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Discursive pragmatics

A platform for the pragmatic study of discourse

Jan Zienkowski
University of Antwerp

Most introductions to the interdisciplinary fields of discourse analysis and linguistic
pragmatics begin by emphasizing that there is no consensus on the meaning of these
terms. Neither discourse nor pragmatics are straightforward concepts and it may
be correct to suggest that only the most vague and the most general definitions are
able to unite the variety of disciplines, researchers, research programmes, heuristics,
methodologies, objects of investigation, and terminologies lumped together under
these headings. A book title such as ‘discursive pragmatics might therefore be inter-
preted as an oxymoron consisting of two signifiers whose referents are diverse in both
quantitative and qualitative senses of the term. In this sense, the usefulness - i.e. the
pragmatic value - of the label discursive pragmatics may be called into question. Yet,
I will argue that this notion holds great potential as an instrument for establishing a
platform for inter-disciplinary and inter-theoretical cross-fertilization. In this sense,
the usefulness of the term resides in its communicative potential for researchers who
tend to view their activities as either pragmatic or discursive ways of approaching
empirical language use.

Many of the topics, themes, theories and perspectives discussed in this volume
would also fit in publications related to thetoric, cognitive linguistics, semantics,
studies on language acquisition, sociolinguistics, communication studies, philosophy,
literature, and many other (inter)disciplinary fields. But whatever their focus, all of
the contributions collected in this volume contribute in one way or another to the
linguistic or discursive turns that have taken place throughout the humanities and
social sciences since the second half of the twentieth century. Moreover, they are all
products of an increasing pre-occupation with pragmatic concerns related to func-
tional and communicative language use conceived in terms of interactional processes
and context generation. This point of convergence has generated an ever-growing
number of eclectic studies of real-life discourse(s) described in terms of empirically
observable language use. Such discourses may be defined in terms of topic (such as
racism, ecology, doctor/patient interaction), genre (such as literature, scientific publi-
cations, newspaper articles), or function (such as narrative, manipulative, rhetorical),
depending on the researcher’s main interests.
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In this introduction, I will trace the pragmatic features of the perspectives and
approaches to discourse as presented by the various contributors to this book. How-
ever, this collective volume is far from exhaustive. I will argue that approaches to
discourse such as those presented under the headings of post-structuralist discourse
analysis, discursive psychology, or conversation analysis would also belong here. In
some cases, there were good reasons to deal with them in one of the other volumes
of the Handbook of Pragmatics Highlights series In other cases, they represent gaps to
be filled in future updates of the Handbook. This introduction does not explore the
various potential areas of application of discursive pragmatics.

In their article on Text and discourse linguistics, Jan-Ola Ostman and Tuija Virtanen

point out that “differentiating between discourse analysis, text linguistics, pragmatics,
semiotics, and even linguistics has become a field of inquiry in itself". Neither their article
nor this volume is intended to present an overview of this meta-field. Recognizing that
the term discourse analysis is used in a rather restricted sense by some scholars, they
advocate a perspective in which the notion functions as “an umbrella term Sorall issues
that have been dealt with in the linguistic study of text and discourse”. With respect to
the relationship between pragmatics and discourse studies, they note that a discussion
has emerged around the question as to which notion is more general. Even though
they prefer to think of pragmatics as the more general term, they emphasize that it
is more productive to consider the debate as a matter of perspectives: “Discourse and
pragmatics have the same fields of interest, but different aspects in focus. Thus, discourse
will typically require larger stretches of text or conversation, whereas for pragmatics this
is not necessarily the case”,

Such a perspective view is also relevant with respect to other approaches con-
tained in this volume. For instance, Critical linguistics and critical discourse studies as
discussed by Ruth Wodak can easily be viewed as constituting a perspective as well.
Wodak conflates CL and CDA on pragmatic grounds and goes on to characterize
“CDA basically as a research program” instead of a theory or a methodology. For her,
CDA is first and foremost an approach the specificity of which can be defined in terms
of a “concern with power as a central condition in social life that may be indexed in
language use”. But ultimately, CDA is considered to be an “approach” characterised by
interdisciplinary and problem-oriented principles. In the same sense, it is open to a
multiplicity of theories, methodologies, and objects of investigation.

Interestingly, in his article on Text linguistics, Robert de Beaugrande describes the
development of this approach in terms of three historical stages. He points out how
text linguistics was initially an attempt to extend grammatical principles to texts and
how from the seventies on this approach became increasingly preoccupied with tex-
tuality as a structure with both linguistic and social aspects. The most recent stage
witnessed an increasing focus on textualization processes in the actual production and
reception of texts. He goes on to suggest that these developments allow for a prag-
matics which includes “a tritical’ view of communication as an ongoing interaction

Discursive pragmatics

whereby the significance of a situation (real or hy]')oth‘etical ) is beini fe:[gﬁtiated, Zfezsl!;i
turns are assigned and relations of power or s?lzdarzty are enacted . be ?on;rwﬁen o
with (critical) discourse analysis and pragmatics become even rrllore 0 w?uative onhe
points out that “foday, the ‘text’ is widely defined as an empirica comlrrtl;;tmc t
iven through human communication rather than specified by a forma eo‘ry . y
& At first sight, the contributions that go under the headers Text and discourse lin
guistics, Criticgal ;liscourse analysis and critical linguistics, and T?xt l.inguis}tlicsfseem to
situate themselves at a higher level of abstraction tharll the C(Bntr1b.11t1'0ns th at c.)cu's I)n
particular aspects of discourse such as the French notion of Enonciation, t e‘pr;n;q;7 ;s
f Polyphony, Intertextuality, Cohesion and coherence, the concefpts of Appraisal, ublic
Sliscourse, Pragmatic markers, Genre, Figures of speech, or notlo.ns such as l\flarraiz}l/e;
Manipulation, or Humor. However, if one takes a clqser 'look, it pecorges clear :,
these labels do not merely designate an object of inves't1gat10n. for dlscgrs.lvl? plrai;ima1 ic
approaches to language. Rather, researchers trained in alvarlety of d;scll)ptmei ' ;p ZZ
them as principles structuring our language use 'at various le.vels ;)1 abstrac 1oeléted
such, they also provide perspectives or points of view from which phenomena r
be approached. .
N 1"1%:2;?5;5;;?“ difcpursive turn in the social sciences. ant.i in the humsnitles in
general is not merely a turn towards new objects of investlgatl?n that had. eenfpre—
viously neglected. Rather, it is a turn which implies a change in persp.e.ctl\lze —e ;)]:Ceh
grounding and backgrounding both new and old pf'lenomena for emf}tnrlca li-es o
with a linguistically inspired toolbox at hand. This process was o ten rfea 1zeth Y
means of a double movement whereby concepts were de.conte)'(tua}hzed Fom y efir
normal use and metaphorically applied to new areas of investigation. This is ;t -
nitely the case with notions such as Narrative, Enonciation, Polyphony, Intertextuality,
j oherence. .
COhj\s/;Zrnjlftnlccl)}?ansson and Eija Suomela-Salmi explici‘Fly descri.be F.rench enunczltlotn
theory or enunciative linguistics as a set of “several dz‘ﬁerefftt .dlverszﬁed af)proatct esth Z
pragmatic questions”. These questions are not merely ?ng‘ul.Sth bu‘t are rédevar.x ;)h °
issue of subject formation as well. In spite of its diversity, .1t is poss%ble to. identify : f[e’s
stages in the development of enunciative pragmatics which cu.lmllnate in ’I’Sen\fems i
statement that “nothing is in language that has not been before in discourse : This quote
bears witness to the struggle of pragmatically oriented author.s to emancipate them-
selves with respect to dominant perspectives on language which tended to focu§ on
the formal rules and structures that supposedly work at /a dee/per leyel of sem1ot1}c1
organization than individualized utterances, parol es,, or enoncelas..Ultm'latflz, Frfr;; :
pragmaticians do not merely study individual énoncés arl1d their indexica uncd i
in relation to the I or to other aspects of contextual reality. Rather, they a.rrn'ze ata
view of the human subject as a subject split by the discourse it pr.oduces. ”Ihls. view :;fas
most clearly expressed in Ducrot’s work by means of his 1n.'Fegrat‘10n of Bakhtinian 1112(;
logism and French enunciation theory. Johansson and Eija point out that Jacque
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Authier-Revuz voiced similar points of view underscored by an integration of Lacanian
psycho-analysis into the theoretical mixture. Interestingly but not surprisingly, some
of the concepts central to French linguistic pragmatics proved to be important to the
Anglo-American strands as well: this goes for notions such as deixis, context, reported
speech and modality.
Enunciation moved from being strictly an empirical object of investigation towards

a perspective in which even the subject should be seen as an effect of discourse under-
stood as a set of enunciations. A similar movement may be observed in the intercon-
nected theories of Polyphony discussed by Eddy Roulet and Intertextuality discussed by
Stef Slembrouck. To Bakhtin, the notion of polyphony is just one type of dialogism - an
instance of multi-voiced discourse. It does not refer to an actual dialogue between two
speakers but rather to the fact that even monological texts incorporate and articulate a
multiplicity of voices through various linguistic forms and processes. Whereas Bakhtin

illustrates his point first and foremost with forms of reported speech, Ducrot extends

the dialogic and polyphonic principles to French linguistics in general. He investigates

how polyphony is realized by means of a variety of linguistic forms and pragmatic pro-

cesses including irony, negation, negative polarity, discourse markers, and presuppo-

sitions. Polyphony is therefore one of the metaphors that allow for a perspective on
discourse in which the unity of the speaking subject is challenged without falling into
the trap of removing all of its agency in the process.

Slembrouck points out that it is possible to consider intertextuality as a matter of
those factors which make the utilizaton of one text dependent upon knowledge of one
or more previously encountered texts. In this sense, intertextuality is a phenomenon or
a function of discourse which finds itself at the same level of abstraction as cohesion,
coherence, intentionality, acceptability, informativity and situationality. Intertextuality
is then an object of investigation rather than a principle constitutive of a perspective
on (discursive) reality. Such is the view of most text linguistic approaches. A broader
notion of intertextuality is to be found in the writings of Kristeva and Bakhtin whose
works have been rediscovered by one of the main voices in the field of critical discourse
analysis ~ Norman Fairclough. Here intertextuality gains the status of a perspective on
language use. As Slembrouck points out, the Bakhtinian/Kristevian notion of intertex-
tuality is broader than the text linguistic one. In addition to the manifest type of inter-
textuality which is a shared point of interest with text linguisistics, Fairclough’s notion
of intertextuality is a constitutive one. In a Foucaultian argument, Fairclough claims
that intertextual analysis draws our attention to: the orders of discourse that consist
of configurations of conventionalised practices at the disposal of producers and con-

sumers of texts; to the way texts depend upon society and history; and to the way
texts transform social and historical resources. Put differently, intertextuality becomes
a metaphor constitutive of a perspective on social relations and historical develop-
ment in general. As Slembrouck points out, this is the main reason why the notion of

lossia
intertextuality can be linked to the concepts of hegemony, polyphony and h(;ate;c;lggc‘)N e
i i
iti i i ne may ask in what sense we are dea
- critical discourse analysis. However, o : . ve 2
o matic mode of investigation when the notion of intertextuality is taken tfo. such
ra . . - . _
alfstrict heights. Slembrouck argues that teasing out the various dimensions (1)1 inter
3 : i inguisti i titutive senses — allows us
i i t linguistic forms and its cons
xtuality — both its manifes ' ' X
f‘eto taket}t]he dialogic beyond the boundedness of recognized domains .of languagf;studyd
Slembrouck goes on to draw out the implications of this view on intertextuality ank
em . . .
oncludes by shedding a rather pragmatic light on the issue. Arguing that recent :\.rolrl
. izati i uage essentially
izati textualization processes in languag
re)contextualization and (en)con ; . : angua '
Zn i Vzrith the same phenomena as the issues discussed in Kristevas original art;lcle (;n
o j ] ly grounded process” whereby
i i i t “(inter)text is a contextually gro
intertextuality, he claims tha ! p process” wherey
j j iti t as by-products of situated prac
“publicly recognized textualities coun d ted. : !
dpvorcec}l/ from language ideologies”. Moreover, intertextuality is abm;lt how Zzsto'ry;s
1 ic di i f CDA thus resides in its
inscribed i j ice”. The pragmatic dimension o
inscribed into situated practice : ‘ w e
intersubjective stance; in its emphasis on the importance of so?lo—polltlcal and textua
context, and in the emphasis on the process-based nature of discourse. —
Lik’e CDA, the study of discourse as performed within the framework of Apprais
’ X . > . 3 . 0_
theory is informed by the principles of SFL (Systemic Functional Llngulst.lcst)has Errl "
osed by Halliday. Itis a decidedly functional perspective on language use in he s o
Ehat it holds that “linguistic phenomena can best be explained by referle;lce to l;l e psloc o
> “ the functional demands plac
] by language” and “by reference to
. e discourse we have encoun-
' " trast to the approaches to discou
upon language by its users”. In con . ‘ -
tfred thus far, the appraisal framework is rather typological. It categor;zes tgle (:;af’erbs
’ jecti erbs
i i inguistic forms such as adjectives, nouns, adv:
functions that a variety of linguis . nouns rbs or VoS
i d with social and political theory
may perform. Also, it has not engage . . o
ethnIE as critical discourse analysis, even though both pefispectlve%s eltr(ei 1nf(:;:£leWit1)lr
inian insi inciples. On the other hand, appraisal does
Bakhtinian insights and SFL princip D e e ol
' i i that it is concerned with the “system
the social function of texts in the sense " ) el
] oupings of texts.
' i they operate in whole texts and tn gr ’
sis of evaluation and stance as ‘ upings of ot '
j ] ] these resources, not simply as the m Y
concerned with the social function of e ety
indivi ' their feelings and take stands, but as
individual speakers/writers express ol e
] ' ially-determined value positions and thereby alig
which they engage with socially s and therehy A e
j j jal subjects who hold these positions . g .
align themselves with the socia : T e o
i ive matic in the sense that it recognizes tha
appraisal perspective is prag B s of
icitly i t. In such cases, one has to take r
are not marked explicitly in a tex . e ot
i luative dimension of a text. This view
context in order to understand the eva fatext . o
is definitely not the most radical one in the landscape of linguistic prag}rlrlalftlcs.thS e
i i i : the function
i - tion with pragmatic concerns:
other hand, there is a clear pre-occupa ' e e
text and form with respect to the realiza
actual language use, the role of con : . liza hes
functions; and an emphasis on evaluation as an ongoing and intersubjective proc
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The article on Public discourse by Srikant Sarangi is not merely about public texts
in the sense of a genre or a set of discursive genres in a reified public sphere. Rather,
it is about publicness defined in terms of “social processes of talk and text in the public
domain which have institutionally ratified consequences”. Moreover, discourse is taken
to mean “a stretch of talk or text (including semiotic icons) as well as a Sform of knowl-
edge and the social processes of production and consumption of such knowledge in the
Foucauldian sense”. After presenting three dichotomies (private/public; expert/lay
knowledge; microcosmic/macrocosmic) that structure dominant understandings of
the notion of publicness, he moves on to consider various sociolinguistic and interac-
tion-based approaches to public discourse. In addition to work in conversation analy-
sis and rhetorics, he explores Goffman’s interactional concept of the public order. On
the other hand, Sarangi contrasts these approaches with Habermas’ philosophical and
normative perspective on the public sphere. He describes pragmatics as a concern with
“ ‘meaning-making’ against a set of parameters such as power, status, rights and obliga-

tions” and claims that as such, “various pragmatic theories of human communication
can be reassessed to account for public discourse”. To Sarangi, both pragmatic theories
and theories of the public sphere are ultimately concerned with information exchange.
More specifically, he points out that “information exchange lies at the heart of the three
most dominant models of pragmatic inquiry: the cooperative principle and conventional/
conversational implicatures, face wants and positive/negative politeness strategies, and
principles of relevance and message processing”. Sarangi argues that these theories can
be extended to theories of the public domain as a domain in which concerns related to
information exchange are intertwinted with issues related to role-relationships, iden-
tity construction, strategic goal imposition and so on. He claims that this would allow
for a research programme that “will blend well with the Habermasian characterisation
of public discourse as systematically distorted communication, without subscribing to his
universal pragmatics model’.

Public discourse is often described as a particular genre of discourse. However,
discursive pragmatic approaches to discourse have problematized the notion of genre
itself. Anna Solin points out that the notion is traditionally associated with “the idea
that texts (and other cultural products) can be grouped into types or classes according to
Jormal and/or functional similarities”. However, Solin points out that it is also possible
to consider genre “not merely as forms, but as social and symbolic action” In her over-
view of genre studies, she discusses three contemporary approaches to genre research.
The first one is the Sydney school which is based on SFL principles. It inherits the
SFL preference for functionalist typologies and defines genres as “stage goal-oriented
social processes”. The specific identity of a genre is defined by recourse to text-internal
linguistic criteria. There are strong affinities with text linguistics. At the same tyme
the Sydney approach is both pedagogical and political in the sense that its researchers
assumed that it was possible to teach a number of key genres to social groups with less

Discursive pragmatics

7

estensive discursive resources in particular societies (e.g. migrants and working da.ss
students). A more thorough familiarity with key genres was supposec.l to help them 1.n
their emancipation processes. The Sydney approach was th‘erefore. dec1dedly)pragmat1c
in its functional emphasis and in its goals with respect to 1ncrfea51ng peop¥es language
awareness with respect to genre conventions. The New R‘l:l'etOI'lC approach is even more
pragmatic. Following Bakhtin, genres are perceived as mterfextua}ly rilated to ?ther
genres”. Moreover, they are defined as particular types of social action: “a rhet'orzcally
sound definition of genre must be centred not on the substan.ce or the form of dfscourse
but on the action it is used to accomplish. At first sight, this c.10e3 not go ag'fnnst tbe
idea of an SFL goal—oriented attitude to genre. However, within New Rhetoric, social
actions always take place within particular communities. Consequently, genres cari
only be investigated and taught if one ethnographically Tmfierstjdnds the c9mmuna
and institutional contexts in which they are deployed. Within this persp'ectl‘\(ffe, genre
education on the basis of formal linguistic principles only is ag absur§1ty: if genres
are responses to contexts, can they be learned at all out (?f cm?te'xt? . Drawing on thehethl-
nographic insights of New Rhetoric and on the text hnguls.tlcs of the S}idney school,
English for Specific Purposes is characterized by its pedagoglcal agerida: to assist non-
native English speakers in mastering academic and professional genres. It .deﬁnets genres
as sets of intersubjective and goal-oriented functions or as communicative actions. As
such, we are dealing with a pragmatic perspective. '

Throughout her discussion of Narrative, Alexandra Georgakopoulou describes

how “the reification of narrative has nonetheless increasingly. been sh?eci away from., as
attention has shifted from narrative as text to narrative as social pmctz‘a'z ! She, Fle.scrlbes
how studies move towards viewing narrative as “a process of the partw.lpants‘ joint con-
struction, negotiation and contestation of alternative interpretatw? Yzewpoz?ts on the
events related as well as on the local relevance of the storytelling actu./zty itself. I.nte.re.st—
ingly, narrative — as a perspective — is also engaging with the principle f)f su.b]e.ctlvr[y.
Here, it is not so much French pragmatics which serves as a s?urce. of 1nsp1raF10n for
the exploration of the metaphorical split subject, but Gofiman’s notion of footing and
his corresponding view on the self. . .

The shift towards a pragmatic and functional consideration of dlscours.e in ‘terms
of (inter)subjective social action and processes, is one of the factors contrlbutlng to
the success of the linguistic turn across the disciplines. In this sense, I do not think
of pragmatics as the study of a limited set of phenomena such as .spe‘ech acts or t.he
establishment of cohesion or coherence. Rather, linguistic pragmatics 1s pers.pectlv'e
on and a going concern with language use. Pragmatics—orienteq‘ research.ers H-W;Stl_f
gate empirical data of language-related actions and processes without losing sight 0
the various contextual layers that play a role in these actions and processes. Pragmatic
interpretations of abstract concepts such as narrative, dialogue or gf:nre thus allc;w
for the empirical analysis of large-scale processes which leave material traces at the
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micro-level of language. Put differently, they allow for a de-reification of the things we
consider discourse to be.

In his article on Cohesion and coherence, Wolfram Bublitz points out that both
notions refer to meaning and bear on relations of connectedness
not be linguistically encoded. Whereas cohesion refers to “inter-

relations which link current items with preceding or following ones
tural means”,

which may or may
sentential semantic
by lexical and struc-
coherence is a cognitive category depending on the language user’s
interpretation. Bublitz provides an overview of research on the relationship between
cohesion and coherence and arrives at a pragmatics-oriented perspective. He consid-
ers the establishment of coherence as an interactive achievement resulting from nego-
tiations within specific socio-cultural settings. As such, coherence becomes a “context
dependent, user oriented and comprehension based notion”. Moreover, “if is not texts
that cohere but rather people who make texts cohere”. On the other hand, speakers and
writers can use linguistic cohesive tools to help create coherence and the associated
gestalts. Once again, we are faced with a pragmatic perspective on discourse.
Interestingly, the article of Karin Aijmer and Ann-Marie Simon-Vandenbergen
on Pragmatic markers illustrates how pragmatic perspectives do not necessarily
originate from macro-discursive concepts such as dialogue, narrative or intertex-
tuality. On the contrary, the notion of pragmatic markers is connected to a whole
range of associated concepts among which the notion of indexicality. As Aijmer and
Simon-Vandenbergen point out, the main function of pragmatic markers is indexical.
They point us to features of context we need to take into account in order to con-
nect discourse with relevant aspects of context. Context involves ideational relations
between ideas and propositions, relations with respect to how speech acts relate to pre-
ceding, following or intended actions, linguistic exchanges or turns, information, and
social relations between participants in discourse. Pragmatic markers index elements
which are less concrete than more prototypical deictic elements such as pronouns,
temporal or spatial expressions. But the pragmatic potential of discourse markers or
particles also resides in their reflexivity: “they comment on the utterance and thus assist
in the interpretation of that utterance” Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen point out that
pragmatic markers perform a meta-linguistic or meta-pragmatic role. Put differently,
they assist in the (inter) subjective establishment of coherence. A theorization of meta-
pragmatic markers is therefore not restricted to the study of a particular linguistic
phenomenon but constitutes a perspective on the overall functioning of discourse.
Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen emphasize that pragmatic markers are diverse,
Connectives, modal particles, adverbs, interjections, routines, feedback signals, voca-
tives, disjuncts, approximators, conjunctions, and reformulations may all perform a
multiplicity of (meta)pragmatic functions. Moreover, they may be deployed in linguis-
tic theories and discursive perspectives ranging from speech act theory, conversation
analysis, discourse analysis, semantics, socio-linguistics and SFL. The types of texts in
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hich they are studied also vary greatly. However, regardless of the specific pragmatic
N epect in which pragmatic markers are studied, they force the researcher to face
pereSsI:ocr:lsvjvith respect to pragmatic processes constitutive of (inter)subjectivity and
qu :
funcu?nalu?s): t’f})l(z;ieeizr:r;[;:; other linguistic phenomena that are investigated in the
pragzaiioc stuc’iy of discourse. Manfred Kienpointr{eris article on Figures .of ls)pe;lch dr.awi
our attention to argumentative patterns and linguistic forms deployed in bo a:men
thetoric and in the contemporary study of discour‘se.‘ He argues fo;1 a Ee;spec 1v:11(;3
figures of speech that differs from the ancient deviation view in which the §(;)—rced -4
ornamental features of language — e.g. metaphor ar.ld me.tonyn.ly - are const1het e
be deviations of a supposedly pure form of expressif)n. Klenpomtner states ': P
are not merely ornamental or aesthetic devices” but z:zevztably shaped ?ur cogni t:(;rtze i
culture-specific views of reality”. Moreover, they are the ?utput of ;scm;lrse ot i “
which we use to select units from linguistic paradigms of different leve 2 (IZh one‘ttenpand
nology, morphology, syntax, semantics) to create texts (in t]jle sense of ‘ ot' :/r; fon and
spoken genres of discourse) which are adequate as far as their communicativ P ; ;1: i
some context is concerned . He goes on to present a ty;zlcal pragmatlclzrgu;lenl ' guistic
structural typologies by stating that figures of spee'ch shoyld b? cons erle t.as mfginter-
elements having certain communicative functions like clarzﬁ.a.ztlon, stzmu' a zc?nto er
est, aesthetic and cognitive pleasure, modification of the cognitive perspective, intensific
j jtigati emotions etc.”.
o ]g:u’:l1 lgi?;‘zzg ?Zuches upon the issue of rhetoric as'well. He points “out that the
theoretical question underlying the topic of manip.ulatlor.l a@ognts to tdoes a(;re ;czz
language determine the thoughts you have?”. For Chll‘f(()g, hI.lgl.llStIC structures are not
“inherently deceptive or manipulative”. He states that lz'nguzstzc str'uctur?s a;;)e ]h "
guistic structures” which hold varying degrees of p0t<.ant1al.f0r man.lpulatlon1 y umme
users with goal-directed intentions. Throughout his ath1cle, Chilton exp ores. $0 e
conditions which would allow for a manipulation of the 1deas. of languagel.useré. Expn
sure of a population to a repeated message; the Wide—spre.ad dlsper.sa'l ofa fm}gfulls1 1caaz
encoded notion; and/or the malfunctioning or potentrfll over—.ndmg of t F umer_
consistency-checking device. Throughout his argume.:natlon, (,jhllton argue;L orra; Izm ;
spective on manipulation that we may call pragmatic. He writes that Pro u}c‘je o
consumers of discourse can only be partly aware of What th.ey are doing w. eg rez
engage in discourse. In this sense, all commun‘icat.lon is manipulative jco 30;:}6; ” ngon—
and not just “some particular kind of communzcathn that we call .Tanzpu.atz Ol.lt o
sequently the issue of responsibility appears. In this clontext, Clr.u ton POT 1\s/I L
“the human mind has the capacity or the potential to inspect or m‘tros.pecé .h ore m;
this “capacity to reflect on their unconscious cognitions,‘commumcatwg e a;’z[;:: sae is
physical action” can be trained and encouraged by a variety of fz'lctors.. ne o e
education and it is here that Chilton attributes a role to the enlightening potentia
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critical approaches to discourse such as CDA. Increasing the awareness of speakers
and writers with respect to the various functions of discourse is probably not specific
to CDA. Rather it is characteristic of discursive pragmatics in general.

The last article in this reader deals with Humor and is written by Salvatore Attardo.
He explores various approaches that exhibit this phenomenon. He points out that lin-
guistics did not contribute much to research on humor until the eighties. Attardo starts
out with some semantic theories such as the isotopy-disjunction model, the script-
based semantic theory of humor, and the genertal theory of verbal humor. He then
moves towards a discussion of approaches who exhibit a more pragmatic point of view.
These include Gricean approaches to humor as it relates to conversational maxims and
principles of relevance, but also humor as it relates to informativeness and to the way it
is processed in psycholinguistic terms. Conversation analysis and sociolinguistics are
also incorporated in this overview. As such, Attordo concludes that “the field of humor
research is definitely taking a pragmatic perspective”.

At the beginning of this overview, I emphasised that the articles collected in

this volume on discursive pragmatics do not constitute an exhaustive collection of
the themes, issues, terminologies and perspectives which take pragmatic insights as a
point of departure and/or as a topic of investigation. For instance, this is the case with
respect to an approach such as discursive psychology where discourse is considered to
consist of “text and talk as parts of social practices” and where the relationship between
cognition and the use of discourse as conceptualised in cognitive psychology is called
into question. From a discursive psychological point of view both knowledge, reality
and cognition are discursively constructed through situated language use. In this sense,

we are dealing with a discursive pragmatic perspective within the domain of qualita-

tive psychology (Potter 1996). Also, a whole set of socio-linguistic, anthropological

and ethnographical approaches that are implicitly and explicitly pragmatics-oriented

have not been discussed within the context of this book (but see other volumes of this

series, in particular: Jaspers et al. 2010; Senft et al. 2009).

There are also strong pragmatic tendencies in approaches that are not usu-
ally considered to be pragmatic at all. This is especially the case with respect to Fou-
caultian and other post-structuralist approaches to discourse. One might argue that
these approaches are first and foremost philosophical or macro-sociological at best.
One might also claim that they are not so much dealing with a linguistics-based dis-
course analysis as with a perspective on self, subjectivity and social processes which
deploy linguistic categories in a metaphorical way in order to account for the phenom-
ena under investigation. In this sense, one might even argue that we are basically deal-
ing with non-empirical and non-pragmatic modes of investigation. Nevertheless, there
are strong parallels to be drawn. For instance, Foucaults archaeological approach to
discourse explicitly focuses on the basic units of discourse in terms of enunciative func-
tions (Foucault 1969: 119-20). The unity of discourse and its delineation in terms of
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re, narrative, subject, and so on is therefore always a functionaq enterprise that needs
gerll) : erformed in relation to contextual correlates. Moreover, it is precisely because of
:zisecgncern with function that Foucault refuses to reduce his archaeologie§ - deﬁn'feid
as descriptions of statements — to the linguistic fea.tures that may characterllzefsgea c
statements (Foucault 1969:97-98). In this sense, his p‘ropo.sa.l to add a leve 3 };Cg;-
sive description to those levels of analysis provided' by .hngl'nstlcs 'COIIStlt}lll-teS a 1:.(:1 e ﬁr
pragmatic agenda. Moreover, there is an inter—sul?]ectlve .dlmensmn 'to }s w.ord‘aé dwel.
Foucault explicitly stated that he was interested in how it was posmbl.e or in t ivi Ui s
to produce so many contradictory statements aljld to occupy §uch Vaur).lmlgl PO? ions a a;
particular point in time (Foucault 1969:221). H1§ theory of <.ilsc0urse 1s. there ﬁ).reh ofne o
a historically over-determined process. Linguistic pragmz'itlc perspéctlves which focus
on the inter-subjective and processual aspects of estabhsh'mg .cohesmn, coherence, 1.1a11;-t
rative, dialogue, enunciation, manipulation, genres, public discourse, and so on mig
nswer these questions.
. a?iéiy?iﬁipprbach to ccliiscourse that is best known in socio—political- th(;ory and
philosophy was formulated by Ernesto Laclau and Chantal M?uffe. Their 1sco.urts:e‘
theory is a theory of articulations in the sense of a set of Cf)nnectlor.ls b.etween'se}rlrilo 18c;
elements that can be identified at various levels of discursive organlzatlon. (Critchley
Marchart 2004; Howarth 2005; Laclau & Moutffe 1985). "Ihes.e el'er.n.ents include state-
ments, subject positions (Laclau & Mouffe 1985:115), subjectivities (Lacl.auliz 1Z3a)c
1994), empty signifiers (Laclau 1994), nodal points (Laclal'l &Mouffe 198?.1 0-13),
and other notions that can be traced back to French linguistic sources of 1nsp1rat10.n
(Laclau & Mouffe 1985:106, 12), Foucaultian theory and -Lacamar.l psych.o-analys%s
(Glynos & Stavrakakis 2004; Stavrakakis 1999). zf&t first 31g}.1t, their terrmnol‘?gy is
inspired by structuralist tendencies. However, their general hn.e of argume?t;ll 101'1 1;
typically pragmatic. Even though they hold on to a structurah.st r}otlon of the sig !
based on de Saussure’s distinction between the signifier and the agmﬁed, thel%r gen;re;l
line of argumentation is decidedly pragmatic. They are interested in t'he ways in whic
political meanings are partially and inter-subjectively ﬁ?(ed. Th.ey claim thatbmeamngsf
can only be temporarily fixed to a certain degree within specific contexts hecausle 0
the sliding values of signifiers and signifieds. Moreover, the.se 'contexts are themselves
results of a series of articulations of not necessarily linguistic elemen.ts. T.o .name a
context is to alter the significance of a context (Butler & Laclau 2004). L1n.gu1st1c prag-
maticians will not contest such statement. However, there is a problem with respect to
inguistic aspect of their theory.
. lﬁlil ;intl;orglnt to realise thaz the model of the sign as set out in the discoulzse
theories of Laclau, Mouffe and successors such as Howarth,. G'lynos and' Stavraka is,
is not always compatible with the model of the sign as it is found in prafgmatt
linguistic approaches to discourse. Most importantly, the. Essex .Varlar.lt of pos -
structuralist discourse theory does not deal with the notions of indexicality an
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deixis (Levinson 1998; Sidnell 2009), i.e. with those signifiers whose functional
interpretation is dependent on the non-linguistic aspects of extra-linguistic real-
ity. This neglect can be explained by the fact that according to Laclau and Mouffe
nothing can be thought outside of discourse. Since these authors do not distin-
guish between linguistic and non-linguistic discourse in their texts, this has led
to a methodological stalemate. Torfing points out that the post-structuralist anti-
positivist stance has led many discourse theorists to throw “the methodological baby
out with the epistemological bath water” (Torfing 2005:27). As a result, “there is an
urgent need for critical, explicit and context-bound discussion of what we do in dis-
course analysis, why we do it, and what the consequences are” (Torfing 2005: 28). The
type of discourse analysis he refers to is the type of discourse analysis as performed
in the post-structuralist line of thought.

Today, a response to the methodological deficit of post-structuralist discourse
theory has started to emerge. Especially authors dealing with CDA (Fairclough &
Chouliaraki 1999) have started to engage with Foucaultian and Essex-based
approaches to discourse (Glynos & Howarth 2007; Howarth 2005; Howarth & Torfing
2005). Nevertheless, I would like to argue that an explicit recognition of pragmatics-
oriented perspectives would add even more depth to this discussion. As the articles
in this volume demonstrate, the pragmatic focus on language use does not need to
lead to a neglect of the non-linguistic semiotic elements that allow us to articulate
ourselves to others and to the world in general. In this sense, the increasing interest in
studies on the multimodal aspects of discourse as considered from the point of view
of interactional (Kress & van Leeuwen 2001), systemic functionalist (O’Halloran
2004) and pragmatically oriented approaches to language use holds great promise.
As Scollon and Levine argue, “language in use, whether this is in the form of spoken
language or text, is always and inevitably constructed across multiple modes of com-
munication, including speech and gesture not just in spoken language but through such
‘contextual” phenomena as the use of the physical spaces in which we carry out our

discursive actions or the design, papers, and typography of the documents within which

our texts are presented” (Scollon & Levine 2004: 1-2).

All of the articles collected in this volume present some recent tendencies. Some
even suggest future trends. I would like to conclude by suggesting a direction for future
reflection that starts from a platform that we may choose to call discursive pragmatics.
It is a route that allows the linguistic approaches presented in this volume to engage
with the theories and approaches to discourse located at the macro-level of analysis.
It is a road across the methodological deficit characterizing some of the dominant
approaches to discourse outside of the field of linguistics. The various perspectives that
may be grouped together under the heading of discursive pragmatics are characterized
by an internal evolution towards an investigation of language use in terms of contex-
tualized performances and in terms of the interactional functional processes involved.
The specific terminologies deployed within each of the perspectives discussed within
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the context of this book vary greatly. The continuing success of this discursive prag-
matic turn will depend on its ability to demonstrate its own pragmatic value in a vari-
ety of empirical studies across disciplines. Success is guaranteed if one cor‘lsidfers the
varying areas of application that are touched upon in the individual contributions to

this volume.
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