu (Empress Taytu) and Wubetn Flega (Quest for
Beauty) in light of the selected frameworks of analysis and to demonstrate how

these frameworks apply to Amharic plays.



1.2 Statement of the Problem

As hinted earlier, it is possible to find a significant number of studies made on
Ambharic plays in the form of criticisms. The majority of these studies examines
Ambharic plays in light of dramatic elements and assess the strength and
weakness of the plays using some parameters. As far as the review made on
related studies is concerned, there is no investigation undertaken in viewing the
plays in the light of pragmatic principles. Even though it is possible to find
studies on dramatic dialogue, it seems none of these uses conversational
frameworks from pragmatics in its critical endeavor. It is this very fact that has
inspired the current study which attempts to demonstrate how concepts from

pragmatics can be employed to study characters through their conversational

behavior.

Of all the works of notable playwrights who have produced plays in Amharic, I
have chosen Getnet Enyew’s two plays namely: Etege Taytu and Wubetn Flega.
The major reason for selecting these two plays for analysis is the accessibility of

the play scripts.

1.3 Objectives of the Study

1.3.1 General Objectives

As implied in the title, the general objective of this study is to investigate the
application of the co-operative and politeness principles as a means of

approaching the characters in the selected Amharic plays.



1.3.2 Specific Objectives

This critical study aims to:

1. examine how the major characters’ exploitation of conversational maxims

can be used as frameworks to study the characters.

2. investigate how the major characters’ conversational strategy account for

the change in their character traits in the progress of the play.

3. demonstrate how the major characters’ conversational behavior gives

insight into their relationship with each other.

4. investigate how one character conversationally manipulates the others in

pursuit of his/her goals.

1.4 Methodology

As the study is a critical investigation of the scripts of the selected Amharic plays,
it employs qualitative research methods. Thus, the primary sources of data are
the scripts of the selected Amharic plays and carefully selected conversational
extracts from the play scripts which demonstrate the workings of the pragmatic
principles will be thoroughly examined. Thus, a critical reading of the play scripts
will be made to substantiate the argument that characters’ conversational
behavior provides insight into their individual character trait, relationship with

each other and their development in the progress of the plays.

The secondary source of data is a review made on different materials dealing with
the theoretical aspect of the issues concerned. By so doing, an attempt is made to

construct the theoretical bases of the analysis.



1.5 Significance of the Study

One of the significances of carrying out investigation on a particular literary work
is to have a better appreciation of it. In support cf this Di Yanni (2000) states that
through research in literature scholars will contribute much by way of providing
clues which can promote a better literary appreciation. In a similar fashion this

study will benefit students of literature in the sense that it:

1. demonstrates how characters in Amharic plays exploit conversational

principles of politeness and co-operation.

2. demonstrates how Amharic dramas can be approached through

conversational principles of pragmatics.

3. illustrates how ideas from pragmatics can be applied to Amharic dramas to

study characters through their conversational behavior.

4. serves as a springboard for other indepth studies in the area of application

of pragmatic theories to Amharic drama.

1.6 Scope and Limitation of the Study

This study is confined to the application of the two categories of pragmatics
namely co-operative principle and politeness principle to two selected Ambharic
plays entitled Etege Taytu and Wubetn Flega. It aims to look into the major
characters and their relationship with the other characters through the

application of the principles of co-operation and politeness.

The data for this study are utterances produced by characters in the plays and it
is however hardly possible to undertake a pragmatic discussion on dramatic
conversation without making some reference to the theory of speech acts. In
support of this claim Levinson (1983) indicates that a discussion in light of any

pragmatic concept is expected to have some connection with the notion of speech



acts. In line with this fact, the study makes reference to some concepts of speech
act theory especially to those concerned with the notion of felicity condition and
categories of speech acts. Except for these, this study is entirely limited to
examining the major characters in the plays through the application of
conversational theories of pragmatics. Hence, issues related with the plot, setting
and thematic aspects of the plays are out of the scope of this study. Further
more, the plays selected for this study were closed before this study was in due
and for this reason it is not possible to look at the non-verbal language aspect
characters display during stage performances. There fore, the non-verbal apart

from what is indicated by the stage directions is out of the concern of this study.

The major limitation of this study emanates from the fact that there is no any
investigation conducted in viewing Amharic plays in light of pragmatic theories.
As a result it makes it somehow difficult to assess the strength and weakness as
well as to identify the similarity and difference the current study may have with

prior studies conducted in the area.



CHAPTER TWO
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

2.1 Theoretical Review

In this section of the study an attempt is made to review the theoretical aspect of
issues related with the two principles of pragmatics. The review will have three
major sections the first one deals with a discussion on discourse analysis and the
second section with pragmatics and its three major categories. The last major
section will be concerned with how the two pragmatic principles can be applied to
the study of dramatic dialogue. The basic purpose of this review is to provide
some background and context to the current study by highlighting what is known

in the particular area which in turn lays down some theoretical basis to the

analysis of the study.

2.1.1 Discourse Analysis

Before explaining what is meant by the term discourse analysis, it is necessary to
be conscious of the distinction between the notions of ‘text’ and ‘discourse’.
According to Subba Rao (1987:15) the term ‘discourse’ refers to ‘... the level of
language organization beyond that of the sentence while text is a single instance
of discourse realization.” As far as Subba Rao’s definition of the two terms is
concerned, discourse refers to the system which sets up guidelines as to how

certain linguistic formations are realized and text with the product of that system.

For Simpson (1997) discourse is ‘the way language is organized above the level of
the sentence’ and ‘the units of analysis in the study of discourse are text and

utterance’.

In addition Widdowson (1975) (as cited in Subba Rao 2008:18) avoids making a

clear distinction between ‘text’ and ‘discourse’. For Widdowson ‘analysis of a piece
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of writing or speech in terms of its linguistic function is text analysis. On the
contrary analysis of a piece of writing or speech in terms of its context is
discourse analysis’. In so doing, Subba Rao (2008) comments, Widdowson avoids
making a clear distinction between the two key terms. Nevertheless, he
differentiates between the two by treating the issue from a different angle, i.e. he
differentiates between ‘discourse’ and ‘text’ in terms of analysis. What we can
learn from the above description about the relation between the two terms is that

discourse is realized through texts which can be either spoken or written.

In conclusion, Subba Rao (2008) comments that all the above definitions in one
way or another, come into what is commonly termed as communication; in that
all of them have some implication that both text and discourse have something to
do with linguistic communication. As Georgakopoulou and Goutsos (1997) state,
linguistic communication is realized not through isolated units of language such
as sounds, words or sentences. This is because when people engage in linguistic
communication, they do not communicate through fragmented language units
but through combinations of these units which in turn make up distinct units of

expression. These combined units form what are known as texts (Ibid.).

With the basic idea that discourse comes into existence through different textual
forms, as Georgakopoulou and Goutsos (1997) indicate, it becomes clear that the
field of discourse analysis which studies language as used in context, is a more

embracing term which constitutes both text and context.

'In explaining the task of the discourse analyst Brown and Yule (1983:1) point out
that in contrast to other linguists dealing with the formal properties of language,
the discourse analyst shoulders the responsibility of investigating the purpose for
which a particular linguistic expression is used. The discourse analyst certainly
follows a pragmatic approach in studying language use. Such a pragmatic
approach, as Brown and Yule (1983) indicate, enables the discourse analyst to
address issues which the formal linguist’s description does not give much

attention to. Above all things, the discourse analyst has to give due consideration



to the context in which a piece of discourse, be it spoken or written, takes place

(Ibid).

In contrast to Brown and Yule (1983), Georgakopoulou and Goutsos (1997) state
that the field of discourse analysis is distinct from that of pragmatics. In other
words, Georgakopoulou and Goutsos (Ibid.) maintain that, even though both
pragmatics and discourse analysis deal with linguistic communication,
pragmatics does not undertake a study which takes texts as a whole. Rather as
these same authorities point out pragmatics analyses isolated, invented and

idealized sentences (Ibid.).

To comment on the above idea, it may be true that pragmatics in general fails to
treat texts as a whole in the sense that it isolates or considers isolated sections of
texts. But still it would be logical to argue that both fields have something in
common since both aspire to investigate the contextual uses of language. In
short, Brown and Yule’s (1983) description of the discourse analyst’s approach as
a pragmatic one appears to clearly illustrate the common ground which the two

fields of language study come to share.

In support of the above idea. Simpson (1997:130) on his part acknowledges
pragmatics as one branch of discourse analysis since the concern of both fields is
the meaning of language used in context. The idea that pragmatics is one branch
of discourse analysis appears a more convincing one for it has become clear that
the only difference between the two is just on how far they go. That is to mean,
discourse analysis works towards a broader vision of the issue at hand while

pragmatics follows a sort of narrower vision of that same issue.

To restate what has been said, both fields consider context of the particular
discourse to interpret some linguistic elements which call for contextual
information for their interpretation. Some of these elements include, as Brown
and Yule (Ibid., 27) deictic forms such as here, now, I, you, this and that.

Moreover, as stated by Brown and Yule (Ibid.), in order to arrive at the possible



interpretation of these elements within the discourse, one 15 expected to know at

least who the speaker and hearer are and the setting of production of discourse.

What can be understood from the above discussion is that, unless the context of
a particular discourse, be it spoken or written, is taken into consideration it is
hardly possible to arrive at the intended meaning that is being communicated.
Knowing the linguistic code may not be sufficient to work out the meaning of a
particular discourse because linguistic items take up a meaning that can only be

realized through their context of use.

When brought to the context of studying conversation, discourse analysis
provides us with different concepts that can be used as frameworks of analysis
when studying dramatic conversation. Traugott and Pratt (1980:243) explain that
the way participants take part in conversation is based on the concept of turn-
taking whereby the first speaker passes out the ‘floor’ to the next speaker. In this
way, as the authors state, what is distributed among the participants is ‘the right
to speak and have the attention of the other participants’ (Ibid., 243). In support
of this, Short (1996) indicates that speech acts in a particular conversation are
interconnected to one another through sequences of turns. As a result, as Short
(Ibid.) clarifies, when a question is asked it is commonly expeéted to be followed
by an answer, an offer by an acceptance or refusal and so on. According to Short
(Ibid.) any ‘deviation’ from this expected pattern of turn-taking will have
something to imply. Thus, the concept of turn-taking can be used as a tool to
study characters in a drama through their conversational behavior. The way
characters relate to each other and even their individual character trait can be
implicated by the way they take up as well as allocate turns to their interlocutors.
In support of this very fact, Bennison (1998:70) asserts that a ‘quantitative
analysis’ of the length of turns characters take up in conversation provide clues
about the characters’ power relationship and their interest in the topic of
discussion. The author also indicates that the way speakers control and change
the to'pic of discussion gives clues about the power relationship between them.

Hence, by applying the concepts of turn-taking, turn-allocation and topic control

10



it will be possible to know more about the characters through their

conversational behavior.

2.1.2 Pragmatics

According to Leech (1983), the history of linguistics has gone through successive
stages of discoveries. Bloomfield and his followers (as cited in Leech 1983:1)
assumed that linguistics was meant to refer to phonetics, phonemics and ‘if one
was daring’ morphophonemics and syntax was thought of as something abstract
and hence untouchable. With the coming of Chomsky (Ibid.,1) however, syntax
was given some consideration. As Leech (1983) makes it clear, even Chomsky was
not able to seriously handle the notion of meaning. Katz and his colleagues (1963
and 1964 in Ibid.) began making enquiries as to how meaning could be studied
through a formal linguistic theory and with this it became clear that it was
impossible to view syntax in separation from the study of language use. It is at
this very point as Leech (Ibid.) asserts, that pragmatics emerged into the domain

of linguistics.

With Chomsky’s (Ibid.) introduction of the notion of semantics, it was evident that
once meaning is placed at the center, it is hardly possible to ignore the fact that
meaning changes depending on the contexts of use. Thus, semantics could be

said to be advancing into pragmatics (Ibid).

‘Pragmatics can broadly be defined as the study of language use (Levinson 1983,
Simpson 1997, Traugott and Pratt 1980). Levinson (1983) points out that with
such a general definition, it is not possible to have a clear understanding of what
1s involved in the field of pragmatics. It is therefore, important to consider some

working definitions of the term involved.

As far as Verschueren (1999:1) is concerned, at the most elementary level,
pragmatics is defined as the study of linguistic phenomena from the point of view

of their usage properties. But, as the author, comments, this particular definition

11



fails to draw up a clear cut boundary between pragmatics and other sub-fields of
linguistics such as sociolinguistics. This definition, however as Verschueren
(Ibid.} writes, offers some introductory insights as to where pragmatics fits in the

field of language study.

Another scholar in the field Levinson (1983:7) examines definitions given to

<

pragmatics and one of these definitions reads as follows: ‘...pragmatics is the
study of language from a functional perspective, that is, that it attempts to
explain facets of linguistic structure by reference to non-linguistic pressures and
causes.’ (emphasis original). As Levinson (1983) makes it clear, such a definition
of pragmatics does not clearly show the difference between linguistic pragmatics
and the other disciplines that employ functional approach to language study such

as psycholinguistics and sociolinguistics.

According to Levinson (1983) it is somehow difficult to come up with a
satisfactory definition for pragmatics and a good way of understanding what the
field of pragmatics is all about is to look at the tasks which pragmatists are
confronted with. With this in mind, to be a more acceptable and promising one,
as Levinson (1983) indicates, any definition of pragmatics needs to acknowledge
the very fact that it takes into consideration the context of language use in its
endeavor of working with meaning. To recapitulate what has been stated, the
fundamental concern of pragmatics is explaining the relationship between
language and context. In other words, the field of pragmatics basically
‘demonstrates how meaning can be accounted through the particular context

under which language is being used.

At this point one may raise a question as to where the difference between
pragmatics and semantics lies since the concern of both is the study of meaning.
Even though both pragmatics and semantics are concerned with meaning, there
exist differences as to how they treat the particular issue. In this regard, Leech
(1983:6) asserts that ‘meaning in pragmatics is defined relative to a speaker or

user of language, whereas meaning in semantics is defined purely as a property

12



of expressions in a given language in abstraction from particular situations,
speakers or hearers.” Thus, a pragmatic reading of meaning is one that is derived
from a particular contextual use of language in contrast to a semantic reading
which is derived from the linguistic meaning of words and expressions used. That
is to mean, the pragmatist considers meaning as the product of the context under
which the language users find themselves in where as the semanticist is basically

concerned with the conventional content of the expression involved.

Moreover, as Verschueren (1999:11) makes it clear meaning in pragmatics Iin
contrast to semantics, is not viewed as a stable entity rather it is dynamically
generated in the process of using language. As a result meaning is created by

participants when they engage in a linguistic communication.

In explaining the relation between the two fields Leech (1983:7) acknowledges
that even though they are distinct, pragmatics and semantics are complementary
and interrelated fields of language study. For this reason, the same author states,
it 1s hardly possible to come up with cases which are purely of semantics and
pragmatics. Leech (Ibid.) argues that meaning, therefore, should be approached
not through a solely semantic or pragmatic perspective rather through one that

combines the two.

As stated above context of use plays a significant role in every language use. In
this regard Verschueren (1999) indicates that language functions at the different
levels of sound, morphology and even syntax reveal usage variations.
‘Furthermore, the way morphemes combine to form words is guided and
controlled by pragmatic constraints and restrictions relating to interpretability
and availability of context. For instance, in order to successfully interpret the
compound noun ‘a house tree’ in a certain text, as Verschueren (1999) explains,
one is expected to acquire some contextual knowledge. This instance clearly
shows the role a pragmatic perspective plays in giving insight which helps to
learn about the link between language and human life. In support of this idea

Leech (1983:1) points out that pragmatics is key to one’s understanding of

13



language and the author takes this idea much further when he states that ‘...we
cannot understand the nature of language itself unless we understand
pragmatics: how language is used in communication.” Thus, as long as context
determines the meaning communicated through a linguistic transaction people
engage in, it would be more rewarding to approach meaning through one that

includes a pragmatic perspective.

By now one is expected to have a clearer understanding of what pragmatics is all
about. By way of drawing a demarcation line between the different branches of
pragmatics such as socio-pragmatics, Leech (1983) uses the broader term
‘general pragmatics’ to refer to the field which deals with the understanding of
human language as a whole. He defines general pragmatics as ‘the study of
linguistic communication in terms of conversational principles.’(Ibid.,11). By
general pragmatics the author means to concentrate on those general conditions
of language use contrary to those specific local conditions which vary across

languages.

As a study of meaning in relation to speech situations, Leech (1983) asserts that
pragmatics has three major categories; namely, speech act theory, co-operative
principle and politeness principle. A review of the literature on each of these

concepts is presented in the subsections that follow.

2.1.2.1 Speech Act Theory

Speech acts, as far as Verschueren (1999) is concerned, have been one of the
fundamental components of pragmatics for quite a long time. Levinson (1983) on
his part indicates that speech act theory has received a wider attention in the
general theory of language use. Thus, any general pragmatic theory according to
Levinson (Ibid.) is expected to have a connection with the notion of speech acts.
Literary scholars have made references to speech act theory while conducting

studies on literary materials.

14



Coming to the historical development of the theory, both Levinson (1983:227) and
Verschueren (1999) state that the concept of speech acts was first introduced by
the philosopher John Austin as a counter attack against the doctrine of ‘logical
positivism’ which ‘flourished’ in the 1930s. According to logical positivists’
assumption, a sentence was regarded as meaningless unless it can be verified as
being true or false. Thus, according to logical positivism, as Levinson explains,
most ethical, aesthetic and literary discourses were simply meaningless because

it was hardly possible to prove them as being true or false.

The first thing Austin realized about utterances, according to Levinson (1983),
was that ordinary declarative sentences are not used to make false or true
statements rather to perform acts. The basic tenet of the speech act theory, as
Short (1996:195) points out, is that when people make an utterance they do not
simply say something but also ‘perform acts by saying what they do’. Following
this, according to Levinson (1983) and Verschueren (1999) Austin made a
distinction between two types of utterances namely, constative and performative
utterances. Constatives are utterances which can be evaluated along a dimension
of truth while performatives are utterances which cannot be said to be true or
false but which can be evaluated along a dimension of felicity. Levinson
(1983:229) explains that felicity condition refers to ‘conditions which
performatives must meet if they are to succeed or be ‘happy’ ’. Thus,
performatives could be described as felicitous or infelicitous depending on
whether or not their felicity conditions are met. From this it can be understood
that there is a shift in focus towards one which gives attention to context as

demonstrated by Austin’s notion of felicity condition.

Later on, as Verschueren (1999:22) sates, Austin gave up the dichotomy between
performatives and constatives based on his conclusion that ‘...all utterances are
sayings and doings at the same time’. That is to mean, when making utterances,
people do two things simultaneously; one is producing a linguistic expression and

the other performing acts. In line with this intuition, Austin identifies three kinds
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of act that are simultaneously performed when uftering something. The three acts

are discussed below as presented in Levinson (1983:236)

i. Locutionary act: is the utterance of a sentence with determinate sense and
reference.

ii. Illocutionary act: the making of a statement, offer, promise, etc. in uttering
a sentence, by virtue of the conventional force associated with it ...

iii. Perlocutionary act: the bringing about of effects on the audience by
means of uttering a sentence, such effects being special to the

circumstances of utterance

Another Language philosopher by the name John Searle (1978) developed and
systematized Austin’s theory of speech acts and he proposes the following five

kinds of utterances in which in saying something one can perform acts (Levinson
1983:240):

1. Representatives: are utterances which commit the speaker to the

truth of the expressed proposition. (e.g. asserting, concluding...)

ii. Directives: are utterances in which the speaker attempts to get the

addressee to do something. (e.g. requesting, questioning...)

1i1. Commisives: are utterances which commit the speaker to some

future course of action. (e.g. promising, threatening, offering...)

iv. Expressives: are utterances which express the psychological state of

the speaker. (e.g. thanking, apologizing, welcoming, congratulating...)

v. Declarations: are utterances which effect immediate changes in the
institutional state of affairs and which tend to rely on elaborate
extralinguistic institutions. (e.g. excommunicating, declaring war,

christening, firing from employment...)
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Verschueren (1999:24) indicates that Searle’s classification of speech acts is the
most important of all the classifications proposed. In addition, Verschueren (Ibid.)
states that these categories are by no means mutually exclusive. To elaborate this

claim the author uses the following utterance as an example:
If I ever see you with my sister, I will kill you.

This utterance is both a directive -intended to change the addressee’s behavior as
well as a commissive in the sense that it is a threat. This clearly illustrates the

fact that the categories of speech act can be found as hybrids of one another.

Finally, it is important to explain the need for studying speech acts. In this regard
Searle (1978) explains that the very reason for making inquiries about the notion
of speech acts is because every linguistic communication is rendered through
speech acts. As far as Searle (Ibid.) is concerned the unit of linguistic
communication is not a word or a sentence instead it is ‘the production or
1ssuance of a word or sentence in the performance of the speech act’. Thus, as
could be inferred from the words of Searle (Ibid.,16) speech acts are the
fundamental units of any linguistic communication and a study of the formal
features of language without reference to their contribution to speech acts is

going to be an incomplete one.

2.1.2.2 Co-operative Principle

The co-operative principle generally serves as a regulatory mechanism which
makes sure that participants in a conversation contribute to the realization of a
shared communicative goal. In support of this idea, Leech and Short (1981:294)
explain that when people engage in a conversational exchange ‘they acknowledge
a kind of tacit agreement to co-operate conversationally towards mutual ends’.
This agreement, as Leech and Short (Ibid.), state what is known as the co-

operative principle.
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Leech and Short (Ibid) also explain that the main ideas regarding the co-operative
principle were forwarded by the philosopher H.P. Grice. Grice (as cited in Ibid.)
states that when people adhere to the co-operative principle, their conversational
behaviors are guided and controlled by rules and he refers to these rules as
maxims. Maxims, according to Verschueren (1999:32) are, ‘intuitive principles
which are supposed to guide conversational interaction in keeping with a general
theory of co-operative principle’ ’. Thus, it can be said that maxims are sort of
ground rules by which participants’ conversational behavior will be checked out

to see if the principle of co-operation is being are observed or not.

Leech (1983:8) points out that Grice identifies four maxims of conversation as
guidelines of the co-operative principle. The maxims are discussed below as

presented in Leech (1983:8).

1. Maxim of quantity: Give the right amount of information, 1.e.
1. Make your contribution as informative as required.

ii. Do not make your contribution more informative than is required.

2. Maxim of quality: Try to make your contribution one that is true:
1. Do not say what you believe to be false.

ii. Do not say that for which you lack adequate information.
3. Maxim of relation: (Later called relevance): Be relevant.

4. Maxim of manner: Be perspicuous
e Avoid obscurity of expression
e Avoid ambiguity
e Be brief
e Be orderly

These maxims of conversation according to Levinson (1983:102) indicate what

interlocutors in a conversational exchange are expected to accomplish so as to
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communicate in a ‘maximally efficient, rational and. co-operative way’. Levinson
(Ibid.) also proposes that these conversational maxims are applicable at a
universal level mainly because they are based on general considerations about all
kinds of co-operative conversational interaction. In brief, this is to mean that
contrary to some other culture specific aspects of language, these conversational
maxims seem to work in the context of different languages other than English.
Akalu (1997) uses the term ‘social theories of conversation’ when discussing the
principles of co-operation and politeness and this seems to imply that Akalu
(Ibid.) is convinced that these principles apply to conversational exchanges in

societies other than those who speak English.

In explaining the difference between grammatical rules and maxims, Leech (1983)
states that when a speaker tells a lie, we say that he/she violates the maxim of
quality, but this does not however, mean that he/she fails to speak the language
which of course could be attributed to someone who breaks a particular rule of
grammar, say a rule for constructing tag questions (Ibid, 8). One important point
regarding these maxims as Leech and Short (1981) note is that, in contrast to
rules of grammar, they are most often violated or ‘flouted’ as Grice prefers to call
it (Ibid.). In this regard, Verschueren (1999:33) states that since participants in a
conversation are generally expected to co-operatively contribute their share to the
ongoing conversation, any clear flouting of the maxims is likely to be interpreted
as having an implication. Such breaching of the maxims as far as Leech (1983:9)
is concerned: helps in signaling how speakers mean more than what they say.
Leech (Ibid.) writes that Grice uses the term conversational implicature to explain
the meaning that one can infer from a deliberate breaching of the maxims.
Levinson (1983) on his part explains that implicatures are the result of an overt
and blatant violation of conversational maxims in a way that is geared towards a
communicative effect. Thus, it can be understood that implicatures are those

aspects of meaning of an utterance which is implied but not directly stated.

According to Verschueren (1999) the theory of implicature concerns itself with a

strategic way of avoiding explicitness. By flouting any of the maxims, as the
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author notes, speawxers could avoid saying something explicitly by way of
appearing to be saying something else. Implicatures are thus, as Veschueren puts
it, means of creatively cxploiting the restrictions on the possibilities of

explicitness.

As hinted earlier the meaning of implicatures is distinct from the semantic
content of the utterance. In support of this idea Levinson (1983) argues that a
possible interpretation of any conversational implicature is not a semantic
inference rather it is an inference based both on the content of the utterance and
some assumptions made about the co-operative principle. What can be
understood from this is that the meaning of conversational implicatures resulting
from an overt breaching of the maxims can only be justified when it is assumed

that participants are abide by the rules of the co-operative principle.

According to Leech and Short (1981:296) participants in conversation violate one
of the maxims in order to uphold the others. The following example taken from
Leech (1983:30) clearly illustrates how speakers go against one maxim for the

purpose of upholding another.

A: When is Aunt Rose’s birthday?

B: It’s sometime in April.

Leech (1983:32) explains that B’s reply could be described as one that breaches
the maxim of quantity since it fails to provide the right amount of information
regarding what is requested i.e. the exact date of birth. Assuming that B is acting
co-operatively and does not know the exact date, it could be inferred that B is
flouting the maxim of quantity to uphold the maxim of quality and consequently
avoid telling something untrue. In so doing, B is observing the co-operative
principle. Thus, as far as Leech and Short (1981:298) are concerned, any
interpretation of implicatures goes in line with the assumption that the co-

operative principle is being adhered to.
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Finally, it is important to look at how the concept of felicity condition applies to
this category of pragmatics. Levinson (1983) indicates that in conversational
exchange, when one asks a question, it is cormmonly assumed that the speaker is
asking honestly and hence lacking and requiring the requested information. The
author points out that such kinds of inferences made about the interlocutors and
the overall conversational exchange are generally described as felicity conditions
(Levinson 1983). Similarly, Levinson (Ibid.) points out that when one asserts
something, one implicates that he/she believes it and when one promises to do
something, he/she implicates that he/she honestly intends to do it. But when
any of these utterances appear spurious, it obviously signals that a certain
maxim 1s being flouted. (Ibid.,105) Thus, in a co-operative setting, when
utterances become infelicitous, it implies that there is an extra meaning that the

speaker intends his/her addressee to infer.

2.1.2.3 Politeness Principle

Politeness is a major social constraint on human interaction that regulates
participants’ communicative behavior by constantly reminding them to take into
consideration the feelings of others. In support of this, Tian and Haiyan (2006)
state that politeness is a social phenomenon which serves as a means of
achieving good interpersonal relationships when engaging in conversational
exchange. Short (1996) on his part indicates that in every day conversational
discourse people interact politely with one another because they want their
interlocutors to be polite to them. If one of them ignores the other person’s
request for politeness, as Short (Ibid.) writes, it is less likely that he/she will
achieve his/her intended goal. Therefore, it can be concluded that politeness is a
mechanism that people exploit to realize their mutual benefit in the progress of

their conversational exchange.
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According to Brown and Gilman (1989) the feelings that participants in a
conversational transaction take into consideration are of two types namely:
positive face and negative face. Brown and Levinson (1987 as quoted in Kightley
2008:2) define face as one’s ‘public self image that every member wants to claim
for himself,” Positive face, as Brown and Gilman (1989) explain, is concerned with
one’s wish for his/her actions and wants to be desirable to other people as well.
The authorities forward life, health and honor as examples of positive face.

Negative face on the other hand is concerned with one’s want to be free from any

sort of imposition (Ibid.).

As Brown and Gilman (1989) clarify, the question of politeness arises whenever
there are utterances that endanger the face wants of the participants involved in
conversation. Any sort of act that endangers what the face aspires to achieve is
referred to as face threatening act (FTA) (Ibid.). In explaining FTA Short (1996:213)
states that even the simplest request for having a window opened threatens the
addressee’s negative face because it impedes his/her wish to do something else.
On the other hand, as Verschueren (1999:45) points out, a plain refusal to
respond to someone’s question or request threatens the addresser’s positive face

in the sense that it denies him/her equal status.

Short (1996) indicates that it is hardly possible to completely avoid face
threatening acts in any ordinary social interaction. As the author claims, this
does not however mean that there is nothing interlocutors could do about FTAs.
In fact, as Short (Ibid., 213) clarifies, people have to try to ‘avoid and/or minimize
the number and size’ of face threats. In this regard, Verschueren (1999:45) points
out that politeness is a mechanism that people use to save their own as well as
their addressee’s face. Verschueren (Ibid.) further notes that the principles of
politeness came in to existence not to totally avoid but to reduce the degree that
utterances threaten individuals’ face. What can be understood from this is that

politeness is a conversational strategy by which participants make the most out
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of conversational exchangc in a way that shows concern to their interlocutors’

wants.

In line with this fact, Brown and Gilman (1989) propose the following four
strategies of politeness, having made a slight modification on Penelope Brown and
Stephen Levinson’s version. The strategies are listed below as presented in Brown

and Gilman (Ibid.,165):

1. Do the FTA on record without redressive action, baldly.

2. Do the FTA with redressive action of the kind called positive politeness
and/or negative politeness.

3. Do the FTA off record.

4. Don’t do the FTA.

Brown and Gilman (Ibid.) assert that in on record FTAs the speaker states his/her
intention or meaning unambiguously whereas in an off record FTA the speaker’s
intention is ambiguous and indirect and can only be arrived at through inference.
As the authors write, off record FTAs are employed whenever the risk of the
particular FTA is believed to be very high and since the meaning of an off record
FTA is buried deep, the hearer has to look for a clue which helps him/her to
unravel the implied intention of the speaker. Brown and Levinson (1987 as
quoted in Brown and Gilman 1989) state that any violation of the Gricean
maxims of conversation is helpful in alerting the hearer by making him/her put
more effort to work out the conversational implicature at hand. According to
Brown and Gilman (Ibid.) an off record FTA can be the result of a violation against
the maxim of quantity where the speaker says too much or little or it can be a
violation against the maxim of relevance as when the speaker’s contribution is
something contradictory. From this it can be noted that the principles of
politeness and co-operation function in tandem in affecting the pragmatic
meaning that participants in conversation generate. Thus, our interpretation of
any V»iolation of the co-operative maxims is guided and supplemented by the

politeness principle.
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According to Brown and Gilman (Ibid.) the last strategy of totally avoiding the FTA
is adopted whenever it is clear that the risk of speaking is excessively high. With
regard to the second strategy, the authors define positive politeness as ‘any effort
made to meet positive face needs’. In positive politeness, as the same authorities
write, ‘the speaker wishes for the hearer what the hearer wishes for himself’
(Ibid., 162). With regard to negative politeness, the authors state that it is ‘an

attempt to meet negative face wants’.

From this it follows that speakers make use of any of these strategies depending
on the purpose they aspire to achieve and the particular context in which the
conversation takes place. In this regard, Penelope Brown and Stephen Levinson
(1987 as quoted in Brown and Gilman 1989 and Kightley 2008) propose that
one’s choice of any of these politeness strategies is determined by three factors
namely, the ‘social distance’ between speaker and hearer (D), the ‘relative power’
of the two (P) and the ‘Tranking’ or risk-level of the FTA (R). According to Brown
and Levinson (1987, in ibid) these three factors are universal determinants of the
degree of politeness in any speech act. In the first case, as Brown and Gilman
(Ibid.) explain, we are concerned with the horizontal social distance between the
participants in conversation i.e. whether they are familiar or stranger to one
another. According to Brown and Gilman (Ibid.) when people are among those
with whom they are familiar, they tend to be more casual. The second factor, as
the authors write, has to do with the social status or rank of one over the other
and hence, as far as power considerations go, one is expected to be more polite
when addressing another who stands higher than him/her. With regard to the
last factor, Brown and Gilman (Ibid.,161) state that it is concerned with the
question of: ‘how great’ is the thing that is being requested of the addressee? In
this regard, whenever the imposition on the addressee is of a higher degree, the

addressor is expected to give due considerations to the addressee’s feelings

(Ibid., 160).

According to the Brown and Levinson model, as Brown and Gilman (Ibid.,163)

explain, the value of politeness of an FTA should be higher in cases when the
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hearer is a ‘superordinate’; than when the hearer is ‘subordinate’; when the
speaker and hearer are ‘long separated countrymen’ than when they are ‘old
friends’; and when ‘R is an accusation of murder’ than when ‘R is an accusation
of meddling’. Here it can be noted that when engaged in conversation, people are
conscious of these factors and this is clearly evident in the choice of politeness

strategies they make.

In fact, it is possible to come across cases where interlocutors deliberately avoid
taking consideration of the three factors in conversation. By way of elucidating
this statement, Brown and Gilman (1989) indicate that when speakers are in a
state of rage, it seems their speech is devoid of politeness. Thus, as the authors
clarify, when people are in such psychological states, their conversational
behavior no longer submits itself to the requirements of P, D and R. Hence,
participants’ choice of politeness strategy in this regard, not only implicates
something about their relationship with each other i.e. with regard to power
relationship and intimacy, but also gives some insight into their inner states. This
very fact can be taken as a demonstration of how politeness behavior exhibited in

conversation can be used as framework for studying characters in a play.

Leech (1983) proposes the following six maxims of politeness presented below as

they appear in (Ibid.,133).
i. Tact Maxim
a) Minimize cost to the other [(b) Maximize benefit to the other]
ii. Generosity Maxim
a) Minimize benefit to self [(b) Maximize cost to self]
iii. The Approbation maxim
Minimize dispraise of other; maximize praise of other |

iv. Modesty maxim

25



Minimize praise of self; maximize dispraise of self

v. Agreement maxim

a).Minimize disagreement between self and others; maximize agreement

between self and others.
vi. Sympathy maxim

a) Minimize antipathy between self and other (b) Maximize sympathy

between self and other.

Along with the politeness and co-operative principles, Leech (1983:142) identifies
the irony principle as a ‘second order principle’ which speakers exploit to be
impolite polite while appearing to be polite. As Leech (Ibid.) indicates the irony
principle enables one to avoid social conflict by promoting an ‘antisocial use of
language’ by which speakers can converse in as impolite way with out causing
offense to their interlocutors. The author asserts that the irony principle
‘parasitic’ to the principles of co-operation and politeness because it functions not
independently but alongside these two principles. That is to mean, the role of the
irony principle is determined by the other two principles. It should however be
noted that the irony principle plays a significant role in affecting the meaning

extracted from utterances.

In general, politeness is believed to govern conversational exchanges in every
culture. In support of this, Tian and Zhao (2006) assert that politeness is a
universal phenomenon which interlocutors exploit to achieve a good interpersonal
relationship. Despite its universality as the same authorities state, politeness is
culture specific in that ‘the actual manifestations of politeness, the ways to realize

politeness, and the standards differ across cultures’ (Ibid.,75).

Coming to the Amharic concept of politeness, it can be stated that politeness

plays a significant role in shaping participants’ behavior in conversation. Amharic
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language has its own rules of interpersonal rhetoric by which speakers’
conversational behavior can be checked out for politeness. For instance, as
Leslau (1995:47) demonstrates, Amharic personal pronouns are structured in
such a way that they express a social form of respect when addressing someone

as it is the case with the second person pronoun ACN2 /orsawo/ and third

person pronoun ACYNT@®- /rsdacéaw/ .

Apart from what is suggested by Amharic pronouns, there are judgments made
about what is considered to be polite and impolite behavior among Amharic
speakers. For instance, offering one’s seat to the elderly people is considered as a
polite behavior while to interrupt someone in talking is impolite. In this regard it
can be stated that Brown and Levinson’s notion of face also applies to Amharic
conversation as it is the case with the example of interrupting someone which is a
threat to the addressee’s positive face. Tian and Zhao (2006) point out that people
display polite behaviors to show that they are civilized and governed by the
societal norms. In Amharic language, as well people who are polite are said to be
living up to the social conventions of their community and hence, paid some
respect. In this regard, it can be noted that Amharic speakers exploit politeness
strategies to build up a smoother interpersonal relationship with the outside

world.

Regarding Brown and Levinson’s notion of face and Leech’s maxims of politeness,
Tian and Zhao (Ibid.) explain that both are to a larger extent applicable to
cultures other than English. As the authors make it clear, despite the universality
of these rules of politeness, it is important to be aware of the very thing that there
are some aspects of politeness that are culture specific. For instance, an English
speaker when complemented will accept the complement saying ‘Thank you’
where as a Chinese speaker would try to deny the truth of the complement.
Similarly, an Amharic speaker would be considered proud or boastful and hence

impolite if he/she confirms the complement so he/she would reject the

complement through self-debasement. Hence, Leech’s modesty maxim in this

2y



regard seems fto operate differently in different cultures. Thus, when applying

these maxims to study conversational behavior it is advisable to be conscious of

the existing cultural differences.

Another instance which Tian and Zhao (Ibid.) use to explain the specificity
politeness is the concept of privacy. The authors point that privacy is highly
regarded in English-speaking culture and thus asking about the other party’s
private life is considered to be rude. Whereas in Chinese as well as Amharic
cultures, asking about the other person’s private matters like marriage, family
and work is a way of showing concern for the other person and is considered as a

polite act.

Tian and Zhao (Ibid.) note that according to Brown and Levinson’s model of
politeness offering and inviting are regarded as face threatening acts in that they
are impositions on the hearer’s negative face. The authors argue that this
implication of invitation is hardly acceptable in Chinese cultural context because
offering and inviting indicate the good will of the one who offers. The same can be
said about Amharic speaking community who consider failing to make offers to a

guest inappropriate and impolite way of treating that person.

To sum up, the aforementioned instances can be useful insights into the cultural
specificity of politeness. Thus, when using the frameworks of politeness suggested
by Brown and Levinson and Leech, it is important to be cautious since these

frames of politeness function differently across cultures.
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2.1.3 Dramatic Dialogue i the light of Pragmatic Principles

Before explaining what is meant by dramatic dialogue, it would be wise to state in

¢

few words what drama itself is. Short (1996:167) defines drama as a °‘..literary
genre which is most like naturally occurring conversation...”. From this it is easy

to understand that drama manipulates conversation as its governing concept.

Despite the widely accepted notion of dialogue in the everyday communication, as
Kennedy (1983:2) explain, dramatic dialogue is understood as having its own
distinct features such as one ‘written for the stage, overheard by a member of the
audience who does not participate through replying, interrupting,
counteracting...”. At this point it becomes clear that the term dramatic dialogue
refers to the conversational exchange which takes place between characters in a
play or drama and which at some points resemble real conversation but still

having its own distinct features as Kennedy (Ibid.) elaborates.

By way of emphasizing the significance of studying dramatic dialogue, Kennedy
(Ibid.) states that making investigation on dramatic dialogue will provide some
clues which enhance our understanding of the characters involved and their
relation to one another. According to Kennedy’s (Ibid.) explanation a closer look at
the way two or more characters balance or dominate one another in their speech
helps one to learn about individual characters’ trait as well as for interpreting the
meaning of conversation. Kennedy (Ibid.) states that the concept of speech acts
can be used to study the characters through their conversational behavior. Such
investigation is undertaken by examining the speech acts characters in the
drama produce in light of the aforementioned theories of pragmatics. Kennedy’s
argument in this regard seems to uphold the idea that pragmatic theories and
principles which were originally designed for real conversation could be applied to

the study dramatic dialogue.

To add more, as to the co-operative principle, Kennedy (Ibid.) clarifies that the

implied meaning of any irony or metaphor resulting from a deliberate flouting of
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conversational maxims can be arrived at by taking in to account the co-operative

principle.

Earlier it has been stated that dialogue is a unique dramatic element having its
own function. With this very idea then, it would be logical to argue that in order
to have an understanding of a certain play, one should start his/her investigation
by studying its dialogue. One resourceful way of studying dramatic dialogue is
using the principles of pragmatics. For one thing, pragmatic principles, as Leech
(1983) makes it clear, are concerned with speech and speech events and this
makes dramatic dialogue an ideal subject for such enquiry. For another, the two
principles of pragmatics propose conversational maxims which guide and control
conversational exchanges and by exploring dramatic conversation in light of the
principles and their maxims, one can arrive at a better understanding the
characters as well the drama as a whole. In support of this idea, Akalu (1997)
asserts that the principles of co-operation and politeness lay down guide lines of
conversation that can be used as frames of analysis when making a discourse
analysis of drama text. Thus, it can be noted that the two principles of
pragmatics are resourceful means for studying drama dialogue in the sense that
they previde various tools of analysis which enable one to have a many sided

appreciation of a dramatic text.

Akalu (1997:83) demonstrates how Brown and Levinson’s model of politeness can
be used to as a framework to make a description of the social relationships
between characters in drama. The author also points out that the co-operative
principle enables one to explain the pragmatic meaning of utterances’ produced
in the progress of the drama. From this it easy to understand that applying the
two principles to the study of dramatic dialogue is not only helpful to study the
dramatic dialogue, it can also make it possible to approach the characters

through their conversational behavior.

In this section of the study an attempt has been made to outline some of the

theories of conversation that can be used as frameworks of analysis when
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studying dramatic text. The theoretical discussion in this section is believed to
prepare the ground for pragmatic analysis of the selected Amharic dramas. It
should be noted however, that the theoretical aspects discussed here are by no

means exhaustive.

To conclude, through the review made on the theoretical aspect of the topic at
hand, an attempt has been made to lay down a theoretical framework for the

analysis to be undertaken in the forthcoming section.
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CHAPTER THREE

REVIEW OF RELATED STUDIES

The purpose of this review on studies related to the current one is to illustrate
what has been done in the particular area under investigation. Through the
review on related studies, an attempt is made to explain the difference and
similarity between previous studies and the current one. In this section, with
regard to the particular area under investigation, it has been attempted to show

which aspect of the area has been studied and what aspect is left out.

A number of studies have been carried out in the area of Amharic plays at BA as
well as MA levels by students of the Institute of Language Studies at Addis Ababa
University. Despite this fact, the researcher has not come across any study which
raises issues related with pragmatic theories of conversation. Furthermore, there
is not that much study done on the two plays Getnet Enyew selected for this
particular study. There is a study made on one of Getnet Enyew’s play entitled
Yegzer Tat by Dereje Mekonen (1995 E.C) done at BA level. In his ‘Yegzer Tat
Tewnet Zig'gitna Akrbot Tintena’, Dereje aims to examine the play’s art of
preparation and presentation. With this purpose in mind, the study examines the
play’s character, theme, plot structure and dramatic dialogue to check whether or
not these dramatic elements are presented in a way that conforms to norms of
dramatic techniques. It is true that the current study as well as Dereje’s set out
to examine the playwright’s style but there are differences between them. The
current study basically focuses on the dramatic conversation of the selected plays
and attempts to demonstrate how characters’ conversational behavior can be
used as a means to study characters and their relationship with each other.
Dereje’s study on the other hand, investigates whether or not the way the play is
presented goes in line with a set of requirement to be met when preparing and

directing plays.
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With regard to Getnet Enyew’s another play entitled Etege Taytu (2000) the
researcher has not come across any criticism or study conducted on it. But an
attempt has been made to review some commentaries made and two
commentaries given by Yonas Admasu and Heran Sereke Birhan are found in the
introductory section of the script published in book form. An attempt has been

made to review these commentaries.

As far as Yonas Admasu (2000 E.C.) is concerned Getnet Enyew’s Etege Taytu is
not a mere presentation of historical dimensions of a past event with those
aspects including war, heroism and kingship, instead the play enables readers
and spectators to appreciate the particular event through the ‘human

dimensions’. (Ibid)

Heran Sereke Birhan (2000 E.C.) on her part indicates that Etege Taytu Bittul is
believed to have a multifaceted character and this aspect of her personality is
presented differently in the works of historians, playwrights and poets. As Heran
(Ibid.) comments the play is designed in such a way that attempts to show all the
different dimensions of this female historical figure who played a significant role
in the country’s politics. When composing a historical play of this sort, it is
mostly difficult to keep a balance between history and artistic imagination so as
not to miss the order of what took place. Heran asserts that Getnet Enyew
deserves an appreciation for he has been successful in striking the balance

between history and artistic imagination.

To comment on the findings of the review on related studies, it seems most of the
studies on Amharic plays focus on the dramatic techniques of the plays and all of
them in one way or another appear to be evaluations made on the selected plays
in light of a certain criteria. From this it could be understood that the area which
the current study aims to examine has not been studied and hence, the present

study is an attempt to fill in the gap.

However, it is important to have a look at a study made by Akalu Getaneh

because it raises a similar issue. Akalu Getaneh’s (1997) PhD thesis concerns
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itself with the application of the two principles of pragmatics to the study of
drama. Akalu Getaneh’s diss=rtation entitled ‘An Empirical and Comparative
Study of the Traditional practical criticism and the Innovative Stylistics
Approaches in Teaching Drama for Language and Literary Skills Development
Purposes in an EFL Context’ begins with a concern for English major students’
inability to understand and analyze literary texts at Addis Ababa University. In
his study, Akalu made a comparison between two groups of students of which
one group was taught in a stylistic approach to the study of drama and another
group in a traditional practical criticism approach. The results of this study show
that students taught in the stylistic approach performed better than those taught

in the traditional practical criticism approach.

What makes Akalu Getaneh’s work different from this current study is that in his
study Akalu employed a stylistic approach to the study of drama that included
the two principles of pragmatics in order to prove the superiority of stylistic
approach over the traditional practical criticism approach in equipping learners
with both literary and language skills. Akalu in his study made use of principles
of pragmatics to demonstrate the advantage of one literary approach over
another. Thus, even though both studies are conducted in fhe same area 1i.e.
pragmatics as applied to the study of dramatic texts, it is clear that they have

different purposes.

To sum up, the review has shown that there has not been much undertaken in
viewing Ambharic plays in the light of the principles of pragmatics. Moreover, as
far as the review on related studies is concerned none of these studies attempts
to use conversational behavior to study the characters in the plays. Akalu’s PhD
thesis however, is an indicative of the very fact that the theories and principles of

pragmatics can be used resourcefully when studying dramatic texts.
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CHAPTER FOUR
ANALYSIS

In this section an attempt is made to demonstrate how it is possible to study
characters through their conversational behavior. The frameworks of analysis
used are mainly the co-operative and politeness principles. Carefully selected
conversational extracts will be viewed in the light of the selected frameworks of
analysis from pragmatics. In line with this, a demonstration will be made on how
it is possible to make inferences about the characters’ individual traits, the sort of
relationship they have with each other, their respective developments in the
progress of the play and how they conversationally manipulate each other in

pursuit of their goals.

The textual analysis of each dramatic text is presented separately under different
sections. Thus, the application of the principles of co-operation and politeness to
each play is treated under separate sub sections. The basic reason for separately
treating the application of the principles to the plays is that there are notable
differences in the conversational behavior exhibited in each play. Thus, it will be
some how difficult to examine the plays in light of the principles under a single

section.

4.1 Application of Co-operative and Politeness Principles
to Etege Taytu

4.1.1 Co-operative Principle

An individual character’s personality traits are inferable from his/her
conversational behavior. In this regard, it is important to examine Tekola’s
conversational behavior in the light of the concept of turn-taking for it adds to

our understanding of this character through his conversational behavior. The
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number of turns he takes up in different conversations is not as much as his
interlocutors. It seems he rather makes minor contributions to the ongoing
conversational exchanges. A closer look at the conversational exchange in the
first scene which extends from turn 56 to 108 involving Tekola, Aleqa Yosef and
Antoneli making up 54 turns, Tekola takes up the least turn which is about nine
turns. The major reason for focusing on this character is that his conversational
contribution seems to implicate the state in which he finds himself as a result of
the on going discussion. Further more, the length of Tekola’s turns are also not
as much as the other two’s. What is more here is that it seems Tekola’s
contribution is not as such significant. In this part of the play the other two are
arguing about Taytu’s distrust of the Italians and Tekola on his part says nothing
which we can take as adding to the ongoing discussion. As the argument between
the two gets heated, Tekola allocates a turn to himself and tells them to stop their
quarrel but his request is not immediately responded to by either of the two as
could be observed from the extract below:
1) FhA: 0P 0P DPT AFPRA AUST AR £A TIC ATTINT 2296090
UL@I° ALLAICS Lt@-T... NMALF NLVG NavavANL ““FooNTY h L0
aosr, -1 NF 10+ hv-

+hA: LI°R D2 PN LLCTT AL
+hA: /UAE a2 90 ANTP A0/ RS AT U- 847 11C ot AE

Turn 73: Tekola: That’s enough Count Antoneli. This is not the place as
well as time to argue about that ... Let’s just be thankful that
you’re back from Italy safely.(p.12)

81: Lower your voice, please ... (p.13)
99: (He’s worried that the two are getting hot) My Lords, would you

please give up this talk. (p.195)
(Getnet 2000 E.C., Scene 1)

In Scene 4, where the conversational exchange is between Fetlework, Salambini
and Tekola, for instance, it seems the whole conversation is dominated by the
first two characters. In this scene, out of a total of ninety four conversational
turns . Tekola takes up 25 turns (28.7%) Fetlework 33 turns (36.7%) and

Salambini 36 turns (38.3%). As far as the numerical evidence is concerned,
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Tekola takes up the least turns out of the total conversational turns when
compared to the other conversants. The length of the turns Tekola takes up in the
scene is also the shortest of all the three characters. Here, even when a turn is
allocated to him by Salambini, Tekola does not take it up willingly. At times,
Tekola is even angry at Salambini and hence uncooperative when the latter

allocates turns to him as could be observed in the following extract:

2) 4T 38,0 24 N, L8 DA 9°7F (Ll T@-?

ANI°NL: LNEC BT AIBNTDF AL b ALe- AN@-h T AP PBA,

+hA: 9°GA ACL.@ oM T2 (b5

WA [ e

Lol Jaommey AP HPAATE 047973 @2 AGC ANI°NL... A'L 9°17 AP PAD-

ThA: °GAT AL Agomm- NF N.LLTT

LT NG APAPT/ Ré A 9°1739° AN T U-T- 2001 104 & -+hA?

ANIPNL: A At A NLI°N LO-NA?

ThA: JNTAT WL ALY D/ o'} 1 LI Db D-?

AN @-F A @A Al NVHE®- AhD 2k 7 18.0NAD- aoEavd @ -0 TIN )
AZ700 7 L6, a0b AT hrE AP D-09°?

+hA: A 97 hAD-PI°

AAI°NL: AL ANEC BEILL AP 0L hEC LLD-?

FhA: AAD-PI® AAU-LPT-h

ANIPNL: At PAA.. NI 7ICT h's LLNNA: ADNAU- Ak AdE AP, NF
CNNEAT A'RE 77 L7hPA...

Turn 47 Fetle: What does Tekola have to do with the doctor’s going to

Harar?

48 Salambini: Antoneli ordered Tekola to accompany Dr. Nerazini
on the latter’s journey to Harar.

49 Tekola: Why don’t you just concentrate on pouring your drink?

50 Salambini:

51 Fetle (taking the glass from Salambini; smiling): Oh! Signor
Salambini.... I have no knowledge of that.

52 Salambini: Don’t you know, Tekola?

53 Why don’t you use your mouth for the drink. (p.50)

60 Fetle: (laughing with him) I haven’t got any of that. Tekola, do
you understand what he just said?

61 Salambini: O! Ato Tekola knows very well.

63 Tekola (gazing at him with hate): What do I know?
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64 Don’t you know that Nerazini wants to get Ras Mekonen '
convince Taytu to agree to the seventieth article of the Wuchale

Treaty?
65 Tekola: [ don’t know this.
66 Salambini: Tell me then, why did Nerazini go to Harar?
67 Tekola: I just told you that I don’t know.
68 Salambini: You're lying... I know you hide lots of things from
me. You respect Antoneli and disrespect me ... (p.51)
(Ibid., Scene 4)

As can be inferred from turns 63, 65 and 67 Tekola does not take up turns allocated
to him enthusiastically. Viewing Tekola’s behavior in light of turn-taking pattern
reveals that he is unwilling to contribute his share to the conversation in progress
and by so doing, acts against the co-operative principle. Moreover, in turns 65, and
67 Tekola appears uncooperative by flouting the maxim of quality when he states
that he does not know about what is being requested when he actually does know.
We know that Tekola knows why Nerazini went to Harar from what is exchanged
between Tekola and Antoneli in Scene Five turn 8 which reads: [aA@-PAU-:: &0
aoheyy Pl Govd NF NPLor @ PUNE VICT 088 ooNART ATLANNT
ATL21L9° 1 ALNEC BéL o091 Tm )y AB9° A9°FAU-::] “I Know. I know that Ras
Mekonen told Dr. Nerazini that he believes that the countries’ friendship should not
be in jeopardy for just three years”. In turn 63, Tekola breaches the maxim of
manner when instead of directly answering Salambini’s question, he poses another
question and thereby appears ambiguous. From this it seems that Tekola wants to

totally avoid the topic under discussion.

Fetlework’s conversational behavior reveals so much about her roles and how she
conversationally manipulates the other characters in pursuit of what she wants to
accomplish. Fetlework is sent on a secret mission by Etege Taytu to use her love
affair with Tekola as a means to get access to what the Italians are plotting against
Ethiopia. With this purpose in mind, Fetlework pretends to be in love with Tekola
and tries to get some information which keeps Etege Taytu well informed about the

[talian political agenda in Ethiopia. A closer look at how Fetlework engages in
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conversation with Tekola and Salambini in Scene 4 gives some clues as to how she
uses the two men to get access to the sort of information she is looking for. Both of
Fetlework’s utterances in turns 51 and 60 (from the second extract) are attempts by
which she makes her interlocutor keep on talking so that she can get as much

information as possible from him.

Furthermore, the way she drags Tekola into the ongoing conversation by allocating
him a turn (turn 60) is an attempt through which she tries to get something from
him as well. In both turns 51 and 60 Fetlework pretends as if she understands
nothing about what is being talked over and in so doing, exploits the maxim of
quality. Our evidence that Fetlework is conscious of the political condition of the
country is found in Scene 3 turn 65 and 67 (see appendix) where she confesses to
Taytu about her commitment to her country and its king. The fact that Fetlework 1s
the center of attention here in Scene 4 enables her to take control of the topic of
discussion as well as the turn-taking pattern. The way Fetlework tries to get
information out of her interlocutors is carefully designed so that they will not be
suspicious of her. She appears innocent and to be asking those questions out of a
simple curiosity but nothing serious. In so doing, she is successful in making her
interlocutors especially Tekola think of her as someone who is just in love and who
would not be able to keep secrets from the person she loves as stated in turns 24
and 46 Scene S (See appendix). Tekola’s reluctance to indulge in the talk about
Nerazini’s trip to Harar is also suggested by the way he responds to her as

demonstrated in the following extract (from second extract):

3) 55 Lo NI°TL T 1@ LESCY 7 T9IA T @- -FhA?
60 +hA: ‘HI® NA®- 1@ A0H71

Turn 55 Fetle: Why does he call the doctor a fool?
60 Tekola: It’s for no particular reason.
(Ibid., Scene 4,P.50)
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Here it appears that Tekola is uncooperative towards Fetlework in that he
deliberately withholds information and thereby violates the maxim of quantity as
well as quality. Firstly, Tekola violates the gquantity maxim because he avoids giving
Fetlework the exact amount of information and secondly, he violates the quality
maxim as he tells her something untrue because he knows the reason behind

Salambini’s refering to the Dr. Nerazini as a fool.

Tekola is the most conversationally manipulated character in the play. It is not only
Fetlework who uses Tekola to achieve something. Etege Taytu deliberately joined
Tekola and Fetlework as couple so that she can get some information from Tekola
through Fetlework. Thus, Fetlework makes sure that she uses their love affair to
keep Tekola talking. At times, she does not directly ask Tekola to talk rather she
engages herself with Salambini in a way that would make Tekola jealous and this in
turn builds up a hostility between the men resulting in a verbal aggression as it is
the case in Scene 4. In the fourth scene, as discussed earlier Salambini innocently
talks and thereby divulges secrets and Tekola on his part does his best to avoid the
subject. Fetlework, though she cannot be blamed for having instigated the verbal
fight between the two men, takes advantage of it to gain some information which
would benefit Taytu by keeping her up to date with what Antoneli is planning to do

next.

Fitawrary Habtegyorgis, nick named as Aba Mella, (a man who has solution to every
problem) is aware of Tekola’s working for the Germans and he exploits this fact as it
can be observed from the conversational exchange from Scene 10 where H/gyorgis
uses Tekola as a tool to enforce the former’s political strategy. The way H/gyorgis
does the topic shift in Scene 10 is meant to serve him some purpose. For instance,
when Tekola in turn 18 asks him “Are you suffering from that aching leg of yours?”
(p.-107) he does not only respond to Tekola’s question but also explains why the two
men are there and what has happened between them (see turn 19 in appendix). In
so doing, H/gyorgis intentionally drags Tekola into a topic which he knows would

interest Tekola. H/gyorgis in this regard, stirs up Tekola’s curiosity as could be
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inferred from the questions Tekola asks. H/gyorgis is sure that Tekola would pass
on that information to Fetlework as well as the German officials for whom Tekola is
working at that moment. As indicated in the stage directions of turns 24-27 below.
H/gyorgis also directs Mebrate by giving him clues as to how the latter should take
part in the conversation so that both can keep Tekola well informed about the topic
under discussion. In this way H/gyorgis seems to be playing by the rules of the co-
operative principle by way of adhering to some of the conversational maxims and by
allocating turns to himself through self-selection. For instance, H/gyorgis allocates
a turn to himself and exploits the maxims of quantity and manner when he tells

Mebrate:

4) 24 FhA: R WIIBNL D 9PN N LLCTF hao @k A'kd MBE A38.U £99.00 ST m-?!
A5 ®-9° NI A @NAGRs AN
25 aof\é-k: NI°-?
26 U/18CLO: /PAME NAD-/ CLEHTE TIC NI ALNAT Y 10~ PULAY..
CLEHIYT 11C £100 ANT 290 10-)... 08 L@ D D8 LD FD-
10 PAF@® 11CS T MY Al-SNVFo-
27a04k: /a0 oo 7L LIVTFPA/ A's9T U-A39° 11C 1-EPAY-:

Turn 24 Tekola: Whatever she may not have done, Etege Taytu does not
deserve to be referred to in that way! Any way, Mebrate you
should not be offended! ...

25 Mebrate: What for?

26 H/gyorgis: (quickly) He is telling you not to be arninoyed at
Dejazmach. He’s just a cold blooded man so you shouldn’t be
offended.

27. Mebrate: /understands Aba Mela’s intention/I really don’t mind.

(Ibid., Scene 10, P.108)

As it can be inferred from his utterance in turn 26, H/gyorgis does his best in
making sure that information is exchanged smoothly by supplying Tekola with one

that is as informative as required and free of ambiguities.

Furthermore, the way H/gyorgis introduces a topic is planned and he intends to
achieve something out of it. For example, in the extract below the topic of

discussion initially was about Fetlework but H/gyorgis tactfully subordinates
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another topic to it and by so doing, develops a new topic in connection with what is

already there:

4) 42 aolé-k: A'sh PO 1Co05E 277 Ponh oo AR LHT 23457 £Smm 0AM,D hN
A 7LooGCE O COLAT hPAPTY P90 1o

43 U/18CLO: @R 1L Ak MLk NECaST e-H10 hivik: 1@ C-h8s-LmT NA-?

44 +hA: A3 B R?

45 U/12CLO: AR 0 QAVT @ L8777 N0 O H1A W LA

46 -FhA: /01 0972 NECaTT?

47 U/18CLA: AVAL L hATTIANI T hALSTTI° T WA LIPICTI° BAPT AN T
PECooT @BET BAATA NZINE h&A P77 T1C NMPAA N TCNEé
Q] PLav T W97 AN a0k ANT 10 VAT @ U-T
AT L avand £ PACTU-TF A9 T EN INCH P47 /Npand®
02T/ hh... 0.8 &0 CTIT)

48 FhA: ARHL BF Rl A WIPAD: 4.3 MC-4)..9°F A\ Phao-]?

49 U/18CLN: 41097 “RIIANT MO8 N o214 8 ALNINT A b eAT AO1L.6-2T
@O-0T AD-NT 09°2° 711 SHPA” COLNAD7 A7 131 INC CPLTy

50 +hA: ATLILVI° HNAAN hFL?

Turn 42 Mebrate: What surprises me more is that how such a beautiful girl
like her refuses to get herself a wealthy man.

43 H/gyorgis: It’'s amazing! Do you know that Etege has become

rough towards many because of these Germans?

44 Tekola: How come, My Lord?

45 H/gyorgis: She became cold hearted with me because of them.

46 Tekola: (curiously) Because of whom? Is it the Germans?

47 H/gyorgis: She became suspicious of me when [ suggested that it
is better for us to be friends with Germany than with England and
France. Had not Mebrate told me that it was false I almost
believed what [ heard. (groans in pain)

48 Tekola: Take it easy Sir! ... By the way Fitawrary, what was it that
you heard? '
49 H/gyorgis: I almost believed it when it was said that “The English
have agreed to smuggle firearms via Sudan to support Taytu.”
S50 Tekola: Has it been said so?
(Ibid., Scene 10,P.110)

Here, Tekola’s turn numbered 48 indicates that he is being absorbed by the topic
and that he does not want to lose the track of the conversation. H/gyorgis is thus,

exploiting Tekola by way of making him supply the Germans with the information
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he got from H/gyorgis. As far as H/gyorgis is concerned, what Tekola tells the
Germans is advantageous in that it will divert the attention of the foreign powers.
This in turn will give the people in power some breathing space to come up with
remedial actions to handle the delicate political condition in which Ethiopia was
found at that time (see turn 59 from Scene 10 in appendix). H/gyorgis’s
conversational performance here is an illustration of how one character exploits the
co-operative principle to manipulate another character to achieve something out of

the conversational exchange.

What is more to this is that Tekola does not have a clear knowledge of the situation
he is in. He thinks Fetlework is there simply for a love affair and nothing more.
Moreover, he is sure that she has no secrets to keep from him as could be

understood from his utterance in Scene 5 turns 24 and 46 in which he tells

Antonel::

6) 9 -FhA: NAN, N AP, 1T W@ 20APT: LA 180G A foo84F h AP/ PILU
Poo£4,7 LU 10 P71 P D-::
46 -IhA: PLALTI° ALONT Arkd héold, COLLANRT.. AAI™ h's CI°1-LNPD- W785°T
TIC CAT9°: AAD PCFF NC: N L2177 VAI® W, API° hCO W&
NATE 01124757 Wb ek ALOE PATT ALPT VA a7 Ald-T o £O°T
10 P00

9) 24 Tekola: Don’t you worry about her. Knowing what’s in Fetle’s heart
is as easy as knowing my own palm.(p.59)
46 Don’t worry about that because there is nothing Etege keeps from
Fetle and Fetle keeps nothing from me. To your surprise whenever
she tells me about Taytu’s dream, it feels as if they have dreamt it

together.(p.62)
(Ibid., Scene 5)

Another look at the conversational exchange between Tekola and Antoneli in Scene
S turns 30-35 (see appendix) shows that Antoneli makes a more critical judgment
about the existing political situation and Taytu’s growing power than Tekola. As
could be inferred from turns 30, 32 and 34 Tekola’s remarks about Taytu and what

she is capable of doing are not critical judgments. Tekola’s utterances in the
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aforementioned turns belong to the representative categories of speech acts and
these assertions are the kinds which we would expect from an uninformed speaker.
From this, it would be logical to argue that Tekola is not well acquainted with how
politics works and due to this very fact he comes to underestimate Taytu’s power.
Underestimating Taytu is something which no character in the play has done, not
even Antoneli who is sure that Taytu’s growing political power will become a threat
to his country’s agenda over Ethiopia. As the discussion on Tekola’s conversational
behavior proved, the way this particular character engages in conversation suggests
something about him and this adds something to our better understanding of him.
Hence, it can be stated that Tekola’s conversational behavior gives insight into the
dramatic irony he is in. The audience or reader learns from what Tekola speaks that

he is being conversationally exploited by the other characters even though he is not

aware of it.

Looking at Antoneli’s conversational strategy in light of the co-operative principle
suggests the change in his attitude towards the other characters. In the first five
scenes of the play, Antoneli adherers to the co-operative principle when engaging in
conversation with Taytu. This situation however changes in Scenes six and seven as
he deliberately goes against the co-operative principle as could be observed in the

extract below:

7) MLk [Nk AL T ANAVIR... PATIOD h9°LAN AASTT h9°LARN & 10 b
NIPBA.... AT AR 1D P99 LSICY?
NEPRAG /MLET NTAF VNI°sm, 001 hCT 0L 9°'LAR &1 &L8A/ B3P 81 &' hih
PG N3-9° oo 6 A@- GO~
MLk N.2M4EN? AM4-0 A5 AFPM: A7SNPAT ATE ATNGTF7 hd T3 he 1P
ACTT CooGIC AANTF AW+ 77 Amv? 9°7 0 10 AdH?
NEPRO: /1l PP ALCT T MEET hAE 0L 9°1L.AN Novh, 2 /...

Turn 6 Taytu: (angrily) How dare you talk in such a way in front
Emperor Menelik?
7 Antoneli: (looking at Taytu with hatred and anger goes to face
Menelik) Your Majesty! Aleqa Yosef is a bad man....... (p-79)
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19 Taytu: What if he’s done something wrong? It’s we who should
punish him for that. Who gave the authority to talk to him that
way? Who the hell do you think you are? (80)
20 (controlling his anger moves away from Taytu
and goes to Menelik’s sideé)....... (p-80) :
(Ibid., Scene 7)
From the above stage directions it is easy to see that Antoneli is uncooperative
towards Taytu. Whenever Taytu addresses him by making a remark about his
unacceptable behavior, Antoneli avoids responding to her and in so doing goes
against the co-operative principle basically because he thinks Taytu is a threat to
his plan. Antoneli’s growing hatred and anger towards Taytu is signaled by the
uncooperative conversational strategy he adopts when confronted with her. By
way of avoiding Taytu conversationally, Antoneli tries to get Menelik’s attention so
as to persuade him to accept the seventieth article (which states that Emperor
Menelik has agreed to let Italy handle Ethiopia’s foreign affairs) leaving Taytu out

because he thinks it would be easier and more profitable to win Menelik’s support

in this (see turn 11 from Scene S in appendix).

In this section of the analysis an attempt is made to examine the application of
the co-operative principle to Etege Taytu and to demonstrate how this principle
can be used as an insight into the characters’ personality traits, their relation
ship with one another, their development in the progress of the play and how they

conversationally manipulate one another to achieve something.

4.1.2 Politeness Principle

Tekola’s conversational behavior implicates his attitude towards the character by

the name Salambini. Tekola’s hostility towards Salambini is also inferable from the

way he takes up turns allocated to him by the latter. He does not take his turns

willingly as it can be seen from turns 63, 65 and 67 from the second extract under

the co-operative principle. Furthermore, the responses he gives to Salambini’s
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questions are not only impolite and face threatening but also uncooperative. For
instance, in turns 65, and 67 Tekola appears uncooperative by flouting the maxim
of quality when he states that he does not know what is being requested when he
actually does know. We know that Tekola knows why Nerazini went to Harar from
what is exchanged between Tekola and Antoneli in scene five turn 8 (See appendix)
where he tells Antoneli about what Ras Mekonen said to Nerazini. In turn 63 which
reads ‘(gazing at him with hate) what do I know?’ Tekola breaches the maxim of
manner when instead of directly answering Salambini’s question he poses another
question and thereby denies the latter access to the requested information. Tekola’s
conversational behavior in turn 63 is a threat to Salambini’s positive face. From this

it seems that Tekola wants to totally avoid the topic under discussion.

For instance, in turns 49 and 54 in the second extract considered for co-operative
principle, Tekola blatantly asks Salambini to stop talking in a way that appears very

rude and by so doing Tekola attempts to silence Salambini:

49 Tekola: Why don’t you just concentrate on pouring your drink?
54: Why don’t you use your mouth for the drink? (p.50)

Both of Tekola’s utterances above are indirect but impolite requests by which he
attempts to silence his addressee. These utterances threaten the addressee’s
positive face in that Salambini is being denied the chance to express his ideas and
the right to have the attention of his interlocutor. In the above conversation,
Tekola’s utterances are all intended to avoid the topic under discussion mainly
because Tekola does not feel comfortable in talking about his affair with the Italians
in front of Fetlework. Tekola does his business with the Italian delegates secretly
and if this is made known, it will be dangerous for him. Thus, the reason behind
Tekola’s impoliteness is that he wants to avoid the topic which he thinks is

dangerous for him.
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As stated earlier, characters’ conversational behavior reveals a lot about the sort of
relationship that exists between them. In this regard, a closer look at the
conversational exchange between Tekola and Salambini in Scene 4, suggest that
Tekola displays hostility towards Salambini. Furthermore, the stage direction of

turn 63 reveals Tekola’s emotion towards his interlocutor:

+hA: NTAT W8T ALPD/ I° 17 1@ POI P @-?

63 Tekola (gazing at him with hate): What is it that [ know?
(Ibid., 51)

Tekola’s growing hostility towards Salambini is also suggested by his conversational
behavior in Scene S5 where he throws accusations against Salambini when
conversing with Antoneli. The following extract from scene five shows Tekola’s

attitude towards Salambini:

12 -+hA: A'sh ANhHEI® A.GC AAIPNL 1T1C ALNARNT ATE....
14 -FhA: A38.0 LA ik oo PST@F A POP 8.0 ChMAL a0 37 21
ATS.ONAT 1L AN 1O W ICH PO 190+ e AR @
NC TG Lhnood- 1@+l oo AANTS 714779° CONNEAR T ATL
AAPNL T NG hivl P20 26 £TE T INTDF NPALANE ALAM: NG A
PO TMA T AN9° PA> h14779° £PAN AR, 977 GG hh@-?

12 Tekola: It’s Signor Salambini who’s been messing things up for me.
Had it not been for his ...

14 Tekola: It’s not appropriate that the Italian government should assign
him as a delegate knowing that he is not reliable. A
respectable delegate will bring respect to his country but one
like Salambini who is ladies’ man/flirts with women/ will only

bring disgrace to his country.
(Ibid.,58)

As could be understood from the above extract, Tekola makes accusations against
Salambini. Thus, Tekola’s utterance here is impolite and hence implicates Tekola’s

hostility towards Salambini for it denies the latter respect and acceptance. Tekola’s

47



conversational strategy here implicates his growing hostility towards and

disapproval of Salambini.

Looking at the conversational exchange between Antoneli and Tekola suggests the
power relation that exists between them. In this regard, it is important to look at the
aforementioned extract form scene five extending between turns 12-15 (See
appendix). In this extract the way Antoneli interrupts Tekola appears impolite and
this gives some clues about the sort of power relationship that exists between them.
According to Culpeper (1998) interruption is considered as a rejection of the
politeness principle thus, Antoneli’s utterance in turn 15 which reads “Enough. I
said that’s enough! Why should Salambini’s case bother you so much?” is a
directive stated on record with no redressive action. Antoneli knows that his power
and status over Tekola allows him to make such demands over his interlocutor, so
he does not worry about giving considerations to his addressee’s feelings. On the
contrary, Tekola seems to make limited interruptions and demands over Antoneli
which are stated using positive politeness strategies as it can be observed from the

following dialogue extracts from Scenes 1 and 5:

NP /0L TS Nebs T/ A A7 52802

+ha: &9°X D PN LLCT T AP

FhA: /0P P AfdPoom/ NP NP Dl WrPRALT ACLD: deh, SNAG
NSO AP tm®E &NPY £LIT ... ACOPI° A0ND HI® BNA- Ad P P0G
/NS @7 20 AR RA ALOLNM/ Phéoo ME T A307 £AL TIC
NN ATLLM9° Smm MLAS T 1 APt Paom/ P 2 hiNe: T IO
LA TIC POPO AFED oonlC ANE 9077 LAAATDR

+hA: 1o T APA AONPT P BNA bl ATPBA,

Turn 80 Antoneli: (angrily shouting) Why should she be angry?

81 Tekola: Would you please lower your voice. (Scene 1,p.13)

104 Tekola: (pulling Antoneli down to his seat) That’s enough Count
Antoneli! Be silent and keep on playing the begena ....... Aleqa
Yosef you too please...

(Scenc one P.16)

10 Tekola: (looking around with suspicion) Would you please slow

down Con’t Antoneli...? (Scene S p.57)
(Ibid.)
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Looking at the above extracts, it is possible to infer something about the power
relation between the two individuals. Tekola in the above utterances employs
positive politeness strategies so as to minimize the degree of imposition done to his
addressee. Tekola’s conversational behavior here is designed by taking into account
two of the determinants of politeness strategy namely power and risk level of the
FTA. With regard to the power relationship between the two characters, is it already
pointed out that Tekola stands lower to Antoneli. As far as the risk level of his FTA
is concerned, Tekola knows that his utterance is a threat to Antoneli’s face since it
1s an imposition over the latter’s free will so he puts some element of politeness in
it. What is more in this extract is the way Tekola seems to be exercising his power
over Antoneli in turnlO4. In this turn there is a role reversal among the two
individuals in that previously it was Antoneli who seemed to have the power over
Tekola in that he makes demands over the latter. What is observed in this extract is
different because Tekola is the one making the demands. This situation in Tekola’s
conversational behavior

magnifies Tekola’s effort aimed at avoiding the topic of discussion which seems

more likely to result in a conflict between Antoneli and Aleqa Yosef.

Scene 6 deals with a discussion on the seventieth article of the Wuchale Treaty (a
treaty signed between Ethiopia and Italy) and the turn taking pattern among the
participants is worth considering for it reveals something about Antoneli. The sixth
scene comprises of a total of ninety two turns and out of these Antoneli takes up
the highest turn which is thirty four (37%) Taytu sixteen (17.4%) and Menelik
fifteen (16.3%) turns; of course there are other characters taking turns but the
focus here is on these three. The fact that Antoneli takes up the highest
conversational turn indicates that he is dominating the floor and in so doing, puts
much effort to convince his interlocutors to accept the seventieth article of the

treaty. Moreover, Antoneli at the beginning does his very best to be polite towards
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his interlocutors by deferentially addressing them as could be seen in the following

exiract:

NrPLAG A9 AILT ATFC UL CUAT VICT @88 £nC B R1? Jooh k)
NI NATL PP/ AT ANFI° FN Gao WA 1PE?

Turn 63 Antoneli: Your Majesty! why should the two countries’ friendship
be in jeopardy for such a short period of time? (looks at the
mequanint one by one) Why go in to a quarrel for such

a very short time, My Lords? (...)...
(Ibid., Scene 6, P.(1-72)

Antoneli’s utterance in here clearly shows that he attempts to win his interlocutors’
support in a polite manner. This situation however, changes towards the end of this
scene when Antoneli seems to have completely lost his patience with the other
participants. The way he responds especially when Taytu asks him a question

seems somehow opposite to his polite behavior:

MLk 109° ANIY°... CONTU-F Al WS NG PNALT TCHI° WD hTICE TS
AQENRAT e
NrPRO: /N3 MALC ALA/ hit N SO-FNhAN:: AU 0RO O-F0e COTT74-0?
ME-k: /NU-B @ FSLPA/ I°T1 10 POLLNT V- ...
nrPBAG /RNAT MANLC ALA SLEA/ £ ATFAT*:: NACT U195 PP Ph AP
Ng° LhOAA:: ...

Turn 68 Taytu: Whatever it is ... make sure that you immediately correct
the Italian version of the treaty so that it will have the same
meaning as the Amharic version.

69 Antoneli: (in fury and arrogance) That’ll be done later on; it will be
difficult to make the correction soon.

70 Taytu: (angered by his conduct) What is so difficult? .......

71 Antoneli: (more arrogantly) That’s impossible. It will be a

disrespect for Italy.......
(Ibid., Scene 6,P.72-73)
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In the above extract, it is possible to see a change in Antoneli’s politeness strategy
which contrasts with how he conversed in the previous scenes. Here, Antoneli no
more uses respectful approach when expressing his opinion; he even appears to be
disregarding Taytu’s authority and power. The stage directions help in signifying the
change in Antoneli’s attitude towards Taytu as well as in his politeness behavior.
His plain refusal to conform to Taytu’s demand is also a violation against the
agreement maxim which states that one has to maximize agreement and hence a
threat to Taytu’s positive face. This change in Antoneli’s politeness strategy is
developed more in Scene 7 where he has to confront with Menelik, Taytu and the
other mequanint in the debate over the amendments made over the seventieth
article of the Wuchale Treaty. In this scene, it is possible to observe a drastic
change in Antoneli’s politeness behavior towards one that is impolite. He openly
throws out accusations and insults against Alega Yosef as it could be understood
from turns 1,3,5,11 and 15 (see appendix) and from these it cah be deduced that
Antoneli 1s going against the politeness principle which generally demands one to

avoid saying unpleasant things about others.

In scene 7, as demonstrated above there is a change in Antoneli’s conversational
behavior in that it displays an obvious violation against politeness maxims . He no
longer utilizes politeness strategies when engaged in conversation with Menelik and
thereby does not take into consideration the king’s power. This part of the play is
the point where the conflict develops and reaches its climax as Antoneli finds out
that his inefficiency over the Amharic language has caused him a trouble when
signing up the revised version of the Wuchale Treaty. It seems Antoneli comes to
realize that he has jumped into the trap which he has been preparing for Menelik to
fall into. Having realized this, Antoneli begins making demands over the king to give
him the document holding the revised version of their treaty (See turns 77-83 from

Scene 7 in appendix).

Looking at Antoneli’s directive speech acts (in Scene 7) by which he orders the king

to hand him over the document, it would be logical to argue that Antoneli’s
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utterances do not meet some of the felicity conditions which make these utterances
appropriate. Antoneli’s directives are of bald on record types with no redressive
action which directly state his intention over the addressee. Antoneli’s status
however, would not ailow him to make such demands over the king. It would have
been appropriate for Antoneli to make such demands over his colleagues Salambini
and Tekola as his power over them would allow him to do that. As far as Brown and
Levinson’s model of politeness is concerned Antoneli’s utterances in this regard
takes no consideration of his interlocutor’s power and status over him. Because he
Is in a state of rage, Antoneli no longer takes into account those determinants of
politeness. In this regard it can be stated that Antoneli’s politeness strategy gives

insight into the psychological state in which he is found.

There is an observable shift in Antoneli’s conversational strategy in that in the first
six scenes of the play he tries to converse with his interlocutors in keeping with the
notions of co-operation and politeness. For instance, it is only in the seventh scene
that Antoneli uses directive utterances towards Menelik that are bald on record. In
addition, previously the way he attempts to win his interlocutors’ support in
conversation involves some adherence to the maxims of politeness and co-
operation. A comparison between Antoneli’s conversational behavior as exhibited in
Scene seven and those prior to it reveals that there is a change in his conversational
strategy which tends to move towards impoliteness. One possible explanation to
this could be that he has come to recognize the reality. Having done so, it seems
Antoneli lost hope in what he aspired to achieve. In Scene 7, Antoneli breaches
some of the maxims of politeness as the stage directions in turns 83 and 87 (see
appendix) indicate, Antoneli makes a praise of himself and boasts to show off his
position. The change in Antoneli’s conversational strategy enables us to learn about
the change and development in this particular character in that he previously
attempts to pursue his goal in a peaceful way pretending as if he pays respect to his
interlocutors. The fact that Antoneli makes insincere praises about Taytu is clearly
indicated in what he tells Tekola in Scene 5 turn 11 (see in appendix) about his true

attitudes and feelings towards her. In scene seven, Antoneli no more pretends to be
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polite towards Taytu and this in turn seems to suggest the change in his political
strategy from one which seems peaceful to a forceful one. The following extract is

an indicative of this fact:

103 A3 P80 /AP F®E-6hn/ A 9°739° PO CAI™:: A ZLH, £0 INC £ 188 AS
NG N9° ASOh@9°:: 11/ h-°NCH PUS- a2 N2 NT° N LA
CO-tNNA: 4AY A AL INC NTANT LAD®NA! Ch. AL
ao’ 3 2 ARG LLCIA... TC1T... AP F®E-6hLS AL T Lo :
A'ky Meok hl NAm- 2O Ph-/

Turn 103: Antoneli: (moving restlessly) That has no value.
The government of Italy won’t recognize such a humiliating
agreement. King Umberto will ensure Italy’s pride
by force. The government of Italy will declare war! ...... War -

(...)
(Ibid., Scene 7, page 90)

The change in Antoneli’s conversational strategy seems to be contributing to the

complicating action of the play which in turn moves the plot forward by causing the

war between the two countries.

In this section of the analysis an attempt is made to demonstrate how the
application of the co-operative and politeness principles to Etege Taytu can be used
as insight to study the characters through their conversational behavior. The
following section will deal with the application of the two principles to Getnet
Enyew’s another play entitled Wubetn Flega. An attempt will be made here as well to
demonstrate how characters conversational behavior can be used as insight into
their character traits, change in the progress of the play, relation ship with one

another and how they conversationally manipulate each other.
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4.2 Application of Co-operative and Politeness Principles

to Wubetn Flega

4.2.1 Co-operative Principle

A closer look at conversational exchange between Mahlet and Yigeremu in the first
act enables us to have a sort of introduction with these two characters by way of
indicating us the kind of relationship they have with each other. Without going any
further into the play one can learn from what Mahlet says in turn 15(see appendix)
that Yigeremu is married to another woman. In this part of the play it is possible to
infer, from his conversational performance, that Yigeremu is trying to keep a
distance from Mahlet as indicated by the stage directions and by the uncooperative
behavior he displays on some particular topics. This is clearly seen from what he
tells Mahlet in the following extract which takes place after Mahlet read the poem
Yigeremu wrote and is asking him about something which she read in that poem:

1) 17 “1h0T: PANP AL AN PATN®. 777577 10.?
18 @lav-: PP hA::
19 29hAT: Ah 9L ®.2.. 9% Ym.?
20 R2lov-: ool .77 A7 a4 TD.?
21 29hil: ao AONT 2977 1. hAD.?
22 LALaoUATRI° C. 17 AAATII® £ 9°. A'R9° A'FE £1017 LU 10. £107
/BT ANGT A 9°NC A% Y T-hARAPAT::/

Turn 17 Mahlet: Who are you referring to when you said “A fish on

sand”?

18 Yigeremu: It’s just any fish?

19 Mahlet: So what is it? ... Who is it?

20 Yigeremu: Why did you turn off the music?

21 Mahlet: Answer me. Who is the fish?

22 Yigeremu: Didn'’t you just say that all of us are like that? ... I
understood it as much as you did. (she stops him as he

tries to play the music)
(Getnet 1995 E.C. Act 1:10)

54



In the above extract it is easy to see that Yigeremu is being uncooperative towards
his interlocutor in that his contribution in turn 18 is not as informative as it
should be and hence fails to satisfy Mahlet’s query. In the twentieth turn again
Yigeremu avoids co-operation by changing the topic of their discussion and
attempts to direct Mahlet’s attention to something else. His attempt of avoiding
the topic and directing Mahlet’s attention is further implied when he tries to offer
her a coffee just after having treated her with tea (turns 25-27 see appendix).
Making such an offer is less customary even in the normal context of invitations.
Thus, Yigeremu’s conversational behavior in this regard suggests some clue
about the state he is in. As hinted by his conversational strategy, Yigeremu seems
to be in a state of restlessness. What triggered these psychological states in
Yigeremu is also hinted by the uninformative and uninformative contribution he

makes when conversing with Mahlet.

Yigeremu also tries to keep a distance between himself and Mahlet as suggested
by the stage directions in turns extending between 51-55 in Act,1(see appendix)
where she tries to come closer to him and he goes to the other side of the room
where he can stay away from her. These instances manifested in Yigeremu’s
conversational behavior are attempts by which he tries to avoid a closer contact
with Mahlet. Mahlet on her part seems to have the desire to indulge in talking
about the topic he tries to avoid. In so doing, she deliberately acts against the
maxim of relevance so as to make sure that the topic is not being dropped off.

She pretends as if she has not understood what he is referring to:

2) 70 &1oo~: § TJUATE BT 1IC C189° hAN'Y
71 TN CET 1C?

Turn 70 Yigeremu: No Mahlet, we have to stop this thing.
71 Mahlet: Which thing?
(Ibid.,13)

Here she knows ‘what thing’ he is talking about, but because she wants to avoid

talking on the particular issue she pretends as though she does not know what
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he is talking about. Throughout this part of the play it seems Mahlet acts against
the maxims of co-operation by bringing up something unrelated to the intentions

of her interlocutor in conversation. This instance is clearly evident in the

following extracts taken from Act 1:

3) 74 £1L,ov-: S LU a0 OLPTT®.9° APMemy, f1LF oo FH CANTI::
AUE 11
75 “Uht: @72 9° ATeANT AT h@PV?

Turn 74 Yigeremu: No ... It’s not right for us to have that sort of
attachment. We can’t be together in this. You are
like a sister to me.

75 Mahlet: How did you know that I do not have a brother?
(Ibid.,14)

In the above extract the fact that Mahlet does not have a brother is of no
relevance to what Yigeremu is talking about and hence, Mahlet’s contribution in
this regard deliberately breaches the maxim of relation which magnifies her
uncooperative conversational behavior. Mahlet displays a similar flouting of

conversational maxims in the following extract from Act 1:

4) 182 UhivT: /017 RAG APL T/ NFP1F KL S 1P1?

183 @1400: 21501 hS.. 2 TNAT A0T ASLA?

184 21chivT: A7 ... [TOPAT/... 290 E: “1LL” W NLNT O TAD AT
70TV NF ooty INC::

185 £1400: hU-30 9°F hAU-?

186 27hA T NFE T AALCI® TNAT ANT AAvh! AANTTVI®?

187 2140v-: (HLNA DT 787605 BEI°E-A:: 20 9°F7 AdT? ...
No. N@.70.::

188 “1hT: OAS “L0T ANARYTT NMI° A LM P T, 10,

189 £1400+: TIhA T NLmiT LavTINAA 1.5,

Turn 182 Mahlet: (unbuttoning her coat) Are you going to spend the
night all alone!?

183 Yigeremu: (becomes annoyed) Oh ... Tiblet is around, isn’t
she?

184 Mahlet: (laughing) How come? When you asked me not to
refer to her as ‘house maid’, I thought you just meant that
she is a ‘servant’ nothing more.

185 Yigeremu: What else did I say?
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186 Mahlet: You just said “I'm not going to spend the night alone
because Tiblet is around”! Haven’t you heard?
187 Yigeremu: (disturbed and annoyed more)What’s wrong
with that? ... She is a human being just like anyone else.
188 Mahlet: You and your wife are getting obsessed with -this
humanitarian motive.
189 Yigeremu: Mahlet for God’s sake it’s getting late, you

should be leaving.
(Ibid., p.23)

Here, Mahlet intentionally tries to go off the topic by bringing up something
unrelated to Yigeremu’s intention. In turns 183 and 185 the way she makes
meaning out of Yigeremu’s utterances is marked by a deliberate flouting of the
maxim of relation. She knows what Yigeremu means by what he says but she
deliberately mentions something different from what is being communicated by

the particular utterance.

Her utterance in turnl81 is a comment as well as a question by which she tries
to give him a clue about her intention to extend her stay and see if she can gain

some advantage out of it.

Mahlet’s perception of life as well as her personality, which are the result of her
terrible experience after being raped, are inferable from the conversational
strategies she exhibits when engaged in conversation especially with Yigeremu
and Yifrashewa. As it has been demonstrated earlier in the fourth extract (turns
182-187), Mahlet deliberately introduces a completely unrelated interpretation of
Yigeremu'’s intention. What makes her conversational behavior significant is that
'she does it consciously. In this regard, Mahlet’s manipulation of the maxim of
relation seems to implicate something about her current character trait. From
what she tells Yigeremu in Act, 1(turn 200, see appendix) it is understood that
her attitude towards life has changed because of what she has been through.
Because of what she experienced, she has come to be a person who looks careless
about life and one who enjoys mocking at everything. These changes in her
personality seem to be indicated by her conversational behavior in the way she

deliberately flouts the maxim of relation. By so doing, she introduces something
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unrelated to the ongoing topic and later admit to her interlocutors that she is
joking when she learns that they are taking her seriously (See appendix on turn
190 Act 1 and turn 95 Act 3 Scene 1). Thus, it could be argued that Mahlet’s
uncooperative conversational strategies manifested by her deliberate violation

against the maxim of relation seem to implicate her mocking personality.

By looking at the conversational exchanges between Yigeremu and Mahlet in the
first part of the play, it is possible to learn that these two characters are having
an affair and that Yigeremu seems uncomfortable with that. This fact is inferable
from Yigeremu’s conversational strategies by which he tries to keep a distance
from Mahlet even though it is difficult to say that he has the determination to
push her temptations away. Yigeremu is not only uncomfortable with his affair
with Mahlet but also wants to keep it a secret as it can be supposed from what

he says to Arsema:

5) 29 ACMK2T: 03 AAT 10, 15751 ALY PINLT®.2 /ALao\OATI°/ AL PL-U-UD

1m. (.00

30 @12lav-: oot ALIANM/ APATTU-T 1@, ACNT

31 ACNT: A9° 3L 1. 790N T CarMT@.?

32 22%oo: NTmEP N 1P CarMT@.

33 ACNT: ao’E Y@ PooMT@-?

34 @lav-: ZPE 0N ALY

35 ACMH?7: NLm-A ALY 1NET?

36 210002 h LaoNTI°. /NOITHI° 49/ INET B2 .. AL LEAAT L. oo\

37 ACKAT: hFNFO-O(@-9°?

38 21%av-: Jovdch kT The 600 NNE RHA:/ hh.. L% @0h, ANHU-T
a\NT i LNT ALoo™ 1@

Turn 29 Arsema: At what time was she here yesterday? (he does not

respond to her) Yigeremu I'm talking to you.

30 Yigeremu: (turning up the magazine) I'm listening, Arsema.

31 Arsema: Why did she come?

32 Yigeremu: Because she wanted to pay you a visit.

33 Arsema: When did she come?

34 Yigeremu: Right after you left for Bole.

35 Arsema: Was she here when I called?

36 Yigeremu: I don’t think so ... (mumbling) Was she here? No she
was gone by that time ... I think so.
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37 Arsema: Don’t you remcmber?
38 Yigeremu: (he throws down the magazine and holds his head) Ah
... I think I've had too much whisky. I'm beginning to have a

headache.
(Ibid., 28, Act 2, Scene 1,p.28)

Here, it is easy to see the uncooperative nature of Yigeremu’s conversational
behavior. For one thing, he deliberately avoids responding to Arsema as in turn
30 and for another his response in turn 36 is false because Mahlet was there in
the house when Arsema called and thus breaches the quality maxim. In addition,
his utterance in turn 38 is an attempt to change the topic by diverting the
attention to his headache. All these instances in Yigeremu’s conversational
strategy help us to understand that he is not comfortable with the ongoing
discussion. His reluctance to engage in a talk on the particular topic is also

hinted by the way he tries to avoid taking the turn allocated to him in turn 30.

Yigeremu’s conversational behavior also seems to suggest something about his
confidence and certainty in what he speaks. For instance, in turn 36 it is easy to
learn about his lack of confidence from his aside “Was she here?” by which he
tries to make his interlocutor feel that he is not sure about what he says. It is
obvious to us that Yigeremu is trying to give Arsema false information but as far
as his conversational behavior is concerned it seems Yigeremu is not good enough
in telling lies because he fails to keep on trying to convince Arsema to believe
what he tells her. And this part of his personality is indicated by Arsema’s
>utterance in turn 351 in Act 2, Scene 1 (see appendix). Thus, it would be logical
to argue that Yigeremu’s conversational behavior suggests something about his
character. Moreover, the conversational gaps in turn 36 (previous page) and 76

below and the hesitation in turn 64 below clearly show Yigeremu’s lack of

certainty in what he speaks:

6) 64 £12lav-: A¥NNT: oogn 1P T A's TINNTI LOHA::.. hcl A /H k 9TT.. AS...
/2ULAD- MEAT LN/
76 &1lov-: 0NC LU NF ATR AAT° ALNTII°::
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Turn 64 Yigeremu: Everything that you are doing for me, your caring,
treatment and concern is too much. ... it is too much ... and ...
(wanders restlessly as he could not utter a word) (p.30)

76 Yigeremu: Could it be because I'm drunk? ... I just don’t know

but I don’t feel at ease.(p.31)
(Ibid., Act 2 Scene 1)

The fact that Yigeremu is not sure of what he speaks is also suggested by the
following instance where he engages in dialogue with his wife:

7) 97 ACOY: T mLEAV?
98 @lov-: Af,
99 ACA29: ‘T £& hh 1@ 1-0MH hBLAT°::
100 @240+ AL 9°7F ANA?
101 ACA27: A ME PV 1@ PI° 1o ANANT?
102 @1lov-: h2P::
103 ACNML2T: hP?
104 @100v: AP h@LAAU-::

Turn 97 Arsema: Do you love me?
98 Yigeremu: Okay.
99 Arsema: It’s a question not a command.
100 Yigeremu: Okay, what should I say?
101 Arsema: You ask me to give the answer
to my own question?
102 Yigeremu: Yes.
103 Arsema: Yes?
104 Yes, I love you.
(Ibid., Act 2,Scene 1 P.32-33)

In the above conversational exchange it is easy to identify that Yigeremu is acting
against the maxims of co-operation. In turn 98 for example he flouts the maxim
of manner and relation simultaneously. Firstly Yigeremu seems to be responding
to a command addressed to him rather than answering a question. It would have
been acceptable if he directly told her whether or not he loves her. Hence his
response in this regard does not structurally agree with the question addressed to
him and the dissimilarity between the question asked and the answer given is

what makes Yigeremu’s utterance absurd. Secondly, Yigeremu’s contribution in
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turn 98 lacks a direct relation with Arsema’s question and for this reason goes
against the maxim of relation. Yigeremu’s uncooperative behavior is also
indicated in turns 100-102 where he tries to make his addresser answer her own
question because he is not comfortable with answering it himself. What can be
inferred from Yigeremu’s uncooperative contribution is that he seems to lack the
confidence in expressing his feelings to his wife and this can be another

implication of the state of uncertainty he is in.

It is possible to infer something from these conversational behaviors about the
psychological state in which this particular character finds himself. Thus, as far
as his conversational performance is concerned, it seems Yigeremu is in a state of
uncertainty and does not know what he has to say and how to say it as clearly

indicated in turns 64 and 76 from the sixth extract.

Yigeremu'’s lack of certainty is also suggested by the conversational hesitations he

makes in Act 2, Scene 2:

8) 103 ACNMT: Al.... A% AL @ 10 AAN?
104 @1400: AA®- AT ST
105 ACKhT: Av7 oo AA?
106 21400 /1570 £99799G Nhenn T NAe/ NP & HD- 1@

Turn103 Arsema: Okay this is one reason, what about the other one?
104 Yigeremu: The other is your father.
105 Arsema: Leave him out of this. What else?
106 Yigeremu: (hesitates a little and angrily) That’s all.
(Ibid.,p.56)

In turn 106 it is easy to learn from the stage directions that Yigeremu is hesitant
to speak what is in his mind and conversational hesitations according to
Benninson (1998) are important indicators of a character’s state of mind and as
far as turn 106 is concerned Yigeremu seems to be in a state of indecisiveness

about what he has to speak. This in turn supports the claim that Yigeremu’s
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conversational behavior signposts his lack of certainty. Again in turn 134: Act 2
Scene 2 (see appendix) which is one of the longest turns Yigeremu takes; there
are about nine conversational gaps. The possible implication of this could be that
Yigeremu lacks confidence when asserting something especially on issues that

directly concern him.

A closer look at the conversational exchange between Yifrashewa and Yigeremu
seems to imply something about the growing hostility between them. After finding
out about Yigeremu’s affair with Mahlet, Yifrashewa begins displaying hatred
towards his brother in law. This fact is implicated by the uncooperative
conversational behavior Yifrashewa displays in the following extract from Act 3,

Scene 3:

9) 82 L1lav: L& T hll D& 1
83 L4¢-NP: NHI° AL 1M, 1y
84 £1Lov-: [B0PAN:/ Al BT £7° 17 114N
85 LGU-NP: b LLNFPA NAM 1D-?
86 ©£1Lav-: av’EI° ACNATT A8V NA h0HPo-+79°::
87 L£4¢-NP: /71C 11C N2~/ hivh A@- 10 PO U~
88 ©£14av-: ho9? ATt 11 &1L LN/
89 LGU-NP: N9° I°F LOL-A?
90 @£1lov-: AAF 0A RI°PATF@- L1PT-?
91 L4 ¢-NP: WAL T 1ML T CoLh@F A% NF 1D NAch 10-?

Turn 82 Yigeremu: I am a co-editor.
83 Besides that you are a poet.
84 Yigeremu: (laughs) O! Who told you this?
85 Yifrashewa: Nothing can be kept a secret.
86 Yigeremu: I hope it isn’t Arsema. She wouldn’t talk about me
that way.
87 Yifrashewa: (annoyed) I heard it from someone else.
88 Yigeremu: Who is it?
89 Yifrashewa: It’s of no use to say names.
90 Yigeremu: Could it be Shaleka Basha?
91 Yifrashewa: Is Father the only person who knows that you write
poems?
(Ibid., Act 3, Scene 3:p.88)
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In this conversational exchange it is easy to identify that Yifrashewa’s
contributions are against the principle of co-operation as he deliberately avoids
providing the requested information to Yigeremu. In turns 85, 87 and 91
Yifrashewa breaches the maxim of manner in that instead of providing the

requested information he poses another question to his interlocutor.

In the conversational exchange between Yigeremu and Yifrashewa in Act 3, Scene
3 there are more gaps and hesitations in Yigeremu’s utterances. In this part of
the play there are about fifteen conversational gaps in Yigeremu’s speech and he
hesitates for about three times. What can be inferred from Yigeremu’s
conversational behavior here is similar to what has already been asserted about
the psychological state in which he is. The conversational gaps and hesitations in
his speech implicate his discomfort with his interlocutor as well as his

powerlessness which in turn magnifies his lack of confidence in himself as well as

in what he speaks.

Yigeremu’s conversational behavior in the last scene seems to be different from
those in the preceding parts of the play in that it is free from those conversational
gaps and hesitations which were prominent in his earlier utterances. He no more
exhibits that uncertainty and confusion as he speaks. A closer look at Yigeremu’s
conversational exchanges in the last scene reveals that he is no longer in a state
of confusion and instability. It seems he has become sure of himself and
determined to do what he thinks right. Earlier Yigeremu seemed to lack the
determination to do something for himself even though he knew he did not like
the way he was living his life. What has happened to Mahlet seems to have
brought about the change in Yigeremu and this change is somehow inferable
from his conversational exchanges. For instance, the way he explains to Arsema
about his final decision of leaving her reveals his growing confidence and

certainty:
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Turn 234 Arsema: Where are you going?

235 Yigeremu: I only know that am going away but I don’t know
my destination.

236 Arsema: I don’t understand.

237 Yigeremu: May be you’ll understand after I’'m gone.
Arsema | can’t stay with any longer even if you can
after all that happened. (looking at Kumlachew)
I’'m glad that you came.

239 Arsema: Do you have any idea about what you’re doing?
240 Yigeremu: I know Arsema. I know that this is what I should
do. I'd like to apologize to all of you for what I've done.
Especially you, Arsema I've caused you a lot of trouble.

I'm sure your life will be in order once I’'m out of it.
(sobbing)That’s the only way I can make it up to you.
(Ibid., Act 4, P.112)

‘Yigeremu’s character seems to have undergone a change as a result of what he
experiences. Even though the play ends right here without leaving no evidence
about the continuity of this change in Yigeremu’s conversational behavior, it is
possible to say that he develops into a character who is ready to live up to his
wishes. Yigeremu no longer lacks the confidence to tell Arsema that he is not

happy with the life he has with her:
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Turn 247 Arsema: I haven’t hated you Yigerem!
248 Yigeremu: Neither did I. I won’t hate you, Arsema. I love you.
But I think getting divorced is good for both of us because we

will enjoy our independent life.
(Ibid., Act 4, P.113)

In the above extract it is easy to see that Yigeremu is direct when talking about
his unhappy marriage experiences. His utterance in this part of the play is
different from the previous one in that it is free from those conversational gaps
and hesitations. Yigeremu still does worry about hurting Arsema’s feelings
because of what he has to say to her. This fact is implicated by the politeness
strategy he adopts when as he tells her that he is leaving her. Yigeremu is
however direct and blatant in telling Arsema about his feeling and his final
decision. Yigeremu’s conversational behavior in this regard seems to implicate the
change and development in his character trait from what was uncertain,

indecisive and confused towards one that is stable and confident.

The way Arsema exploits the principle of co-operation to communicate her
intentions is worth considering for it reveals how she pursues her goals. The
following is an instance where Arsema attempts to communicate meaning at two

Jlevels:

12) 291 @124ov-: /07770 AN/ U-0-E9° £OLSA
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65



Turn 291 Yigeremu: (half heartedly) both are possible.
292 Arsema: Now you’re being extremely poetic! “Both are
possible!” I'm impressed! Mahlet, aren’t you going to give
him a kiss for this?
293 Mahlet: what for?
294 Arsema: He just told you that both are possible!
(Ibid., Act 2, Scene 1, p.42)

Here, Arsema is dealing with a different implication of Yigeremu’s intention by
way of flouting the maxim of manner to bring up an intention different from what
Yigeremu intended to communicate. Arsema’s uncooperative behavior here is a
means by which she indirectly emphasizes on her suspicion about Mahlet and
Yigeremu. Thus, Arsema exploits the co-operative principle by deliberately
extending the meaning of Yigeremu'’s utterance and by so doing, goes astray from
her interlocutor’s intention so as to develop her own intentions. Through her
ironic remarks in turns 292 and 294 Arsema seems to be giving both her
interlocutors a clue about her suspicion as well as her knowledge of what they
are doing behind her back. Furthermore, Arsema makes sure that her
contribution is effective in shaping her interlocutor’s conversational behavior by
making the latter’s contribution go in line with the notions of co-operation. This

fact is observable in the following extract:

13) 282 “7vA T ... AT L0 AATE AAAT AALCI° NP 1@ PooMy-t:: ¢
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Turn 282 Mahlet: I couldn’t help not saying my congratulations to
you. I planed to come and see you at the office but

because I was busy I forgot it.

283 Arsema: You could have congratulated me tomorrow. Are
you afraid that you might forget it tomorrow again?
It’s just that I'm concerned for having troubled you

with coming here in the dark for two days.

284 Mahlet: That’s no trouble. Yesterday I waited for quite a long
time but you didn’t show wup. ... I came today
because I couldn’t help not seeing you.

285 Arsema: It’s good that you came. There is no other place
where you could have found the poem. It would
have been hard for you to pass the night without

reading one.
(Ibid., Act 2, Scene 1: p.41)

In turn 282, Arsema wants to keep Mahlet informed about her knowing that
Mahlet was there the other day. By exploiting the co-operative principle in this
way, it seems Arsema is capable of shaping Mahlet’s conversational behavior by
making it one which conforms to the maxim of quality. Both Mahlet and
Yigeremu would have preferred not to mention Mahlet’s presence the other day
but because she has learned about Arsema’s knowledge of it, Mahlet no more
tries to avoid the topic or say something untrue. From Arsema’s conversational
performance, it is easy to understand that Arsema does not ask Mahlet about
what is going on instead she tries to go about it in a very indirect way through
her ironic remarks. The fact that Arsema fails to ask about what is going on
between Mahlet and Yigeremu is indicated by the way she engages in dialogue

with Tiblet in Act 2, Scene 1:

14) TNAT: /T1NT/ LEA AL S AT R?

nCA2: AL LM T LooTING A NA LEAT:: /NAT avaoph N HEIC/ h's PI°AT
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Turn 303 Tiblet: (comes in) Shall I make the coffee, Madam?
304 Arsema: No, leave it. She’s gone. (as Tiblet begins to go back)
By the way Tiblet ...

305 Tiblet: Yes Madam.

306 Arsema: ... Never mind. Go and finish what you’re doing.

307 Tiblet: (hesitates) Your friend has brought bananas. Shall I

give you some?

308 Arsema: Get me one. (Tiblet goes to the kitchen, Arsema plays
the tape recorder. Having heard the music she smiles
and looks at the cassette. Tiblet brings the banana and
when she is about to leave the room). By the way ...

(Ibid., Act 2, Scene 1:p.43)

Here, in turn 306 Arsema at first seems to be saying something to Tiblet most
probably about Mahlet’s visit the other night but she hesitates and leaves it up.
Thus, her reluctance to take up a turn having initiated a certain topic indicates
her reluctance to engage in whatever topic she has in mind. This also implicates
something about her state of mind and it seems she is not sure if it is appropriate

to engage Tiblet in a talk on that topic she has in mind.

Latter in the play Arsema’s utterances seem to have lost their ironic force
especially right after she finds out that her husband has gone to bed with Mahlet.
It seems this fact has broken her and also changed the way she converses with
these two characters as it could be witnessed from the following conversational

exchange in Act 3, Scene 1:
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Turn 103 Mahlet: His job gives him no rest even at weekends. ... What
caused his sickness any way?

104 Arsema: It’s not identified yet.

105 Mahlet: He was doing fine when I was here.

106 Arsema: Right after you left, he suddenly fell sick.

107 Mahlet: Without any cause?

108 Arsema: Yes, without any cause.

109 Mahlet: He didn’t even say a word about his getting sick?

110 Arsema: (gives Mahlet a look of disappointment) I think you’re
coming from work so why don’t I treat you with lunch?
Tiblet is not around, so I'm the one doing the kitchen

work today. (goes to the kitchen)
(Ibid., p.65)

Here, it is easy to note that Arsema is ignoring the principle of co-operation by
deliberately failing to respond to Mahlet’s question. In turn 109 for instance, she
refuses to give Mahlet access to the requested information by implying that there
is nothing to tell her and in so doing she breaches the maxim of quantity.
Arsema’s uncooperative behavior towards Mahlet also threatens the latter’s
positive face in that it denies her equal status. In addition, Arsema in turn 109 is
extremely uncooperative in that she completely avoids contributing her share to
their ongoing discussion. Furthermore, Arsema’s utterance in turn 109 is a

somehow polite way of avoiding the topic of discussion.

The change in Arsema’s conversational strategy from what was ironic and indirect
towards one that is completely uncooperative, as it is observed in the above
conversational exchange, seems to imply something about how Arsema is
planning to handle Mahlet’s case. Arsema first of all seems to be considering
Mahlet as an intruder as could be inferred from her uncooperative behavior in the
above extract. Arsema no longer wishes to tolerate Mahlet’s act which is a threat
to her marriage. Arsema’s uncooperative behavior in turns 104,107 and 109 seem
to suggest that Arsema is making sure that Mahlet will no more have a place in
Yigeremu’s life. Thus, it could be argued that the change in Arsema’s

conversational strategy carries with it the implication that there is a change or
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development in this particular character as to what she is trying to do to save hcr

marriage though things did not go as she planned them.

To sum up, in this section an attempt is made to examine the application of the
co-operative principle to Wubetn Flega as a means of approaching the characters
involved. The subsection to follow will be dealing with a demonstration of how the
politeness principle can be applied to the same play to study the characters

through their conversational behavior.

4.2.2 Politeness Principle

Yigeremu’s conversational performance, when examined in light of the principle of
politeness, implicates his attitude towards the other characters as it is the case
with the character Kumlachew. Looking at the following conversational extracts,

it easy to learn about the sort of feeling Yigeremu has towards Kumlachew:

16) 80 R14ao-: Poofand @ 1ICE M NEIS A F, “RI°AF@- h9°0%1 TI0T
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Turn 80 Yigeremu: Every time he begins his talk with “I, Kumlachew
Ambaye!” and this indicates that he is a complete
braggart. ... Arsema forgive me for saying this but I think
sooner or later he will not begin to talk unless he says he
names his grand father. It seems he knows nothing other
than talking about his own greatness.

(Ibid., Act 2 Scene 1, p.31)
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74 Yigeremu: The hole in his head is ten times bigger than the one
on this wall. (drinks the whiskey all at once and takes a
deep breath) Arsema, is your father truly your father?
(Arsema smiles sadly) I don’t think so. You don’t look

like father and daughter.
(Ibid., Act, 2 Scene 2, p.53)

Here, Yigeremu implicates his attitude and growing hostility towards his father-
in-law as he speaks what he feels towards Kumlachew’s character trait as
suggested by the latter’s conversational behavior. Thus, Yigeremu’s utterance

here indicates that he cannot stand his father-in-law’s boastful behavior.

A closer look at Ato Kumlachew’s conversational behavior reveals so much about
the kind of character he possesses. The way he engages in conversation
throughout the play, clearly shows that he has a dominating character and that
he has a high expectation of himself. His conversational strategies also indicate
that he has an excessive pride in himself. These inferences about his character
are consistently observed almost in every conversation he engages with the other
characters. A discussion is made on some instances taken from different parts of

play and which seem to implicate Kumlachew’s character trait.

In Act 2 Scene 2 Kumlachew uses the expression “I Kumlachew Ambaye” six
times when he speaks and this reveals that he is extremely proud of himself (See
appendix). In addition, in most of his conversational exchanges he goes against
the modesty and approbation maxims and thereby displays an extreme obsession
with praising himself. Hence, Kumlachew’s politeness behavior in this regard
implicates that he is a man who loves to talk about nothing but his own
greatness. Kumlachew’s conversational behavior also gives a clue about his

hostility towards Yigeremu as it can be observed from the extract below:
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Turn 34 Kumlachew: ... It’s good to have one’s own house. What good is it
to spend all your money on drinks? Having a child
and a house of your own is all the same. ... Give him
some milk and he’ll be fine. A man who is fond of

the bottle is good for nothing. (p.50)
(Ibid., Act 2, Scene 2)

In this extract Kumlachew is indirectly attacking Yigeremu by way of expressing

his disapproval of what the later does and thus implicates something about his

attitude towards Yigeremu.

The number of turns Kumlachew takes up in Act 2, Scene 2 seems to suggest
something which conforms to his aforementioned individual character. In this
part of the play, out the forty two conversational turns he engages with Arsema
and Yifrashewa, Kumlachew takes up eighteen turns (42.8 %) while Arsema takes
up thirteen turns (31%) and Yifrashewa seven turns (16.7%). This numerical
evidence seems to amplify the implication that Kumlachew has a dominating
character. Moreover, the length of the turns he takes up throughout this part of
the play also seems to support the argument that Kumlachew enjoys his
domination over his interlocutors. What is more surprising about Kumlachew’s .
conversational strategy is that he is too quick to find faults in any person whom
he does not know well and pass on a condemnation against them as it happens

with Mahlet in Act 3,Scene 1:

18) 253 ®I°AT®-: 9°GA AT8.LM- LVS ALE AT, NFNE? AFPETI® At 39° AP ooh LT
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Turn 253 Kumlachew: Why don’t you make friends with good people?
A good friend who will advise both of you and make
your life a better one! This one
has not even taken the road to decency. She seems to

have something in common with the devil. (p.73)
(Ibid., Act 3, Scene 1)

In the earlier section, it is stated that Arsema exploits the principle of irony as
she engages in conversation with Yigeremu and Mahlet to .communicate her
intentions in an indirect way. Through her exploitation of the irony principle, it
seems Arsema is superficially adhering to the politeness principle. The following

extract helps to demonstrate this fact:

19) 264 “9vAt: ITao- ITI° avOAT?
265 ACML2T: ITI°TPI° 1m- NS5 /NPT AP TOPNT/

Turn 264 Mahlet: You would be very much astonished by the wonderful
poem he has written?
265 Arsema: It has been a perfect coincidence then! (laughs

scornfully)
(Ibid., Act 2 Scene 1, p.40)

[t is possible to see that Arsema is ironic towards Mahlet because she seems to be
reading Mahlet’s utterance beyond the line and thereby introduce something
unrelated to Mahlet’s intention. In this regard it can be argued that Arsema is
deliberately going against the maxim of relation to uphold politeness through her
ironic remark. Arsema, here, is implicating her suspicion about the secret affairs
going on between Mahlet and Yigeremu. The following extract is also worth

considering:
20) L1Lov-: A@C M N $T 7102 o
ACOTT: AR TGO NG 1PL/ONES AT UL Sh20N/ “‘%\gi%
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Turn 268 Yigeremu: You stayed too long taking shower, why was that?
269 Arsema: Because [ wanted you two to have the time to finish!
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(the three of them exchange looks for quite a while)
270 Mahlet: What are we to finish?
271 Arsema: I’'m talking about the poem! ... Is there something

else to finish?
(Ibid., Act 2, Scene 1, P.40-41)

In this extract as well it can be seen that Arsema’s utterance forwards meaning at
two levels- one is what is directly stated and the other is what lies at the deeper
level. She intentionally pretends to be dealing with the plain meaning of her
utterance while she leaves it up to her interlocutors to bother with her implied
intentions. In this way, Arsema seems to be making sure that she is not held
responsible for having communicated the ironic content of her utterance. This
instance in her conversational behavior is also a means by which she appears
polite by superficially adhering to the general principle of politeness which
requires one to avoid saying unpleasant things about one’s interlocutors. It is
clear that Arsema is suspicious of the growing intimacy between Mahlet and
Yigeremu but she does not want to disclose her suspicion and that seems the
reason for her referring to it very indirectly. Thus, Arsema’s manipulation of the
irony principle is a means by which she pretends to be polite by superficially

upholding the principle of politeness.

Yifrashewa’s conversational strategy enables us to infer something regarding the
attitudinal change he experiences towards Yigeremu in the prbgress of the play.
Prior to Act 3, Scene 3, Yifrashewa seems to be having a neutral sort of attitude
towards Yigeremu. As far as his conversational behavior as exhibited later in the
play is concerned, there is a change in his attitude towards his brother in law.
From what is implicated in the different parts of the play, it is possible to infer
something as to how these two men perceive one another. After he finds out
about Yigeremu’s affair with Mahlet, Yifrashewa seems to have developed hostility

towards Yigeremu as the following extract seems to suggest:
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Turn 18 Yifrashewa: I'm not referring to Father. Why does your
husband behave like that? Father does not deserve to be
insulted for giving his daughter and house.

It’s not right for your husband to be ill mannered like that.

(P. 84)
111 Yifrashewa: Excuse me, but may [ say that you hate
people?
121 Yifrashewa: If you always want to stay away from people, don’t
you think you’re becoming self-centered? (p.90)
(Ibid., Act 3, Scene 3)

In turn 18 Yifrashewa’s utterance is an accusation and hence, a threat to
Yigeremu’s positive face. Thus Yifrashewa’s politeness strategy implicates the
change in his attitude towards Yigeremu. Moreover, in this part of the play
Yifrashewa avoids using Yigeremu’s name when talking about him and this
instance is evident in turn 18 where he says “your husband” when referring to
Yigeremu. This contrasts with the way he addresses Yigeremu in Act 3, Scene 2,

turn 19:

22) LG-0P: /CACHTTT U-B3 7 hPM39° (9EF Bovphd::/ Ald- U-AT héAl AT
AN 107 a0’ EI° MG 92 FFILT Wit ALY - PorMy-T-
ANPAU-:: “AF°7 $20?” hAI° £1,ov- OC B@F LT AAPAU-:: hLANTC?

Yifrashewa: (fails to notice Arsema’s disturbed face) ... Father will be so
angry with me. ... I'll just say “I came as soon as you left
but I couldn’t come early because I was talking with
Yigeremu for quite a long time”. Don’t you think that will

be a good excuse?
(Ibid.,80)

Yifrashewa’s conversational behavior in the above extract is one indication of the

change in his attitude towards Yigeremu from something neutral to one that
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reveals hostility. The fact that there is a growing hostility between Yigeremu and
Yifrashewa is inferable from their conversational exchange in Act 3, Scene 3
(second extract under co-operative principle) which seems to exhibit an
unfriendly atmosphere. Looking at these conversational exchanges in light of the

principles of politeness and co-operation enables us to understand this growing

hostility between them:

83 Yigeremu: (laughs) O! Who told you this?
84 Yifrashewa: Nothing can be kept a secret.
85 Yigeremu: I hope it isn’t Arsema. She wouldn’t talk about me like

that.
86 Yifrashewa: (annoyed) | heard it from someone else.
87 Yigeremu: Who is it?
88 Yifrashewa: It’s of no use to say names.
89 Yigeremu: Could it be Shaleka Basha?
90 Yifrashewa: Is Father the only person who knows that you write

poems?
(Ibid., Act 3, Scene 3:p.88)

This same extract examined in light of maxims of co-operation also reveals the
hostility developing between these two men. With regard to the politeness
behavior exhibited, it can be asserted that Yifrashewa’s response in turn 89 is a
plain refusal to answer Yigeremu’s question. All of Yifrashewa’s utterances in the
above extract are impolite and face threatening towards Yigeremu mostly because
they are refusals to comply with his requests in a way that gives consideration to
his feelings. All these uncooperative and impolite conversational strategies
Yifrashewa employs when conversing with Yigeremu seem to shade light on the

latter’s hostility towards the former character.

In the earlier discussion on co-operative principle, an attempt is made to
demonstrate how the change and development in Yigeremu can be accounted for
through his conversational behavior. It seems the change and development in this
character is also inferable from the politeness behavior he displays in

conversation. With regard to the politeness strategy he employs, it can be said
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that there is a shift in his politeness behavior. In the earlier parts of the play,
Yigeremu puts some effort to avoid saying unpleasant things about Arsema and
in so doing adheres to the general theory of politeness behavior. What is observed
in the following extract number 11, already discussed in light of the co-operative
principle, is something completely different from this in that Yigeremu is no more

taking consideration of Arsema’s feelings:

Turn 247 Arsema: [ haven’t stopped loving you, Yigerem!
248 Yigeremu: Neither did [. I won’t hate you, Arsema. I love you.
[ think getting divorced is good for both of us because we

will enjoy our independent life.
(Ibid., Act 4, P.113)

As indicated in turn 248, Yigeremu flouts the generosity maxim in that his
utterance is a sort of imposition by which he tries to make Arsema agree to his
proposal and by so doing, he maximizes benefit to himself while keeping Arsema’s
benefit at risk. It is him not Arsema who has been complaining saying that his
independence has been jeopardized since he got married and now in turn 248
above he speaks as if the separation is going to bring some good to both of them
when it is obvious that it is only him who wants their marriage to end not her. In
this regard it can be stated that Yigeremu is exploiting the agreement maxim by
way of disagreeing with Arsema in a polite way. To conclude, the change in
Yigeremu’s conversational behavior indicates that he is affected by what he
experiences and at the end emerges as a somewhat different character who 1is

confident enough to accomplish what he wants.
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CHAPTER FIVE

CONCLUSION

The general purpose of this study, as stated earlier, is to demonstrate how
characters can be approached through their conversational behavior. In the
analysis an attempt has been made to show how characters conversational
performance can give clues about their respective character traits, the sort of
power relationship between them, the characters’ development in the progress of
the play and how they conversationally manipulate one another in pursuit of

their respective goals.

With regard of the co-operative principle, the analysis has shown that characters
adherence or violation of the conversational maxims can give insights into their
attitude towards one another as well as the state in which they characters find
themselves. With regard to the character Yigeremu from Wubetn Flega, the
analysis has shown that his state of confusion and lack of confidence is
implicated by the uncooperative conversational behaviors he exhibits. In Etege
Taytu as well it has been shown that the fact that Tekola is not comfortable with
the conversation in progress is inferable from the uncooperative behavior he
displays. In this regard, it has been demonstrated that the characters state of
mind can be accounted for through the conversational gaps and hesitations they

display.

Moreover, the way the two principles are exploited by the characters in
conversation implicate their attitude and feeling towards one another as it is the
case between Yigeremu and the other two characters by the names Kumlachew
and Yifrashewa. Similarly, in Etege Taytu looking at Antoneli’s conversational
behavior in light of the two principles, it has been demonstrated that Antoneli’s
growing hostility towards Taytu is suggested by the conversational strategy he

adopts.
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The co-operative principle has also proved to be a resourceful area of study in
that it reveals how characters conversationally manipulate one another to achieve
an intended goal. The change and development in the characters is also
implicated by the change in their conversational behavior. Thus, as noted in the
analysis, a shift in the co-operative behavior characters employ in conversation

suggests some change and development in their individual character.

Furthermore, it has been demonstrated that absence of development in the
characters is inferable from their consistent impolite behavior. In this regard, in
Etege Taytu the change in Antoneli’s politeness strategy reveals the change and
development in this character which in turn moves the plot forward. In contrast,
in Wubetn Flega, Kumlachew’s consistent impoliteness towards the other
characters throughout the play implicates that this character is unaffected by
what he experiences and hence, displays no change or development. In addition,
the change in Yigeremu’s politeness strategies towards the end of the play also
implicates the change in his character. In addition, the analysis has shown that
the politeness strategies characters employ in conversations reveal the power

relationship that exists between them.

Regarding how one character conversationally manipulates the others, the
analysis has shown that characters in Etege Taytu exploit one another more than
those in Wubetn Flega. Fetlework and Habtegyorgis are two of the characters who
exploit Tekola in conversation so as to achieve their intended goals. We do not
find such recurrent instances in Wubetn Flega and this seems to emanate from
the very fact that in Wubetn Flega information is believed to be a valuable asset

which every character seems to be running after.

Characters’ conversational behavior examined in view of the politeness principle
has revealed about the power relationship existing between them as it is the case
with the characters Antoneli and Tekola from Etege Taytu. In Wubetn Flega, it
seems that there are not much instances that are indicative of the power relation

ship existing between the characters.
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Generally speaking, it can be argued that the characters’ conversational behavior
exhibited in each play have both similarities and differences. In this regard, it can
be stated that the change in the characters conversational behavior in both Etege
Taytu and Wubetn Flega accounts for the change and development in the
characters’ personality. As implicated by the characters’ conversational behavior,
it seems characters in Etege Taytu exploit the principles of co-operation and

politeness more than those in Wubetn Flega.
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Appendices
Appendix-1
Synopsis of the Plays

Etege Taytu

Getnet Enyew’s Etege Taytu is a four act historical play with twelve scenes.
Etege Taytu is a tragedy having about nineteen characters. The story is set in
Addis Ababa, Entoto and Mekele, Endayesus and during the period extending
between 1879-1910 E.C. The play is concerns itself with the life of one of the
prominent women in the history of modern Ethiopia. Having been married to
Menelik II, Taytu was able to exercise political power more than any woman in

politics prior to her age.

The period in which Taytu and Menelik came to power was one in which
Ethiopia had to struggle with the threats of colonialism. Taytu is determined to
protect her country from the colonial powers. Because she is very suspicious
about the Italian delegates Antoneli and Salambini Taytu designs ways through
which she can get information about what they are doing. To achieve her
purpose of tracing what the Italians are up to, Taytu joins Fetlework and
Tekola as a couple. Tekola is as Ethiopian who works for the Italians in giving
some information about Taytu and the mequanint. Fetlework is brought up by
Taytu and the two of them are so intimate that they even look like mother and
daughter. Fetlework takes advantage of her political love affair with Tekola and
gathers political information which will benefit Taytu. In this way, Taytu is able

to extend and strengthen her political power.

Following Italy’s attempt to make Ethiopia her colony through the
treacherously drafted Wuchale Treaty, war broke out between the two countries
and Taytu took part in the war leading a battalion under her command to the

victorious war front at Endayesus.



As a result of Menelik’s illness, Taytu took a complete control of power in
administering the country. After the death of Menelik, Taytu refused to give
recognition to Lij Eyasu as a successor of Menelik and the war lords from the
different parts of the country surrounded the palace. Later on it was agreed
that Etege Taytu should leave the palace and settle at Entoto so as to avoid the
bloodshed which seemed inevitable as a result of the struggle for power. Taytu

stayed at Entoto up until she died on February, 1910 E.C.

Wubetn Flega

The second play by Getnet entitled Wubetn Flega is set in Addis Ababa
sometime in the rainy season. It is a four act play with the second and third
acts subdivided into two and three scenes respectively. In this play there are
six characters. Arsema is married to Yigeremu who is a journalist who enjoys
writing poems. Yigeremu is not comfortable with Arsema’s love and caring
because he says that it makes him feel as if he is her son not a husband.
Yigeremu is attracted to another woman by the name Mahlet who is Arsema’s
friend. Mahlet and Yigeremu start having an affair. Mahlet becomes attracted
to Yigeremu because of the poems he writes and Yigeremu on his part thinks
that he feels so independent when he is with Mahlet and this is something he
lacked in his life with Arsema. Later on Yigeremu confesses to Arsema about

his affair and they agree to work it out.

Arsema’s father by the name Kumlachew is harsh towards every other
character and thinks high of himself. Yigeremu is not in good terms with his

father in law and the later thinks of the former as a worthless man.

Arsema has a brother named Yifrashewa who just came from America and he
too becomes interested in Mahlet. But later on Arsema warns him saying that
he should not go any further with the feeling he has towards Mahlet. Arsema

tells her brother about Mahlet and Yigeremu to warn him against getting close



to Mahlet. Following this, Yifrashewa becomes angry at both Mahlet and
Yigeremu for what they did to his sister. He and Mahlet go on a trip to
Wondogenet and before they reach there, they stay in Zway as it gets dark at a
hotel where they get drunk and Mahlet divulges her secret about carrying
Yigeremu’s child. Yifrashewa becomes more furious with her and stabs her

with a knife seven times in revenge for his sister.

Yigeremu finds out about Mahlet when he was in Nazaret for a field work. Then
after, Yigeremu decides to leave his wife telling her that they can no more stay
married. The play ends when Kumlachew and Yifrashewa go after the

policemen who came looking for Yifrashewa but took the mother instead.



Appendix-2
Extracts from the Plays

A. Etege Taytu

Scene Three
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Scene Five
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Scene Seven
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Scene Ten
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B. Wubetn Flega
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Act 2 Scene 1
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Act 2, Scene 2
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Act 3, Scene 1
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