: observed that some words functioned differently tha
h—some were special and held more influence than others. He drew a i
0 types of words: constatives and performatives. Constatives are words that
tify a state of affairs. For example, consider this sentence: “The room is cold.
describes the room and nothing more. But Austin also noticed that language
these words he named performatives. Consider, for example, this sentence: “I declare

Chévez Day.” Here, the speaker doesn’t just describe a state of affairs, s/he also creates
making this statement, the day becomes César Chavez Day. Performatives are powerful
each illustrates how our words create our worlds.

Austin described these moments, when language accomplishes action, as speech 2
he separated into three parts: (1) the locutionary act, or the simple surface level of :

(2) the illocutionary act, or the intent behind a given performative, and (3) the pe

act, or the effect of a given message. Perhaps Austin’s most famous example of a perforn
from the marriage ceremony. Here, the official enacts the union of two people by st:
pronounce you husband and wife.” This example illustrates how performatives wor

the statement, speaking the words, creates the union. We can find the three parts

tives Austin identified in “I now pronounce you husband and wife.” First, the locution
the basic meaning of the statement, that the words represent a pronouncement of
Second, the illocutionary act is the intention of the message—in this case, to join the twt




et's separate this more public

example of the marriage ceremony, the locutionar

.mgnt‘ indicates that these individuals are married.

remains the same: The official intends to join two individuals

the two examples differ in perlocutionary effect. While off

marry people, the performative did not result in legal marriages

think of fhis ""'Wld_ help: While the ceremonies did, as a result of per
Ferempmea, TESUlt in marriages, the language of the state supremefi:aurt_g

in their verdict, rendered those marriages invalid. The resulting action in
con}ested election regarding and successful passage of Proposition 8,
designed to end marriage equality, followed by the court upholding t
demonstrate how speech (votes, verdicts, and the like) constitute our reali

Speech act theory here also helps us understand how Denny and Audrey’
so wrong. When Audrey tells Denny, “I just wanted you to know that Mike an
gay marriage,” she intends to support Denny, to show him that she is (or, more sp
make herself through the saying) his ally. But the effect of her speech does not mat
tions, just like the intent of the marriage ceremonies in San Francisco did not mat
This gap helps us understand why there is conflict between Denny and Audrey;
understand how their words create their relationships. That Denny says he’s “done
suggests that language can separate and demolish as well as build and create. S
Judith Butler (1956-), 2 philosopher and professor at the University of Cahf
has extended Austin’s work with performatives. Though she writes widely,
subjects, her research has tended to focus on gender :lnd vfll:?t s‘l.*n:::_‘:1 c:!; 0
ways language acts (instead of just representing or describing acti
smjt:lied c:gmssf5 burning, pornography, and other forms of cnmu_xm:atiﬂa
Speech (1997), arguing that all langua!ger—nat just perfunnaﬁvgs—l_.__.; 0
study how all language affects the bodies and minds of people as they
 that speech can have tremendous ef'fects on those who mtnzss-
ing cross: Not only does that burning cross Pﬂ'f" '
eminds all who are witness to it of & larger
¢ What can make communicatiqni
2! nificant is the way




The third and final constitutive understanding of language we "{mﬂd hkg (
Stewart’s “post-semiotic” approach to language. We addre_ssetii this earlier in
discussed the limitations of a representational or semiotic view of language.
simply means “after” semiotics, the next step in theorizing apd u‘nflerstandmg_:

it in everyday settings. Stewart argues that because language is a living process

ers to negotiate with one another in order to make meaning, we cannot reduce lang
ponent parts and still understand it effectively. Stewart describes this process asarti

e Language is our world—or at least what we can understand about it. Let’s think:
They swim through water, and they cannot really know what their world would be lik
it, any more than we might be able to imagine a world without air. Similarly, we %
communication. Just as the fish cannot really separate itself from water, we cannot
selves from the language we have and will continue to encounter in our lives. Wit
there is no meaning, no way of thinking; there is no separation from who we are and
that sustains and nurtures (or damages) us.

e We encounter language holistically, not divided into words and things they
to represent. Instead, language is a messy process where we struggle to make
Language here is holistic in that who we are (our different pasts, experiences,

forth) is created and carried forward in our language; this helps to explain why we
communication with each other.

i cm[funrgtmge is constitutive: Language produces meaning, speakers, contex
and cultures. Language, as we've seen throughout this chapter, al does m
through the world—it makes our worl i |




 creates and reshapes their relationghin with .1
- overheard it. Each of these pe;sm‘rf;;l:;::;dﬁ ind
fanguage, whether violent or healthy, shapes our reaht:m
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It had been about a week after Denny and Audrey’s fight at the cookout. Joel had b
Denny mope around the _hn}use.‘ always a little bit angry and frustrated. With ea
ered Joel more; he grew tired of having to relive the conversation with Audrey.
to do something about it. i
:D:fnn;,r? ("an we talk for a minute?” Joel asked quietly as Denny was doing the dis|
What's up?

“I was hoping you and I could do something about what happened with Audrey t
day . . . Maybe something more productive than . ..” g

“Look, I told you I'm not going to go make nice with Audrey . ..”

“Who asked you to? But maybe you could do something else? Instead of running
house in a huff maybe you could actually do something? What about volunteerin
The Human Rights Campaign could use your story: You could speak up, talk
we need to change how people talk about marriage—that this might help ¢
about marriage equality. If you have something to say, then say it. .. You'

thing . . . We can do this together.”
Denny looked at him, trying to decide whether to be angry o

‘know . . . that might help. How would we get started?” o

what it does in interaction m
' this chapter




