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What Is pragmatics?

Pragmatic is ‘the study of meaning in
relation to the context in which a person is
speaking or writing'.

Co-operative principle

Cross-cultural pragmatics

The relationship between linguistic form
and communicative function is of central
Interest to Pragmatic (Paltridge, 2006,p.
53)



Language, context and
discourse

* The role of context situation: physical
context, the social context, the mental
worlds and the role of people in the
interaction. e.g. two people’s talk in
the restaurant

* A number of key aspects: situational
context, background knowledge
context, co-textual context, discourse
community.




Speech act and discourse

* Austin (1962) How to things with
words

« Searle (1969) Speech Act

* Austin & Searle = language Is
used to do ‘things’ other than just
true or false statement

* They argue that we perform
physical acts, we also perform
acts by using language.




conts...

o B That is we use language to give orders, to
“’ make requests, to give warning or advice,
to do ‘things’ that go beyond the literal



Direct and Indirect speech act

g Direct speech act: the utterance means
gHes exactly what one says
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garelndirect speech act: speaker’s intention is
quite different from the literal meaning.

Pathis room’s a real mess



Felicity conditions and discourse

Felicity conditions = a required number of
P conditions for speech act to work
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sred Austin argues that felicity conditions must
B carried out correctly and completely

BBcessary terms: felicitous, misfire,



Rules versus principles

@R Searle argues that felicity conditions are
g constitutive rules’=>pragmatic use of language

[gtslis rule governed.

isive, definite while principle = more or less,
iy, fairly clearly, co-occur, probabilistic.



Presupposition and discourse

@ Presupposition = common ground that Is
488 assumed to exist between language users.
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f The Cooperative and discourse

Grice (1975) ‘Logic and conversation’.

s Four maxims: quality, quantity, relation
S¥(relevant) and manner.



i Flouting the cooperative principles

e speakers purposely do not adhere the
itaxims due to certain conditions.



Flouting vs violating maxims

j - Floutlng = the speaker does not observe a
P4 maxim but has no intention of deceiving or
it misleading the other person.

' 'Iating :_there IS a likelihood that a

®pi.out maxim’'? => breaches a
entiality agreement



Overlap between maxims



Cross-cultural pragmatic and
discourse

M Communication across cultures.
¢8% .g. Beal (1992) How are you? Between
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GaraAustralian and French.
IEg. Austin (1998) Letters of
Beommendation in academic setting (in
§4glish and in Japanese)



Cross-cultural pragmatics

g8 studies which investigate the cross cultural use
'  =a, of speech act’”.

ard them because of sth good they have
Je and we want them to be good In return.

. "sorry” in Japanese means “thank you”.

:y sing indebtedness, and thanklng
ghe. (Cameron, 2001; Wierzbicka, 2003).



conts...

W Pragmalinguistic and sociopragmatic (Leech,

PHEY 1983)

{85 Cross-cultural pragmatic failure (Thomas,1983):
sl Ciopragmatic and pragmalinguistic failure.
Sociopragmatic failure: a foreign manager

a Thai worker in front of their colleagues

'agmalinguistic failure: ‘I killed my son, it is

Weidult', a Korean immigrant was sentenced 20
prison in US.



Conversational implicature and
discourse



Conventional and particularized
conversational implicatures

¥ conventional implicatures: e.g. anyway,
“’ but, on the other hand, yet,etc

% particularized conversational implicature:

B: Don’t worry there’s a shop on the

M%. corner

ar implicature: expressions of scale of
flies e.g. all, most, something, nothing.



. Politeness, face and discourse

g Lakoff (1973) three maxims of politeness:
Fa%% ‘don’t impose’, ‘give options’, and * make
{¥ayour hearer feel good’



Face and Politeness across
cultures

,, Gu (1990) Politeness in Chinese Is not
. MZ psychologlcal want but rather social
arsenorms. Face is threatened when one fails

plive up social standards.

glEnanese politeness is less strategic and

W0ie a matter of socially obligatory
#Elistic choices through which social

3oy is achieved (Eelen, 2001).



conts..

g Gift-giving rituals = a positive politeness
gRA strategy in English or involvement strategy

&R Japanese indirectness is a sign of

15\



Politeness and gender

@ Hello gorgous’ = cab be positive and

i “’ negative

8% Politic verbal behaviour (Watt, 2003). The
Be LI [tS, critiques etc are the discourse

iexpectations of a good parliamentary



fta: see.student librarian

Sdiffercnt languages and cu
&l pragmatic failure.

FTA, Politeness and Cross-cultural
Pragmatic Failure

tures

iteness strategies
tures => cross



Conts...




f Data Analysis Project: page 80-81.

,, Do no 1 up to no.4
%%

&% Each number: 300 — 400 words.
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Notes on Project

fimbers then it Is ok just to have one.
gT. If one text Is not appropriate for four
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