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Summary of the Thesis

Clinical pragmatics is a relatively young and evolving area. Clinical pragmatics involves the
application of theory and constructs from the broad area of pragmatics to intervention and
research in the area of communication health and disorder. While it has been suggested that the
area of clinical pragmatics is marred by disparity and confusion (e.g., Cummings 2007a, 2010b,
Perkins 2005b), there is little published evidence of attempts to specifically explore the concerns
of the Speech and Language Therapy (SLT) community in this area. The purpose of this study was
to develop insight into the concerns of members of the SLT community, with regard to clinical
pragmatics and SLT practice, and to explore how these concerns were being managed.

This research was conducted using a Classic grounded theory methodology. Classic
grounded theory entails utilising a set of prescribed procedures to guide the researcher in moving
iteratively back and forth between data collection and analysis in order to generate data-driven
theory. Thus, this thesis presents the theory of Reshaping Remit as a conceptual account of the
ways in which Uncertainty, as the main concern of participants, was managed.

Multiple data sites and sources were involved in this study. Primary data sources included
practising Speech and Language Therapists (SLTs) and SLT educators, while extant documents in
the form of commercially available intervention resources were also included as data. Data
gathering was carried out simultaneously with data analysis. Initially, data was gathered by
inviting practising SLTs to complete questionnaires. Following this, further data generation was
guided by theoretically purposive sampling that led to the analysis of documents and also led to
focus group interviews with practising SLTs. The final phase of data generation involved
conducting individual interviews with SLT educators and practising SLTs. The total data set which
was analysed comprised 50 questionnaires, 6 commercially available intervention resources and
the transcripts of 6 focus group interviews and 8 individual interviews.

Data analysis revealed that Uncertainty, as a multifaceted and distributed phenomenon,
was a salient and significant concern for participants. Based on conceptual patterns uncovered
during data analysis, Reshaping Remit emerged as a theoretical account of how members of the
SLT community managed their main concern of Uncertainty.

Reshaping Remit comprised three main responses or strategies explicating how
Uncertainty was dealt with vis-a-vis the participants’ considerations of their role and the role of
the client. Reshaping Remit conceptualises the participants’ management of Uncertainty as a

typology of responses or strategies. Firstly, the response of Shrinking Remit captured how



participants pulled back from providing intervention in the context of Uncertainty. Shrinking
Remit portrayed how participants acknowledged and evoked The Limited Impact of Intervention
and The Limits of the Profession in responding to Uncertainty.

Secondly, Containing Uncertainty through Homogenisation explicated patterns in the
data, as responses to Uncertainty, which involved Automating, Involving Norms and Normalcy,
using Formal Pointers and assuming a stance of Clinician as Evaluator.

Thirdly, Stretching Remit emerged as a response to Uncertainty which involved Actively
Accepting Variance, Being Collaborative, Expanding Remit and Enacting Trial-and-Error
Interventions.

In this thesis, the theory of Reshaping Remit is presented by explicating and illustrating
the categories and properties of each of these three responses to Uncertainty. The theory of
Reshaping Remit is discussed in light of the theory of clinical pragmatics and the literature on
clinical uncertainty and uncertainty management. Suggestions for theory development are
presented in relation to uncertainty management and clinical pragmatics, in the context of SLT

practice.
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Glossary

This glossary presents an overview of the abbreviations, terms and notation conventions used
throughout this thesis for clarity and brevity.

Direct quotes from the data will always be presented in bold typeface and within double
quotation marks. The names of concepts which emerged from the data will be presented in
capitalised italics throughout this thesis (e.g., Stretching Remit is the name of one of the main
conceptual categories from the theory of Reshaping Remit which accounts for one way in which
Uncertainty was responded to by participants). Italics will be also used to mark the titles of books,
assessments and published intervention resources (American Psychological Association, 2010, pp.
104-105). The following abbreviations, terms and notation conventions will be used throughout

this thesis:

Abbreviations
e “SLT” will be used in lieu of Speech and Language Therapy.
e “SLTs” will be used in place of Speech and Language Therapists (plural), while "Speech
and Language Therapist” will be used to refer to “therapist” in the singular.
e The generic term “Speech and Language Difficulty/Difficulties” will be referred to as

SLD/SLDs.

Terms

e The term “clinical pragmatics” will be used to refer to pragmatics as it has been drawn on
by clinicians and researchers working with communication and communication disorders.

e Additionally, the term “mainstream pragmatics” will be used to refer to pragmatics as it is
has been more generally represented in the literature of mainstream linguistics, rather
than interpreting pragmatics within any one specific framework from the area of
linguistics.

e The phrase “pragmatics notions” will be used with reference to concepts, theories and
constructs from the subject area of mainstream pragmatics following Kamhi (2000, p.
182).

e The term “remit” will be used to capture all of the responsibilities and obligations which
fall within the role of the Speech and Language Therapist. Remit pertains to all of the
activities an individual carries out as a Speech and Language Therapist.

e The term “client” will be used to refer to people who access SLT inputs and interventions,
whether they are children, adults, parents or teachers etc.
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The terms ‘“‘uncertainty” and “clinical uncertainty” will be used interchangeably
throughout this thesis. When italicised and capitalised the term Uncertainty will be used
to refer specifically to the concept of clinical uncertainty, as it emerged from analysis.

In this thesis, the term “clinical knowledge” will be used to refer to the external research
base or general clinical literature and information environment which is accessed by
clinicians via journals, electronic databases and so on.

The term “health care” will be used to refer to the broad array of clinical services that are
now offered in relation to health, illness and well-being. When a particular form of health
care service is being discussed this will be specified as in “‘medical health care services” or
“occupational therapy services”.

The term “Evidence-Based Practice”, and its acronym EBP, will be used as a generic term
following on from the application of evidence-based medicine (EBM) principles across a
variety of health care disciplines. This usage follows a discussion of evidence based
practice as ‘““the application of the principles of evidence based medicine...to all
professions associated with health care, including purchasing and management” (Straus,
Richardson, Glasziou & Haynes, 2005, p. 280).

The term “non-clinical perspectives” will be used to refer to perspectives from outside
the clinical realm which have also been called “lay perspectives” following (Gabe, Bury &

Elston, 2004).

Notation conventions

For the sake of simplicity, allusions to the participating SLTs and all other clinicians will be
made in the female gender, with apologies to male clinicians, while clients will be referred
to in the male gender.

[Sic] will be used to indicate that a particuiar grammatical or speiling error appearing in a
direct quotation also appeared in the original text from which the quotation was taken.
Unless otherwise stated, all italics which appear in a direct quotation also appear in the

original text from which the quotation was taken.
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 IDENTIFYING THE STARTING POINT OF THIS STUDY

The impetus for this study was clinical and personal. When embarking on the PhD process, the
author had approximately two and a half years’ experience as a practising Speech and Language
Therapist working predominantly with children. Experiences during this time, and indeed during
the author’s four years as an undergraduate Speech and Language Therapy (SLT) student, gave
rise to an interest in the nature of SLT practice and the patterns which characterised it.
Additionally, the personal interest the author had in language, which no doubt influenced the
choice of SLT as a profession, also sparked a professional interest in how some of the objects of
SLT practice (such as language and communication) were specified and defined by the profession.
These experiences led the author to gather data about the issues of concern for Speech and
Language Therapists (SLTs), in an area of SLT practice where language and communication are
particularly a focus, namely clinical pragmatics.

The SLT profession has only lately begun to reflect on the nature and historical origin of its
practice, as can be seen in recent efforts at mapping the historical development of the profession,
in the United States (Duchan, 2002, 2005), and exploring the international and interdisciplinary
roots of the profession of SLT (Supple & Soderpalm, 2010). Historically speaking in an Irish
context, a three-year undergraduate course was first established in 1969 which enabled its
graduates to practise as SLTs (Leahy & Supple, 2002; Montgomery, 2006). Prior to this, clinicians
who had qualified outside of the Republic of Ireland, as well as “teachers, elocutionists, and
nursing staff”’, provided services to people with “communication problems” in the Republic of
Ireland (Leahy & Supple, 2002, p. 88).

The profession of SLT has emerged, in a hybrid fashion, from a number of disciplines—
most notably from the worlds of education, medicine and elocution (Duchan, 2002). Some of
these early educationalists and medical personnel acted in order to professionalise their work in
the area of speech correction. The formation of professional organisations of practitioners with
particular entry criteria, who worked in the area of communication, was one way in which this
professionalisation occurred (Duchan, 2002). Certain individuals, such as self-proclaimed speech

correctionists, who had also worked with people with communication differences and difficulties,



began to be excluded by the emerging profession as ““quacks—people who falsely claimed they
had a secret technique or cure for particular speech disorders” (Duchan, 2005, p. 4). Today
professional organisations exist, such as the Irish Association of Speech and Language Therapists
(IASLT) and the Royal College of Speech and Language Therapists (RCSLT), which represent and
advocate for the profession of SLT.

The emergence of SLT as a profession in its own right, in the earlier part of the 20th
century, coincided with the “testing movement”” and the rising popularity of the scientific method
in the area of medicine (Duchan, 2005, p. 203). Unsurprisingly, perhaps, SLT has subsequently
been underpinned by a variety of frameworks following on from the historical context of its
origins, as Duchan comments:

In the 19th century, before the medicalization of the profession, elocutionists were the

ones who worked with individuals with communication disabilities. They offered
“courses” or regimens to their “pupils” without diagnosing their problems.

Later, with the influence of scientific and medical models, the field became a clinical
one, adopting diagnostic practices and thinking that continue to this day. The medical
view of diagnosis, which locates the problem within the individual, preferably within the
person’s biological system, provided the centrepiece around which revolved other aspects
of service provision.

(Duchan, 2005, p. 215)

Thus, the professional identity of SLTs might well be linked with a divergent past which positioned
the Speech and Language Therapist with one foot in the clinical and medical professions and
another in the educational sphere. The medical model has been traditionally associated with SLT
practice and, indeed, clinical practice in general (Gabe, Bury & Elston, 2004), influencing the
organisation of SLT work in terms of assessment, diagnosis and intervention (Duchan, 2006). The
medical model has now been somewhat usurped by alternative frameworks which influence
practice, such as the social model of disability (Bunning, 2004; Byng, Cairns & Duchan, 2002;
UPIAS, 1976)." Anderson and van der Gaag (2005) have noted how a spectrum of models currently
informs SLT practice with clinicians drawing on medical and more socially-orientated models, as
well as intermediary models.

The early days of SLT practice were characterised by a focus on the motoric and sensory
aspects of speech production (Rae-Smith & Leinonen, 1991). These same authors noted how in
later years, theory from the areas of linguistics and cognitive processing was drawn on for guiding

practice. Despite theoretical advancement in many other areas of linguistics, developments in the

The Union of the Physically Impaired Against Segregation (UPIAS) is an organisation which is commonly
cited as one of the pioneering movements involved in the development and popularisation of the social
mode! of disability (e.g., Barnes, 2004; Oliver, 1990).
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area of mainstream pragmatics have attracted considerable attention from clinicians. A rising
disquiet with purely structural accounts of language saw pragmatic approaches to language
becoming increasingly popular in linguistics, cumulating in a “Pragmatics revolution” which spilled
over to influence the SLT community (Kamhi, 2000, p. 182). Since the 1970s, the profession of SLT
has been borrowing concepts and constructs originally developed in the area of mainstream
pragmatics. These pragmatics notions have been applied to guide SLT interventions and supports
in an area of SLT practice which has become known as clinical pragmatics (Cummings, 2010a).
Thus, the area of mainstream pragmatics has provided a wealth of concepts for SLTs to draw on
and incorporate into clinical practice, and these concepts have come to gain considerable
popularity within the more recent years of the profession’s short history.

The use of pragmatics notions within SLT practice has not been particularly well charted
or heavily explored in the literature. There is a scarcity of research on how the theory of
mainstream pragmatics is being interpreted and used within the SLT community. However, the
available literature suggests that significant incongruity exists between how the domains of
clinical and mainstream pragmatics interpret pragmatics notions (Cummings, 2007a; Perkins,
2007).

The literature reveals some dissatisfaction concerning how mainstream pragmatics theory
has been applied to clinical practice in the area of communication and communication disorder.
Claims of misappropriation of pragmatics notions have been made—as have charges of
inconsistency of terminology use—in the area of clinical pragmatics (Body & Perkins, 2006;
Cummings, 2007a). For example, the SLT community has been charged with taking an overtly
linguistic focus within their interventions, and also with making ““broad and vague” use of
terminology from the area of mainstream pragmatics (Perkins, 2000, p. 22). Despite these
accusations, regarding the mishandling of pragmatics notions, there have been few attempts to
explore what issues might be of concern for the SLT community who are almost uniquely placed
as users of pragmatic theory in clinical settings. Additionally, how concerns might be managed or
responded to by members of the SLT community in the area of clinical pragmatics appears to have
been neglected in the research literature to date. This thesis aims to explore issues of importance
or concern to members of the SLT community in relation to SLT practice and clinical pragmatics.

As such, the following research question was generated:

» ““What are the main concerns of the SLT community with regard to SLT practice and

clinical pragmatics?”



1.2 STRUCTURE OF THE THESIS

This thesis comprises four sections. The initial section introduces the fields of mainstream and
clinical pragmatics in order to provide a background to the area in which this study was set. The
second section discusses methodological choices and details how data generation and analysis
took place. The third section focuses on data analysis by explicating the nature of the participants’
concerns and how these were managed vis-a-vis the theory of Reshaping Remit. Finally, the fourth
section considers the theory of Reshaping Remit against the relevant, extant literature and

reflects on theoretical directions for further study.

Section 1: This section describes the scene in which this study was set. As such, the literature of
mainstream and clinical pragmatics is explored in relation to the way in which pragmatics has
been defined and approached in both of these areas. Although this literature review is presented
prior to a discussion of data analysis, the actual review of literature was carried out following the

completion of data analysis, as is typical in Grounded Theory (GT) studies.

Chapter 2: This chapter presents a limited literature review of the area of mainstream pragmatics
by exploring the delineation and development of the broad field of mainstream pragmatics.
Similarities and differences in how pragmatics has been conceptualised across the literature,
exposes mainstream pragmatics as an area which lacks coherence. This chapter provides a
backdrop for considering the emergence of clinical pragmatics and also contextualises the later

discussion of data analysis.

Chapter 3: The first half of Chapter 3 presents a literature review of the area of clinical pragmatics
which links the rise of clinical pragmatics with the pragmatics revolution in linguistics. The
evolution of clinical pragmatics highlights its progression from being a neglected aspect of SLT
intervention, to being considered a field in its own right and a standard area addressed during SLT
intervention. The second half of Chapter 3 provides a brief overview of how SLTs enact

assessment and intervention in relation to clinical pragmatics.



Section 2: Section 2 concerns methodological choices and tactics.

Chapter 4: The general methodology of GT is introduced in Chapter 4. The historical development
of GT and the similarities and differences between divergent schools of GT are considered before
focusing the discussion on Classic GT. The selection of Classic GT, as the methodology of choice

for this study, will then be discussed. Finally, the procedures of Classic GT are outlined.

Chapter 5: The realisation of Classic GT procedures are detailed in this chapter. As a GT study, this
study did not follow the traditional, linear research trajectory but was iterative. A trail of the

iterative process of data generation and analysis is provided in this chapter.

Section 3: Section 3 presents the outcome of data analysis. As this study employed Classic GT as a
methodology, this section presents a theoretical account of the main concerns of participants and
discusses patterns in the data pertinent to how this concern was managed. In this study,
Reshaping Remit emerged as the core variable to conceptually account for how participants dealt
with their main concern of Uncertainty in relation to SLT practice and clinical pragmatics.
Uncertainty will be illustrated and discussed prior to explicating the theory of Reshaping Remit as
an account of how participants managed uncertainty. Reshaping Remit was characterised by three
main patterns of response to Uncertainty, which were linked with clinicians’ assessments of their

role and the role of the client during intervention.

Chapter 6: Chapter 6 specifies the nature of the participants’ main concern, i.e., Uncertainty.
Uncertainty emerged as a multifaceted and distributed phenomenon, within the data, with four

interacting facets. Each facet of Uncertainty is explicated in this chapter and illustrated with data.

Chapter 7: Each of the three main patterns of responding to Uncertainty will be discussed in a
separate chapter. As such, Shrinking Remit is explicated in Chapter 7 and illustrated with data. The
non-provision or cessation of intervention was portrayed by Shrinking Remit, as a response to
Uncertainty. This discussion of Shrinking Remit highlights how particular variables were drawn on
as reasons why participants should not and/or could not continue to offer intervention in the

context of Uncertainty.

Chapter 8: Containing Uncertainty through Homogenisation is explicated in this chapter and
illustrated with data. This response to Uncertainty was characterised by drawing on standardised

and clinician-led approaches to intervention in an effort to contain Uncertainty.



Chapter 9: Stretching Remit is explicated in Chapter 9 and illustrated with data. Stretching Remit
captured patterns in the date related to the recruitment of client perspectives for informing
clinical decision-making in the face of Uncertainty. This chapter explains how abandoning extant
norms and embracing Uncertainty facilitated participants in responding to Uncertainty in a flexible
manner. As such, intervention was offered which was hallmarked by high levels of personalisation

and collaboration between the client and clinician.

Section 4: In this final section, the theory of Reshaping Remit is considered from the perspective
of how it might be situated in existing theory from the areas of uncertainty management and
clinical pragmatics in relation to SLT practice. In addition, the final two chapters in this section
evaluate the adequacy and limitations of this study and present the main conclusions of this

thesis.

Chapter 10: This chapter explores the nature and the ramifications of clinical uncertainty as it has
been dealt with, both in the data and the literature. Similarities and differences between clinical
uncertainty and uncertainty management, as they have been represented in the literature and as

they emerged in the data, will be highlighted and discussed.

Chapter 11: Suggested directions for further research will be discussed in Chapter 11. Specific
considerations for the advancement of the theory of uncertainty management and the theory of

clinical pragmatics, in relation to SLT practice, are discussed.

Chapter 12: In this chapter, criteria from Classic GT are employed to evaluate the rigour of the

research on which this thesis is based. Research limitations will also be outlined here.

Chapter 13: This chapter concludes the thesis by stating the main contributions made by this
research. Additionally, the potential for using Classic GT in further clinical research will be briefly

addressed.



CHAPTER 2. THE DIVERGENT FIELD OF PRAGMATICS:
MAINSTREAM PRAGMATICS

INTRODUCTION
A review of the literature of mainstream pragmatics will be provided in this chapter. Pragmatics is
a broad subject area which cuts across a range of disciplines (e.g., Austen, 2007). Subsequently,
pragmatic theory has been applied to a wide range of research problems and phenomena.
However, | will be delimiting this introductory discussion by attending specifically to how
pragmatics has been defined in the literature. This short introduction to mainstream pragmatics is
intended to contextualise the emergence of clinical pragmatics, as discussed in Chapter 3.

This chapter considers the historical development of the area of mainstream pragmatics

in Section 2.1, prior to discussing divergent approaches to defining pragmatics in Section 2.2.

2.1 THE EVOLUTION OF MAINSTREAM PRAGMATICS: A BRIEF INTRODUCTION

2.1.1 THE DELINEATION OF MAINSTREAM PRAGMATICS

It is generally agreed that current incarnations of pragmatics have developed from the study of
the semiotic (Morris, 1938), the philosophy of language (Austin, 1962; Searle, 1969, 1976) and
disquiet with the study of language as a purely abstract structural entity (Lakoff, 1971; Lakoff &
Ross, 1976). This latter unrest has been associated with the emergence of doubts about the
centrality of syntax in linguistic theory. Other commentators have also highlighted the role which
was played by thinkers such as John Dewey, George Herbert Mead and William James in shaping
modern day pragmatics (Duchan, 1995, pp. 2-17; Formigari, 2004).

Charles Morris’s (1938, p. 6) trifid split of linguistic theory into the areas of “syntactics,
semantics” and “pragmatics” has been widely recognised as a defining moment for mainstream
pragmatics (e.g., Levinson, 1983). Morris’s oft-cited definition of pragmatics emerged from his
attempts to carve up semiotics into three constituent foci of study. In this division, pragmatics
was defined as being inextricably linked with language as it was used and interpreted, as when
Morris (1938, p. 6) stated:

Pragmatics as the study of the relation of signs to interpreters, semantics as the study of

the relation of signs to the objects to which the signs are applicable and syntactics as the
study of formal relations of signs to one another.



Many theories in present-day mainstream pragmatics owe much to earlier theories which
emerged at the delineation of pragmatics. Some of the most important and salient concepts
within mainstream pragmatics today were founded on the “fertile ideas’’ provided by those
affiliated with the philosophy of language (Verschueren, 1999a, p. 256). For example, the Theory
of Generalized Conversational Implicature (Levinson, 2000) and Relevance Theory® (Sperber &
Wilson, 1995) have been developed following on from seminal work carried out by Grice at the
delineation of the field. Thus, current pragmatic theory has been built on, and hence remains
orientated towards, previous work which set out to explore meaning-making and “human
inferential behaviour” within a philosophical-linguistic framework, in that:

For centuries before the field had a label or identity, pragmatics as we now understand it

had radiated outward from that aspect of human inferential behaviour Grice calls

implicature, the aspect of speaker meaning that distinguishes what is (strictly) said from
what is (more broadly) meant.

(Horn & Ward, 2004, p. xii)

In the 1950s and 1960s, the philosophy of language was studied under two opposing schools of
thought, namely Ideal Language Philosophy and Ordinary Language Philosophy (Huang, 2007).
The tradition of Ideal Language Philosophy approached the study of language principally from the
point of view of logic. Authors such as Russell (1905), Carnap (1956) and Tarski (1956) pioneered
this approach by focusing on formal languages. By attending to formal languages, these authors
attempted to account for language in general. Both Huang (2007) and Recanati (2004) have noted
how attention to formal linguistic structure has laid much of the foundation for the development
of later areas of linguistic study such as formal semantics (as discussed by Saeed, 2008) and
formal pragmatics (e.g., Kadmon, 2001).

In opposition to Ideal Language Philosophy stood the tradition of Ordinary Language
Philosophy, with which Austin (1962) and Grice (1975) were affiliated. From an Ordinary Language
Philosophy perspective, language was approached as a highly contextualised process—rather
than a product. Consequently, language use was deemed to provide a porthole through which
language in general, including language structure, could be studied and understood. Ordinary

Language Philcsophers were predominantly interested in the study of natural languages. The

2 Examples of these founding ideas include Searle’s Speech Act Theory (Searle, 1969, 1976) and Grice's
notions of speaker meaning and implicature (Grice, 1975).
* Relevance Theory (RT) posits that human cognition is both rational and efficient, and that the principle of
relevance guides the process of language interpretation by drawing on context. According to RT, context is
positioned as a resource employed in order to enrich and assign referents to disambiguate linguistic
meaning. Following this, explicatures are produced which can then be elucidated further via drawing on
world knowledge and other aspects of context in order to deduce an implicated conclusion during the
process of utterance interpretation (Sperber & Wilson, 1995).
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tradition of Ordinary Language Philosophy put forward the premise that language use and the
meaning of language were heavily interlinked.
Words-world relations are established through, and are indissociable from, the use of
language. It is therefore misleading to construe the meaning of a word as some worldly
entity that it represents or, more generally, as its truth-conditional contribution. The

meaning of a word, insofar as there is such a thing, should rather be equated with its use-
potential or its use-conditions.

(Recanati, 2004, p. 443)

The 1970s and 1980s were marked by the prominence of a structuralist approach to the study of
language, founded on ideal Language Philosophy, exemplified by the work of Noam Chomsky
(1969, 1972, 1977). Chomsky (1969, p. 4), following Ferdinand de Saussure’s (1983) spilt of
language into “langue-parole”’, called for linguists to attend to competence rather than
performance. Thus, Chomsky (1969, p. 4) has noted that “we thus make a fundamental distinction
between competence (the speaker-hearer’s knowledge of his language) and performance (the
actual use of the language in concrete situations).” Performance remains considered by Chomsky
(2006, p. 102) as “the actual observed use of language” which involves a wide variety of non-
linguistic influences and therefore the “does not simply reflect the intrinsic sound-meaning
connections established by the system of linguistic rules” that comprises grammar or
competence.

This structuralist approach to the study of language has not been embraced by all. Indeed,
some of Chomsky’s students went on to call for a revision of linguistic theory in order to
accommodate a more contextualised approach to the study of language (e.g., The Generative
Semantics approach advocated by Lakoff, 1971; Lakoff & Ross, 1976).

Pragmatics, as an area of linguistic inquiry, broadened following the appearance of this
anti-structuralist thinking, enabling a wider research paradigm. This broader research paradigm
often placed on the use of language, rather than competence or actual linguistic structure, as a
central focus of study. Pragmatics came to represent a field of study, in its own right, which
concerned itself with language use and the broad context in which language was, dually, a
constituent and an outcome. Contextual influences on language use (such as social and cultural
phenomena) became legitimate objects of study. This monumental change in linguistic thinking
has been described by Koyama (2006, p. 31) as:

The move from the early quasipragmatic theories, which generally embraced the
componential view and focused on illocutionary and other propositionally centered [sic]
referential pragmatics regularities in microsocial speech events, to the next generation of

more full-fledged pragmatic theories...paying attention to the social-indexical (especially
cultural) aspects of pragmatics as well



Significant growth has been noted in the area of pragmatics since its delineation. The proliferation
of academic paraphernalia (such as books, conferences, organisations® and so on) which focus on
pragmatics has been taken as an indication of the high level of interest in the area of pragmatics
and that ““pragmatics has come into its own, and is here to stay” (Mey, 2001, p. 3). The
emergence of journals,” and special editions of journals,® which specifically focus on the area of
pragmatics has also been taken to substantiate the claim that pragmatics is an established field.
However these examples which have been listed as indicators of pragmatics being an established
field have also been taken as indicators of the institutionalisation of pragmatics (Verschueren,
1999b).

However, the “conflicting definitions” and divergent methodologies noted in the area of
pragmatics have led some to note that pragmatics is still establishing itself as an area of study and
is in “the process of developing into a field in its own right”” (Bratt Paulston & Tucker, 2003, p. 71).
Indeed, pragmatics is now such a diverse and far reaching field, with significant cross disciplinary
links, that it may not be amenable to being called a field in the traditional sense (Haberland &

Mey, 2002; Verschueren, 1999b).

2.1.2 PRESENT-DAY MAINSTREAM PRAGMATICS

Present-day, mainstream pragmatics continues to be perceived as following two distinct schools
of thought, in line with the thinking of Ordinary Language Philosophy and Ideal Language
Philosophy, namely the “European”’ and “Anglo-American” schools of pragmatics (Horn & Ward,
2004; Huang, 2010).

In looking at patterns of how pragmatics has been defined, it has been said that amongst
European scholars there remains a ““broader and more sociological conception of pragmatics that
encompasses all aspects of language use not falling strictly within formal linguistics theory’’ (Horn
& Ward, 2004, p. xi).

The Anglo-American tradition advocates a “narrower” approach to pragmatics (Levinson,
1983, p. ix). The Anglo-American outlook approaches pragmatics as “the systematic study of

meaning, by virtue of, or dependent on, language use”, rather than viewing pragmatics as a

* Such as “The International Pragmatics Association”.
> For example, The Journal of Pragmatics (Elsevier), Pragmatics (The International Pragmatics Association)
and Pragmatics and Cognition (Benjamins).
® For example, in 1999, the journal Brain and Language produced a special issue which was dedicated to
pragmatics (Stemmer, 1999).
’ The terms “European” and “Continental” are used interchangeably in the literature to capture an
approach to pragmatics which is affiliated with an Ordinary Language Philosophy and/or socio-linguistic
perspectives on language use, as pointed out by Huang (2010). This school of thought was inspired by the
thinking of Ordinary Language Philosophers and stemmed from universities and research centres in Europe.
The term “European’” will be adopted in this thesis.
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broader cognitive, social and cultural perspective on linguistic phenomena and their usage
(Huang, 2007, p. 4). In comparison to the breadth of definitions of pragmatics from the European
school, the Anglo-American tradition represents a tidier “more narrowly circumscribed” view of
pragmatics (Horn & Ward, 2004, p. xi).

One of the main contentions about European approaches and definitions of pragmatics is
that it becomes difficult to differentiate pragmatics from other areas of linguistic study (such as
sociolinguistics, psycho-linguistics and linguistic anthropology). For example, Levinson identified
an overlap between sociolinguistics and the European approach to pragmatics when he pointed
out that “in contrast, the continental tradition is altogether broader, and would include much
that also goes under the rubric of sociolinguistics” (Levinson, 1983, p. ix).

Present-day pragmatics, particulariy when a “European” approach to pragmatics is
adopted, is a particularly interdisciplinary enterprise as pragmatic theory is both applied and
contributed to by a wide range of disciplines (Cummings, 2005). The plethora of sub-discipiines
which populate the realm of modern day, mainstream pragmatics are diverse, as Mey (2007, p. 1)
points out: “Since Pragmatics itself cannot be narrowly defined, the topics that we consider
‘applied’ are rather diverse.” Pragmatics is now regularly associated with fields of study (such as
psycho-linguistics, neuro-linguistics and so on), which have a marked interest in their “own extra-
linguistic correlational object” (Verschueren, 1999a, p. 10). Areas such as neuro-pragmatics
(Stemmer, 2008; Stemmer & Schonle, 2000) and clinical pragmatics (Cummings, 2010a) have also
become increasing salient in the literature.

The broad remit of pragmatics, when conceived of from a European tradition, and the
absence of specific units and/or methods of analysis has also led to “methodological pluralism
which allows for various types of evidence” in the area of mainstream pragmatics (Verschueren,
1999a, p. 271). This broad-based approach to pragmatics has been framed in both a negative
(Gendler Szabd, 2005) and more positive light (Hymes, 2000). The lack of strict delimitation and
disciplinary boundaries in pragmatics has opened up the scope of pragmatics to many divergent
approaches to the study of its “object”, in that:

We can also say that exactly because we didn’t necessarily conceive of pragmatics as a
discipline that engages in a competition with other sub-disciplines about subject matters,
topics, or truth sources, today we can still stubbornly cling to the notion that what matters
is not what you single out as an object of scrutiny, but the way you look at your

object....As to the nature of the object itself, defined earlier by us as “the use and users of
language” (1977:7), there seems not to be much room for doubt.

(Haberland & Mey, 2002, p. 1673)
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However, confusion has emerged in the area of pragmatics because of a lack of a unitary “angle”,
(such as a methodological and/or analytical approach) with which to explore all things pragmatic
or to guide research in the area (Haberland & Mey, 2002, p. 1673). This lack of theoretical and
methodological coherence has been taken to suggest that pragmatics is still an “insecure science”
despite being institutionally established (Spencer-Oatey & Zegarac, 2002, p. 74). A lack of
theoretical agreement and consistency within pragmatics has meant that the outposts of
pragmatics are positioned divergently within different studies.

The potential for pragmatics to be applied to other areas and to be utilised in such a far
reaching and interdisciplinary manner rests particularly with the notion that there are important
“other sources” at play, outside of de-contextualised linguistic structure or “code”, which are
important for developing an understanding of language and language use, as highlighted by
Spencer-Oatey & Zegarac (2002, p. 75):

Modern approaches to pragmatics recognize that human communication largely exploits a
code (a natural language such as English, German or Japanese), but they also try and do
justice to the fact...that human communicative behaviour relies heavily on people’s
capacity to engage in reasoning about each other’s intentions, exploiting not only the

evidence presented by the signals in the language code but also evidence from other
sources, including perception and general world knowledge.

The contrasting levels of attention given to different “other sources”® when it comes to studying
language and language use have caused serious disagreement in mainstream pragmatics. The
absence of a unified theory of pragmatics to support certain methodological choices and research
foci has made for a lively debate about what “other sources” both could and should be attended
to in the area of pragmatics.

As Verschueren (1999a) highlights below, present-day pragmatics remains a disjointed
area, in which the topics covered and methodologies utilised are variable. Pragmatics appears to
be interpreted and defined in light of individual affiliations and theoretical stances, rather than
being defined by a unitary theory or methodology. While perusing the literature labelled

“pragmatic”, the reader may note a lack of consensus within the collection of phenomena and

® As an example of the contrasting priorities given to different phenomena when studying language and
language use, those working within the area of pragmatics utilising Relevance Theory (Sperber & Wilson,
1995) have been criticised for ignoring societal and cultural factors (Mey, 2001). However, Mey’s own
definition of pragmatics, which follows, could be critiqued as neglecting to limit in any definite way the
“other sources” relevant to the study of language use and meaning-making. Mey defines pragmatics as:
“the study of the way humans use their language in communication, bases itself on a study of those
premises and determines how they affect and effectualize human language use. Hence, Pragmatics studies
the use of language in human communication as determined by the conditions of society” (Mey, 2001, p. 6).
If “the conditions of society” are interpreted broadly, then this definition could be considered as being so
inclusive that it excludes nothing from the study of pragmatics. Some authors would prefer to see
pragmatics more tightly defined (e.g., Davis, 1991; Gendler Szabo, 2005).
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topics discussed there, except that they are all loosely related to language use and/or context. For
example, Huang (2007) has defined pragmatics by topic when he specified pragmatics as “the
systematic study of meaning by virtue of, or dependent on, the use of language. The central topics
include implicature, presupposition, speech acts, and deixis” (Huang, 2007, p. 2). These types of
definitions of pragmatics have been critiqued as trying to force coherence by defining pragmatics
as a ‘“‘repository of interesting topics” (Verschueren, 2009, p. 8). However, others have also
attempted to generate guidelines which would explicate theoretically why certain topics or
phenomena should be included or excluded from the area of pragmatics (e.g., Cummings, 20073,
pp. 424-429).

This lack of theoretical unity may have contributed to arbitrary groups of phenomena being
considered representative of pragmatics, according to Verschueren (1999a, pp. xi-xii), who notes
that:

There is no shortage of pragmatics textbooks today....All of them, however, restrict their

theoretical or their empirical scope, or both. They tend to focus on a somewhat random

set of phenomena, including deixis, implicature, presupposition, speech acts,

conversation, and the like. Cognition is brought in regularly, but only for theory-specific

purposes. Social and cultural factors fail to be accounted for systematically; a chapter on
“societal pragmatics”’ may be added as if it were an afterthought.

2.2 DEFINING AND DELIMITING PRAGMATICS: A SPECTRUM OF DEFINITIONS

Prior to discussing the area of clinical pragmatics, a descriptive overview of how pragmatics is
defined across the area of mainstream pragmatics will be provided. This review of definitions of
pragmatics, within the literature of mainstream pragmatics, is not intended to be complete or
exhaustive. As an introductory foray into the literature of mainstream pragmatics it is intended to
be a backdrop to the discussion, in later chapters, about the issues which emerged as concerns for
the participants in this study in relation to clinical pragmatics and SLT practice.

An exploration of the definitions of pragmatics across the broad field of mainstream
pragmatics revealed that it was a controversial area, in which an absence of one unitary definition
was apparent. Different definitions of pragmatics may contain overlapping and even contradictory
specifications. In light of these theoretical disparities, this discussion of definitions of pragmatics
will be structured using the notion of a spectrum. A spectrum refers to the existence of a wide
range of associated phenomena which have divergent individual characteristics yet posses
overlapping features. Here, the term spectrum has been used to capture the “interrelated
sequence or range” of definitions of pragmatics which can be found in the literature of

mainstream pragmatics (Longman Dictionary of the English Language, 1991, p. 1553).
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The spectrum of definitions of pragmatics available in the literature will be discussed for
clarity’s sake under three separate headings.” The headings used here offer arbitrary, not
definitive, divisions in order to highlight how definitions of pragmatics weave together and
diverge at different points.

In the remainder of this chapter, definitions of pragmatics will be discussed under the
following headings:*

e Pragmatics as a component of linguistic theory
e Pragmatics as the use of language for contextualised meaning-making

e Pragmatics as a critical linguistic outlook on language use.

The issues of language use and context are germane to a discussion of definitions of pragmatics as
they highlight some of the most salient commonalities and contrasts between different
definitions. Correspondingly, “language use” and “context” will be drawn on and used as sub-

headings to further structure the discussion in the following sections.

2.2.1 PRAGMATICS AS A COMPONENT OF LINGUISTIC THEORY

2.2.1.1 LANGUAGE USE

Since the delineation of pragmatics, definitions of pragmatics habitually make reference to
language use as a defining characteristic. One of the founders of mainstream pragmatics, Charles
Morris (1938), noted the importance of “the use of language” as a feature which identified
studies as being “pragmatic’” when he stated: “if in an investigation explicit reference is made to
the speaker, or, to put it in more general terms, the use of language, then we assign it to the field
of pragmatics” (Morris, 1938, p. 7). Early views in linguistic theory often assumed language could
be fractured into constituent parts; subsequently interaction between different constituents was
not always addressed (Crystal, 1987). Following on from this, language use has often been dealt

with as an isolable phenomenon within linguistic theory.

i’ Drawing on the idea of a spectrum to conceptualise the similarities and differences between definitions of
pragmatics precludes having to definitively sort definitions of pragmatics into discrete categories, as might
be unintentionally suggested by the use of these headings.
% The headings used here echo how pragmatics has been discussed in the literature. For example, Huang
(2010, pp. 13-15) states that “contemporary pragmatics” is comprised of “two main schools of thought: the
Anglo-American tradition...and the Continental tradition...Alternatively, the two traditions are also called
the component and perspective views of pragmatics, respectively”.
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The definitions which are discussed in this section could be loosely called componential,
as they situate pragmatics as a discrete segment within linguistic theory." These definitions of
pragmatics are founded on an assumption that the grammar of a language can be divided up into
separate segments which all have different functions. As such, each component (e.g., the
phonological component, the syntactical component and so on) can be studied independently.
Each constituent segment of a language can then be viewed as being governed by its own set of
rules and/or principles. Thus, different components of linguistic theory have also been called
“rule systems’’ (Kadmon, 2001, p. 3).

Definitions of pragmatics as a component of linguistic theory are most often associated
within the formal linguistic tradition (as noted by Mey, 2001). Rather than conceptualise
pragmatics as something which permeates all aspects of language, formal approaches to
pragmatics define it as another segment of linguistic theory on a par with semantics or

phonology, (as depicted in Figure 1 below).

FIGURE 1: PRAGMATICS AS A COMPONENT OF LINGUISTIC THEORY

Pragmatics

Morphology

When situated as a component of linguistic theory, pragmatics has the potential to partake in the
traditional division of labour when studying language evident in mainstream linguistics. For
example, semantics is frequently purported to be a component of grammar with its own units of

analysis that deals, in particular, with de-contextualised, abstract, linguistic meaning. Semantics

" The term “modular” has not been used and the term componential has been favoured in its place. This
usage of terminoiogy aims to avoid a loaded debate regarding modularity, akin to the debate about the
domain-specific/domain-general nature of the human mind, that exists in the literature of Linguistics,
Neuropsychology and other Cognitive Sciences (for example, Fodor, 2001; Karmiloff-Smith, 1995).
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has been defined as, the “study of the linguistic meaning of morphemes, words, phrases, and
sentences” (Fromkin, Rodman & Hyams, 2007, p. 174). Thus, pragmatics becomes the area of
linguistic theory that is responsible for the study of language use in particular.

Positioning pragmatics as a component of linguistic theory often sees pragmatics
characterised as an area which is concerned not with the entire embodied, social process of
language use, but which is concerned with only the abstract, structural ramifications of language
use. Leech demonstrated an appreciation of pragmatics as an abstract segment of linguistic
theory when he noted that pragmatics could be identified as a separate “domain’ of linguistic
theory, dealing with how grammar was used, in that “...grammar (the abstract formal system of
language) and pragmatics (the principles of language use) are complementary domains of
linguistics” (Leech, 1983, p. 4). However, Leech (1983) also stressed that both formal and
functional approaches might be necessary in the study of language.

A view of pragmatics as a component of linguistic theory has been noted as being only
one of the possible “methodological stances” which can be taken in relation to pragmatics
(Koyama, 2006, p. 30). However, dissecting language as a whole into its constituent segments
remains to be considered a fruitful approach by many linguists, as stated by Saeed (2008, p. 10)
who highlights that for some linguists there may be a “utility” in “identifying distinct modules for
knowledge about pronunciation, grammar and meaning”.

When pragmatics is defined as the component of linguistic theory that primarily deals
with how language is used, it is also often delimited to attending only to language as a
grammatically encrypted code. Subsequently, pragmatics can be considered an additional layer of
rules to be applied during the creation of a grammatical language product. As such, non-
grammatical phenomena may be deemed irrelevant to the area of pragmatics. A restricted view
of both context itself and the importance of context can be taken when pragmatics in defined as

an isolable component of linguistic theory.

2.2.1.2 CONTEXT
Most definitions of pragmatics make some reference to the “notion of context” as pointed put by
Kasher (1998, p. 148). Defining what exactly might be meant by context is highly controversial and
varies across the literature (Auer, 2009). How contextual phenomena influence linguistic meaning
is a divisive question in linguistics, yet this question is at the heart of pragmatic studies of
language because the influence of context is often considered crucial in the realm of pragmatics.
As Wharton (20104, p. 75) noted: “In pragmatics context is everything.”

The nature of pragmatics is often defined by highlighting contrasts between the areas of

pragmatics and semantics (as seen, for example, in Koyama, 2006; Peccei, 1999; Recanati, 2004).
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When pragmatics is defined as a component of linguistic theory, it is often defined by exclusion by
being differentiated from semantics. As semantics is also concerned with the study of meaning it
has been deemed to be the closest neighbour to pragmatics (Cruse, 2000). It is often posited that
it is pragmatics which deals with linguistic meaning-making and context, while semantics deals
with de-contextualised linguistic meaning (for further discussion see Saeed, 2008).*
Consideration of pragmatics as a component of linguistic theory implies that all things

pragmatic are amenable to analysis as abstract phenomena, at the level of linguistic structure,
which can preclude macro-level phenomena®® from being addressed by pragmatic theory. For
those ascribing to the view of pragmatics as a component of linguistic theory, how grammar and
context interact often remains a key interest, although context is more likely to be defined in a
restricted manner. Contextual influences which are relevant for the study of linguistic structure
are often constrained to phenomena within the immediate linguistic environment of an
utterance, particularly the preceding or “prior discourse”, as pointed out by Wharton (2010a, p.
75), who noted how limiting context in this manner is problematic because

these are far from the only aspects of context that play a role in utterance interpretation.

Context can be viewed from a much wider, sociolinguistic perspective, to include also the

socio-cultural nature of the communicative event taking place, or the social status of
those involved in it.

(Wharton, 20104, p. 75)

Context is qualified by Stalnaker (1970) in a restricted fashion to refer to features of the
surrounding “speech” in which a proposition is embedded.™ This limited view of context suggests
the exclusion of other phenomena from being considered as relevant, contextual variables in
understanding how linguistic meaning is generated as when Stalnaker (1970, p. 275) commented:
syntax studies sentences, semantics studies propositions. Pragmatics is the study of
linguistic acts and the context in which they are performed. There are two major problems
to be solved within Pragmatics: first, to define interesting speech acts and speech

products; second, to characterise the features of the speech context which help
determine, which proposition is expressed by a given sentence.

2 For example, Kaplan identified “character’” as the linguistic meaning which does not vary with context,

while “content” was used to relate to the level of linguistic meaning that varied with context. Thus, Kaplan
associated “content” with the area of pragmatics, while “character’” was taken as the object of semantics
(Kaplan, 1989, pp. 505-507).
* The distinction between “macro” and “micro” levels of analysis is one made across the Social Sciences
literature which generally positions macro levels of analysis as pertaining to broad overarching issues of
social life, at the level of populations or organisations, while micro levels of analysis are purported to be
more focused on face to face interaction (e.g., Johnson, 2000).
" These constrictive views of context were no doubt influenced by the popularity of the structuralist
paradigm that emerged at this time (Chomsky, 1969, 1977) which emphasised the importance of studying
language as an abstract structural code. In comparison, many modern day notions of context which are
utilised within linguistics are significantly broader (as noted by, Fetzer, 2004).
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This restricted view of context is often regarded as being a “traditional linguistic account” of
context, as Fetzer (2004, p. 4) has pointed out below. There is, however, a much wider
understanding of context which has become increasingly evident in the literature both within and
beyond pragmatics:
In traditional linguistic accounts of context, context is conceived as comprising the
immediate features of a speech situation in which an expression is uttered, such as time,
location, speaker, hearer and preceding discourse. However, context is a much wider and
a far more transcendental notion than what these accounts imply. In philosophical
approaches to intentionality and action, language is no longer examined as consisting of
de-contextualised sentences. Instead, the focus investigation has shifted towards the

examination of language use which is seen as embedded in larger activities through which
they become meaningful.

(Fetzer, 2004, p. 4)

Macro-level elements of context (such as culture, politics and non-verbal behaviours) are often
excluded from being considered relevant when pragmatics is defined as a component of linguistic
theory. An exclusive focus on the linguistic products of language use, while neglecting the macro-
level ramifications and influences on the process of language use, is a key criticism made of
approaches to pragmatics which define pragmatics as a component of linguistic theory, in that:
Pragmatics is the linguistic subdiscipline that is most concerned with real people and real
situations. But...there is a constative approach to linguistics that also downplays real

people in real situations as much as possible, and replaces them with abstract structures
as well.

(Robinson, 2006, p. 19)

The notion that language is both a product and a part of the context in which it is produced
means that pragmatics and context are closely linked (Mey, 2006). Context has been conceived of
as being constructed by an ongoing communicative event as well as being the setting in which a
communicative event (or an event of language use) is situated (Cook-Gumperz & Gumperz, 1976).
As such, it may not be possible to separate language or pragmatics from context. However,
definitions of pragmatics as a component of linguistic theory often attempt to separate
pragmatics from its context, by delimiting context narrowly and focusing on strictly linguistic
aspects of context.

This interdependence between context and language clashes with the dichotomy
popularised, in part, by Chomsky (1969), which split form and meaning (i.e., “competence”) from
use (“performance”), as discussed above. It has been posited that rather than being divided,
meaning and form are synergistically interwoven with use (Mey, 2001; Robinson, 2006). All facets

of language, including pragmatics, are thus reliant on context, as language cannot be considered
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as a product “independent” from its context of use. If pragmatics is seen as a reflection of

performance, not competence, then a wide view of context is needed.
Most pragmaticians would disagree with this [Chomsky’s] componential presentation
because unlike other tools, language is not a “thing” which leads an independent and
unchanging life once it has been “made”. It requires constant adaptations to different
purposes and circumstances of use. And for a descriptive account of the meaning and an
explanatory account of the form of linguistic entities, it is often necessary to refer to
conditions of their appropriate use. Strictly speaking, every aspect of competence is part

of one’s competence to perform. Thus, the form/meaning vs. use opposition is not
unproblematic.

(Verschueren, 2009, p. 8)
[Words in brackets have been added]

Definitions of pragmatics which echo a componential perspective frequently consider pragmatics
to exist at the level of an internalised grammar. For example, Kadmon (2001, p. 4) has
commented: “Let us assume that the grammar contains a semantic component and a pragmatic
component”. Viewing pragmatics as a component of internal grammar can often preclude non-
linguistic features of context from being considered relevant to pragmatics.

However, this exclusion of non-linguistic phenomena from definitions of pragmatics is a
hotly contested topic (Wharton, 2010b). Other types of definitions of pragmatics offer a
considerably broader scope, by placing the outposts of context and pragmatics much further
apart than those who advocate a view of pragmatics as a component of linguistic theory. The next
section discusses the issues of language use and context in relation to broader conceptualisations

of pragmatics.

2.2.2 PRAGMATICS AS THE USE OF LANGUAGE FOR CONTEXTUALISED MEANING-MAKING

It is important to be cognisant of the fact that some of the definitions of pragmatics discussed in
this section share as many differences as they do similarities. Many of the definitions discussed
here share a functionalist leaning, view context broadly, and also prioritise context and language
use in exploring linguistic structure and/or language use.” A generic representation of these types

of definitions of pragmatics is proposed below in Figure 2.

Y For example, cognitively orientated approaches to pragmatics, such as Relevance Theory (Sperber &
Wilson, 1995) are often considered to be dissimilar to sociolinguistic approaches to pragmatics (e.g., Labov,
1972), as one approach focuses particularly on internal cognitive phenomena, while the other attends to
social and cultural factors. However, their shared appreciation of context and the priority given to language
use as a mechanism for understanding meaning-making sees them united in this section.
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Pragmatics has also been defined as a process involving the use of language for
contextualised meaning-making. As such, it assumes a position of priority as an overall
organisational system which regulates all other linguistic components and acts as an interface
between language and context. The definitions discussed in this section could be loosely labelled
“functionalist”, in relation to the functional linguistic tradition emergent from the work of the
Ordinary Language Philosophers. Those working within an Ordinary Language Philosophy rejected
the notion that meaning in language could be understood by focusing on the truth-conditional
and formal aspects of language alone or by exploring linguistic structure divorced from its context

of use.

FIGURE 2: PRAGMATICS AS THE USE OF LANGUAGE FOR CONTEXTUALISED MEANING-MAKING

Embedded within an embodied, interactive,
social, cognitive and cultural context.
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Functionalists have also viewed pragmatics as a junction at which form-function mapping exists.
Many definitions of pragmatics which stem from the functionalist tradition present pragmatics as
a contextualised, super-ordinate linking system which operates between linguistic forms and
communicative functions. The “‘competition model” is one such framework that might be situated

within the functionalist tradition and which Craig utilised when defining pragmatics, as follows:
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An alternative approach treats pragmatics not as a separate module, but as an interactive,
competitive system.....Rather than conceptualizing pragmatic rules as a system in parallel
to other linguistic systems, pragmatics can be viewed as an additional system of patterns
that establishes linkages between linguistic forms and discourse functions... Accordingly,
pragmatic knowledge consists of a set of connections that are interactive in nature,
specifying the dependent relations between forms and functions.

(Craig, 1996 pp. 631-632)

2.2.2.1 LANGUAGE USE

When pragmatics is conceptualised as the use of language for contextualised meaning-making,
the usage of language is naturally of paramount importance. From this perspective, pragmatics
cannot be contained to one component of linguistic theory or one aspect of grammar, but is
considered to be an overall driving force and/or regulatory system involved in all instances of
language use. Indeed, many definitions which will be discussed in this section treat pragmatics
and language use synonymousiy. in doing so, the breadth of what could be considered to fall
within the realm of pragmatics is widened to include almost any instance of language use which is
communicatively motivated.

Defining pragmatics as the use of language for contextualised meaning-making represents
a broad category, and can be used to capture both restrictive and extreme (or radical) functional
accounts of pragmatics. As previously noted, many of the definitions which are discussed in this
section stem from a functionalist tradition in which language use, as opposed to structure, is the
foci of study. Taken to the radical extreme, the separation of linguistic form and function can
mean that the meaning of a linguistic expression can only be identified with its concrete and
authentic use (e.g., Taylor, 2010)."® Advocates of extreme perspectives, which focus on use or
function of language rather than structure, have even gone so far as to suggest that language
should not be associated with a “fixed code” or structure per se (Love, 2004, p. 529)

More moderate, functional pragmatic theories accept the existence of a shared linguistic
code to different extents. For example, functional pragmatic theories have been developed to
explain the other linguistic components of a language (such as syntactical aspects of grammar,
e.g., Halliday, 1994). When pragmatics is conceived of as the use of language for contextualised
meaning-making, the process of language usage becomes the site in which linguistic structures
become ascribed with meaning, rather than linguistic meaning existing as a static and extant
aspect of linguistic structure. The importance of language use as a mechanism by which meaning

is created is stressed in Marmaridou’s definition of pragmatics as “the study of the use of

Lo Taylor (2010) provides a brief overview of semantic minimalism versus radical contextualism which
presents both extreme and more moderate views on linguistic meaning being dependent on context.
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language to structure reality as meaningful experience. According to this definition pragmatic
meaning emerges interactionally while language is so being used” (Marmaridou, 2000, p. 61).
However, one critique of these types of broad-based definitions of pragmatics is that they
are too expansive and result in theoretical eclecticism and overlap with other areas of linguistics.
Ambiguous definitions of pragmatics can result when pragmatics is defined bluntly as the study of
“language use” as pointed out by Dietrich Tschaepe (2010, p. 341) when he commented that:
Pragmatics is a rapidly growing field in contemporary linguistics. But what is Pragmatics? It

can generally be defined as the study of language in use. However, such a definition may
be too general to be of much use.

When the notion of “language use” is defined as the object of study, without theoretical
qualification, it may be difficult to ascertain the limits and boundaries of such a study. Neglecting
to specify a theoretical backdrop or clear explication through which an author might be
conceptualising potentially loaded and generic terms (such as “language” and/or “language
use”’), in definitions of pragmatics, places pragmatics in an uncertain position with regard to other
areas of study. Consequently, boundaries may not be identified which would distinguish
pragmatics from any other areas of linguistic or indeed non-linguistic study. This point is captured
succinctly when Verschueren (1999a, p. 1) discusses the potential confusion that can occur by
relying exclusively on “base-level” terms in defining pragmatics. However, Verschueren (1999b)
has also identified the positive way that this lack of borders impacts on the area of pragmatics and
has resulted in interdisciplinary collaboration.

At the most elementary level, pragmatics can be defined as the study of language use, or,

to employ a somewhat more complicated phrasing, the study of linguistic phenomena

from the point of view of their usage properties and processes. This base-level definition

does not introduce a strict boundary between pragmatics and some other areas in the

field of linguistics, such as discourse analysis, sociolinguistics, or conversational analysis.

Yet is rarely disputed, and when thinking through its logical consequences it has

interesting implications for the way in which pragmatics is to be situated in the science of
language in general.

(Verschueren, 1999a, p. 1)

Within broad definitions of pragmatics as the use of language for contextualised meaning-making,
more attention is accorded to context and usage than linguistic structure. Subsequently, the
division between linguistic components becomes less important. These broad-based definitions of
pragmatics clash with reductionist views of pragmatics, as a component of linguistic theory. If
meaning-making is, first and foremost, dependent on context and usage rather than the linguistic
structure, then a clear division in linguistic theory between form (or competence) and function (or

performance) cannot be maintained. According to Gendler Szab6 (2005, p. 1), “those who
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subscribe to the view that the meaning of a linguistic expression is identical to its use reject the
proposed distinction between semantics and pragmatics”’.

In considering pragmatics as the use of language for contextualised meaning-making
pragmatics is often used synonymously with the term “language”. Pragmatics is viewed as an
area through which language, in a general sense, can be studied and understood. There is no
specifically pragmatic aspect of language per se, as “ail language is pragmatic to begin with”
(Bates, 1976b, p. 420). Following on from this view of pragmatics, a broader view of context may

be necessitated.

2.2.2.2 CONTEXT

As noted previously, the types of contextual variables which are deemed relevant to pragmatics
diverge considerably across the definitions discussed in this section (i.e., Section 2.2.2).
Definitions of pragmatics as the use of language for contextualised meaning-making can be
extremely inclusive depending on how broadly the notion of context is defined. Different authors
have prioritised various aspects of context as being particularly important within their
conceptualisations of pragmatics.

The pertinence of non-linguistic aspects of context, to pragmatics, remains heavily
debated across the field of pragmatics (Taylor, 2010). A broad view of context enables any aspect
which interfaces with language to be deemed relevant to pragmatics. Consequently, extra-
linguistic or “non-linguistic” variables, such as gesture eye contact and so on, have been included
for consideration within the realm of pragmatics—an inclusion which Wharton has defended:

The approach favoured by many linguists is to sift these [non-verbal] behaviours out, in
order to focus better on the rule-based grammar that constitutes language. However, the
pragmatist has to cast a broader net. The central aim of pragmatics is to describe and

explain the process of utterance interpretation, and utterances after all, have non-
linguistic as well as linguistic properties.

(Wharton, 2010b, p. 294)
[Words in brackets have been added]

In a similar vein, pragmatics has been defined as the process by which people draw on both
linguistic and extra-linguistic resources and context in order to generate meaning. In Yule’s (1996)
definition of pragmatics below, the embodied and live nature of the construction of meaning is
highlighted. Yule (1996) tentatively dismissed the importance of attending to linguistic structure
alone (i.e., “what the words or phrases might mean by themselves”’) during the enterprise of

meaning-making, when he pointed out that:
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Pragmatics is concerned with the study of meaning as communicated by a speaker (or
writer) and interpreted by a listener (or reader). It has, consequently, more to do with the
analysis of what people mean by their utterances than what the words or phrases in those
utterances might mean by themselves. Pragmatics is the study of speaker meaning

This type of study necessarily involves the interpretation of what people mean in a
particular context and how the context influences what is said...Pragmatics is the study of
contextual meaning....

(Yule, 1996, p. 4)

Language has been posited as being “intimately linked” with aspects of context including
cognitive, social, cultural, psychological and ecological phenomena (Rudzka-Ostyn, 1993, pp. 1-2).
As such, context becomes an amalgamation of different types of linguistic and non-linguistic
phenomena which are not easily divisible into constituent elements. This view of language may be
particularly incongruent with specifications of context as a narrow range of linguistic variables,
and also precludes the acceptance of a clear division between separate components of linguistic
theory in that:

Given the interaction among language subcomponents as well as the interaction between

language and other domains of cognition, the various autonomy theses and dichotomies

proposed in the linguistic literature have to be abandoned; a strict separation of syntax,

morphology and lexicon is untenable; furthermore it is impossible to separate linguistic
knowledge from extra-linguistic knowledge.

(Rudzka-Ostyn, 1993, p. 2)

A dependency on context, in order to make meaning with language, entails that linguistic
structures are not the ultimate site in which meaning is encrypted. Definitions which
conceptualise pragmatics as an organisational interface, at which and in which meaning is
generated, suggest a decoupling of linguistic form and meaning. Linguistic units do not hold a
“pragmatic’” meaning which can be accessed independent of their use, as Cruse (2000, p. 16)*” has
commented when he noted that pragmatics

can be taken to be concerned with aspects of information (in the widest sense) conveyed

through language which (a) are not encoded by generally accepted convention in the

linguistic forms used, but which (b) none the less arise naturally out of and depend on

meanings conventionally coded in linguistic forms used, taken in conjunction with the
context in which the forms are used.

The social, cultural and embodied exercise of meaning-making via language use draws attention

away from linguistic structure and towards the setting in which language is in use. Context is

b Additionally, Cruse (2000) deems certain aspects of world knowledge which do not relate to the
conventional meaning of the words used as being irrelevant to pragmatics.
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credited as being the ultimate site in which meaning is generated. Meaning does not exist in the
linguistic structure of “indices”, but rather meaning is created contextually in real time. In
Thomas’s (1995) definition below, we see that context is evoked as the location in which meaning
emerges. The notion of context is elucidated somewhat as pertaining to “physical, social and
linguistic” phenomena (1995, p. 22). Meaning is conceptualised as something which is generated
collaboratively. Meaning-making is implied to be a linguistic, yet highly contextualised and
interactive process

| shall be working towards a definition of pragmatics as meaning in interaction. This

reflects the view that meaning is not something which is inherent in the words alone, nor

is it produced by the speaker alone, nor by the hearer alone. Making meaning is a dynamic

process involving the negotiation of meaning between speaker and hearer, the context of
the utterance (physical, social and linguistic) and the meaning potential of an utte