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Call for papers

Fourth special issue in the series
Cognition and Technology

Learning Technologies and Cognition

Editor: Itiel Dror

Learning technologies have been taking an increasing role in almost all learning
environments. They are used in a variety of informal and formal educational envi-
ronments, from early years to university level and throughout adulthood, as well
as in many commercial, industrial, and governmental settings. With the greater
use of learning technologies it is critical to better understand how they interact
with human cognition. Both in terms of how they may facilitate and enhance (as
well as hinder) learning, and also in terms of how they affect the way we learn and
acquire information, and the nature of cognition.

These issues pertain to specific technologies and to learning objectives. Specif-
ic technologies (and their usage) are important to understand in their own right;
for example, how the use of electronic boards and visualization tools, e-learning,
synchronic vs. a-synchronic remote learning, blackboard, simulation, virtual reali-
ties, and other technological learning environments affect learning and the learner.
But also the learning technologies need to be considered and understood in light
of learning objectives: not only the acquisition of information, but also the ability
to retain and use it and the assessment of the effectiveness of the learning process.
When considering how best to use learning technologies (and their vulnerabili-
ties) one needs to be able to determine which learning materials and objectives
are best suited for these technologies, which learning tools are most appropriate,
and how to best use them. Furthermore, a fundamental issue to address is if and
when learning technologies should replace traditional learning and when and how
should learning technologies be blended with traditional learning.

Original and high quality papers that examine learning technologies either
from an academic or from a practical perspective will be considered for publi-
cation. The first special issue of Pragmatics ¢ Cognition devoted to Cognitive

Pragmatics & Cognition 15:1 (2007), 1-2.
ISSN 0929-0907 / E-ISSN 1569-9943 © John Benjamins Publishing Company
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Technologies is now going to be published as a book. It is hoped that the Learning
Technologies special issue will also appear in book form in the future.

Deadline for submissions: 30 June 2007

Publication: Summer 2008

Send submissions and any inquiries to Itiel E. Dror, id@ecs.soton.ac.uk
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Interfacing pragmatics

Louis de Saussure and Peter Schulz
University of Neuchéatel / University of Lugano

For a long time now the broad domain known as pragmatics has been suffering
from a lack, or insufficiency, of scientific dialogue between the various approaches
dealing with language ‘in use. Some scholars are comfortable about not looking at
their neighbour’s ways, but for many researchers, it is clear that the need for prag-
matic interfaces, that is for dialogue, cross-fertilization, and, ideally, for technical
connections between pragmatic trends has become more and more obvious over
the past decades. Certainly, increasingly fruitful research has been pursued in this
respect, but a lot remains to be done on the road to better mutual enrichment of
approaches within our field of research. It seems that the further we go, the longer
the route seems to be. This special issue of Pragmatics ¢~ Cognition pursues the aim
of gathering authors from various pragmatic trends and have them explore this
theme of pragmatic interfaces, either by taking the example of their own approach,
or with a wider look on the domain itself.

First, let us acknowledge that a number of attempts to bring together differ-
ent theories in pragmatics and neighbouring domains, which were originally de-
signed with significantly different worries, have been achieved successfully. This
happened for example when Searle (1969) found a way to handle in a single theory
both Austin’s (1962) speech-acts and Grice’s (1957) notion of speaker meaning,
before he turned to other problems of philosophical and cognitive importance;
when Lascarides and Asher (1993) brought together Kamp’s (1981) Discourse
Representation Theory and Mann and Thompson’s (1988) Rhetorical Structure
Theory, taking into account many developments of discourse semantics; when
Ducrot (1972 and 1984) merged Mikhail Bakhtin’s ideas (elaborated notably with
Voloshinov) on dialogic polyphony with semantic theories of negation and irony;
when Sperber and Wilson (1986) developed a single pragmatic theory dealing with
both philosophy of mind, cognitive anthropology and semantics. More recently,
a number of scholars have pursued their work in order to strengthen the compat-
ibility of their pragmatic approach with the advances of cognitive psychology and

Pragmatics & Cognition 15:1 (2007), 3-16.
ISSN 0929-0907 / E-ISSN 1569-9943 © John Benjamins Publishing Company
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philosophy of language. Levinson, for instance, (1983 and 2000) brought the the-
ory of conventional implicature into the field of cognitive science; he assumes in a
recent paper that “there is a very special kind of cognition that underlies language
use” (Levinson to appear) although he gives preference to the idea that this cogni-
tion is ‘discursive’ and has more to do with interaction than with language proper.
Noveck and Sperber (2004), Gibbs (1989, 2002 and 2003), and Breheny (2006),
to name a few, each worked in their own way in order to establish significant new
paths towards bringing together pragmatics and experimental psycholinguistics or
developmental psychology. Other scholars, those with both philosophical and lin-
guistic worries, like Recanati (2004), Harnish (1991 and 1994) and Carston (2002),
showed in their works how much analytical philosophy can help both at the level
of semantic structures and at the level of pragmatic meaning, in particular re-
garding the distinction between what is said vs. what is implicated, and regarding
the modelisation of the actual process of natural language utterance understand-
ing. At the same time, the merging of both Lakoff and Johnson’s (1980) theory
of metaphor and Fauconnier’s (1985) theory of mental spaces ended up with the
creation of a global approach, notably through the work of Fauconnier and Turner
(2002), a global approach often labelled cognitive linguistics. This once again shows
how much ‘cognition; at present, is a crucial domain with which pragmatic trends
within the logical-formal traditions seek to interface.

Clearly, we cannot mention in their entirety the ever-increasing number of
works in such directions within this introduction. These attempts are the prom-
ising side of what is happening in current pragmatics research. Although much
research within this paradigm is still based on very different premises and is often
at difficulty when it comes to show a solid epistemological compatibility, they are
all ready for significant insights on what may one day be a solid articulation of
pragmatics with philosophy of language and cognitive psychology. This may hap-
pen sooner than expected since experimentation is now more and more able to
provide us with well-grounded answers to questions that used to appear irresolv-
able not so long ago.

A number of papers in the present volume directly address concerns regard-
ing this emerging threefold domain of pragmatics, cognitive psychology and phi-
losophy. In a well-developed paper, Eros Corazza works out the notion of context-
dependency of semantic forms, in particular indexicality, hidden indexicals, and
other contextual enrichments, from a philosophical viewpoint named situational-
ism. Through a deep cross-theoretical review of competing views, comparing his
approach to the two other main philosophical attitudes regarding the role played
by the context in interpretation, contextualism and minimalism, he defends the
view that there is no such thing as ‘eternal’ truth-value for a given proposition.
Therefore, he “embraces a form of relativism”. Robert Harnish and Merrill Garrett,
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as an experimental follow-up on these matters, explain in detail how they shaped
pilot experiments and what results they got in order to test the particular kind
of meaning that lies in what Kent Bach calls implicitures (a type of unexpressed
content) to be compared with Sperber and Wilson’s ‘explicatures, to Perry’s ‘un-
articulated constituents’ and to other scholars’ ‘enrichments’ that raises the de-
bate of what precisely the status of these components of meaning is. Harnish and
Garrett cross-theoretically discuss four standard ways of explaining the recovery
of non-verbalized items and implicit meanings, the Gricean way, the Relevance-
theoretic way, Recanati’s way, and Bach’s way; they hope, following the results of
experimental testing of pragmatic processes, for a stronger “infusion of systematic
pragmatic issues more aggressively into mainstream psycholinguistics” so that the
status of such items can be classified appropriately into what belongs to the seman-
tic content and what does not. Still with a strong reference to current literature in
cognitive psychology, Paul Chilton develops an approach for which a key to natu-
ral language understanding is an implicit geometrical-like model of human infor-
mation handling (Discourse Space theory). He suggests that “geometric concepts,
specifically coordinate systems and vectors, can provide a motivated formalism
for investigating conceptual structures generated by a human discourse processor”
and shows how this should be operative through the example of tense. He takes
advantage of these descriptions in order to compare the model he obtains with the
ones that were previously used in the literature to explain semantic and pragmatic
effects of temporality.

These authors all deal with meaning, as pragmatics does in general (except in
some trends where notions like meaning and cognition are still viewed as prob-
lematic, and which we will leave aside here). Meaning, for pragmaticists, is in
effect a complex notion, and the research in experimental pragmatics as well as
the models inherited from Grice show how much the separation of a semantic
and pragmatic level should be questioned in detail. As a fundamental opening
for this volume, Nicholas Asher addresses this very crucial problem considering
the status of semantics and pragmatics. He takes issue with the traditional view
which separates very strictly the areas of semantics — a context insensitive notion
of meaning — and of pragmatics — a, so to speak, non-linguistic notion of speaker
meaning. He shows precisely how much the problems raised by indexicals and
demonstratives make necessary a discussion on semantic underspecification, and
asks what actually determines what the underspecified elements are, and if the
resolution of underspecification has to do with linguistic competence or with a
wider non-linguistic pragmatic competence. His answer comes from the necessity
of taking into consideration the determinations that apply in a top-down fashion
from discourse structures to utterance interpretation. Kasia Jaszczolt, with similar
concerns, takes a large view of the route followed by an interpreter in his search
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for an interpretation, and develops in her paper some of the central views of her
theory of semantic defaults in comparison with other accounts, in particular with
Discourse Representation Theory (DRT). She shows a way of modelising how a
semantic-pragmatic interpretive system can systematically handle various types
of information through a mechanism of cognitive and socio-cultural default in-
terpretation anchored on an underspecification at the semantics-pragmatics inter-
face. Throughout this article, she adds strong elements in the “ongoing discussion
about the source and the properties of pragmatic inference’, with particular at-
tention to distinguishing reflexive, conscious, pragmatic enrichments from those
which take place below the level of consciousness and which she calls “subdoxas-
tic”, that directly call for default saturations.

All in all, the papers gathered in this special issue aim at pointing out that
although the prevailing attitude in pragmatics today is at best one of mutual igno-
rance and, at worst, of animosity, there are indeed paths for much stronger mutual
enlightenment. However, one must be still aware of the difficulties, in particular
due to strong incompatibilities between what one may call referential approaches,
dealing with semantics, intentions, and the reference to the outer world as a crucial
part of the phenomenon to be explained, and non-referential approaches, which
prefer to view language use as a matter of social behaviour, in particular through
notions like discourse and conversation, often without significant concern with ref-
erence or description. If the dialogue between theories in pragmatics and neigh-
bouring domains has significantly increased recently, this has happened mostly
between domains that see themselves as somehow compatible. Bridges do exist
around the area of pragmatics, semantics, philosophy of language and cognitive
science, but not that much between this area and the one represented by psychoso-
cial approaches to linguistic communication, conversation and discourse, nor with
the broader domain generally identified under the label of ‘communication sci-
ence, which is more accustomed to sociological approaches of message ‘reception,
although a number of scholars in communication science, as well as in fields such
as marketing and psychology of persuasion, are now standardly verifying their hy-
potheses through careful psychological experimentation (we're not talking here of
neuromarketing which is less related with language), where the result of commu-
nicative stimuli are evaluated by questionnaires relative to the contents, sometimes
with unexpected results, opening for further research in pragmatics proper (see
for example Rubinelli, Nakamoto, Schulz and Saussure, forthcoming).

There is too little or no dialogue at all between current trends in the broad
domain of ‘pragmatics, particularly between the specialties that range, on the
one hand, from contextual semantics, analytical philosophy of meaning to cog-
nitive linguistics and pragmatics and, on the other hand, discourse analysis and
the various forms of sociolinguistics and conversational analysis, call them the
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psycho-social trends in pragmatics, which are represented more and more in big
and generalist conferences of ‘pragmatics. The divergence between these trends
could also be stated in terms of allegiance or opposition to the truth-conditional
tradition. Certainly, the major challenge is to set up a dialogue between these two
very different kinds of views of language. In this volume, Ruth Wodak makes a
clear attempt at showing how critical trends in discourse analysis can take advan-
tage of micro-pragmatic analysis, through a case study in political discourse. In
her approach she incorporates a number of tools that handle the implicit level of
information processing and inferential schemes, showing that higher level types
of analysis such as the ones pursued in Critical Discourse Analysis can very con-
cretely interact with research in semantics at the level of single utterance under-
standing. Frans van Eemeren and Peter Houtlosser propose to view the theory of
argumentative discussion founded by Frans van Eemeren and Rob Grootendorst,
Pragma-dialectics, as pragmatic — referring mostly to speech act theory — and
normative, thus with an external, philosophical set of rules, and show how these
two sides can interface and provide a full theory for argumentative studies. More-
over, they show paths towards bringing pragmatics to work to improve argumen-
tative practices through a reconciliation of rhetoric — the techniques of persua-
sion — and dialectics — the techniques of evaluating arguments. Steve Oswald is
interested in questioning whether an approach such as Pragma-Dialectics could
be articulated with cognitive pragmatics rather than with speech act theory, so that
in turn pragma-dialectics could prove a possible module for argument-checking
that cognitive pragmatics lacks and should be looking for; he takes the example of
Relevance Theory to show his concern, and ends up considering that both models
seemingly adopt a ‘softer rationality, in Dascal’s terms (Dascal 2005), which make
them closer than one would have at first expected. Louis de Saussure, in turn,
questions the scientific status of ‘discourse, suggesting that the notion boils down
either to verbal communication in general, or to structured spans of utterances de-
limited as such. He suggests that an inferential model of communication coupled
with a dynamic model of context should prove in fact sufficient to describe what
commonsense calls ‘discourse’ He then argues against the common idea that a
discourse is more than the organised set of utterances composing it when taking
seriously the necessity of full pragmatic meaning explanation.

It is usual to talk of interfaces among different domains of study but through
compatible devices (devices that can use as inputs the outputs of other devices).
What seemed more challenging to us was the implementation of interfaces be-
tween competitive and potentially incompatible approaches. At first sight, this
may seem irrelevant, but in fact it is clear that scientific research in pragmatics
needs a stronger common ground than it currently has. Many scholars wonder
mostly about interfaces between the traditional domains of study within general
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linguistics, in particular between syntax and semantics (an interface actually op-
erative and widespread since the works of Heim and Kratzer 1998), between syn-
tax and pragmatics (see Kempson, Meyer-Viol and Gabbay 2000, Pollock 1997,
through the idea that there is no complex sentence semantics between syntax and
pragmatics) and between semantics and pragmatics of course, which was the topic
of several conferences and books in the past years. But much less has been done
in order to bring pragmatic theories to interplay, in particular between pragmatics
as contextual semantics, and pragmatics as the study of discourse structures and
social determinations. In other words, not much has been achieved, except in the
classical works of Labov (1972) and Searle (1969), in order to bring together lan-
guage as meaning, and (language) as social action. It is hard to find scholars more
distant from each other than, say, Grice and Goffman, within a domain of study
that bears the same label and a number of similar concerns in fact.

There are however a few propositions about their own work on which all, or
nearly all pragmaticists will agree, since these propositions are part of the core
definition of ‘pragmatics’ and of its necessary consequences since the origins of
the pragmatic program. Before we turn to these propositions, let us have a glance
at the central concerns of the “fathers’ of pragmatics.

Towards the middle of the 20th century, in the ‘continental’ world, linguists
of the French structural tradition, in a critical follow-up to the work of Ferdinand
de Saussure, found it important to address parole (the actual use of language), and
not only langue (the linguistic system), contrarily to what Saussure suggested. In
the 1940s, scholars like Charles Bally and Emile Benveniste completed the move
towards language in use. Both Bally and Benveniste focused on the expression of
subjectivity in language, and counted linguistic markers of subjectivity as the cue
to a linguistic theory of parole or, in Benveniste’s words, of enunciation (which was
considered a social activity and actually technically opposed the Saussurean no-
tion of parole based on the individuality of speech actions). This is how pragmatics
started in that part of the world: as a critical extension of Saussurean structuralism.
A noticeable consequence of this view is that there was something worth calling
the ‘self” which had something to do with the use of language. But in fact, Ben-
veniste’s idea was even more closely related to the developments that psychoanaly-
sis was undergoing: language use, for Benveniste, ‘shapes’ the self during discur-
sive interaction. Benveniste had a structural approach that differentiated various
levels of implications or commitment of the ‘self” in linguistic activity; for instance
deictic markers were considered a criterion in order to differentiate and typolo-
gize various types of linguistic productions depending on the various degrees of
implication, or commitment, of people involved in a linguistic exchange; this in
turn opened the debate about parole or enunciation towards the works of German
“Textlinguistik’ (Harald Weinrich in particular). More or less at the same time, a
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similar focus on language in use emerged in the Anglo-Saxon world, however with
very different concerns, through the works of John Austin and Paul Grice. The au-
thors of this volume mostly focus on these latter approaches, where pragmatics is
understood as having a twofold object of study: actual meaning and performance
of linguistic actions. From the work of Paul Grice and John Austin, the domain ex-
panded in so many directions that the continuity behind these various approaches
to the pragmatic domain has become more and more difficult to see.

Nonetheless, all pragmaticists, whatever tradition they belong to, will say that
they work on language in use, or, better yet, on the actual use of language. All of
them will also say that context is a key notion for their work: context is what is
absent when considering semantic structures abstractly according to the classical
view that Asher evokes in his paper. All of them will also say that they work on
empirical or experimental material, that is, on real things (as opposed to abstract
significations).

But the common ground of pragmaticists probably ends here. Worse still: this
may not even be a real common ground in the strong sense, that is, a set of as-
sumptions upon which all scholars within the pragmatic field agree. These propo-
sitions are in fact understood so differently in the various pragmatic trends that
their content is actually shared only by specific subgroups of approaches inside the
pragmatic domain.

‘Language use’ can refer to actual speech production, but also to actual mean-
ing as opposed to abstract signification. ‘Context’ can mean the surrounding deic-
tic situation of speech, the social features attached to the interactants, or a selection
of mutually manifest hypotheses needed to derive a plausible speaker’s meaning
from a linguistic stimulus. For conversationalists, ‘corpus’ linguists and many dis-
course analysts, the only ‘empirical’ material that deserves that name is the corpus.
Viewing the corpus as unavoidable empirical material is expectable from scholars
who want to observe language use as a document for social behaviour studies and
as explained by a theory of social action (Filliettaz 2002): such scholars need to see
things that indeed happened in order to make generalizations about social issues
regarding human linguistic interaction. They need a sizeable material to analyze,
so to speak. For them, conversations and discourses are most of all (i) documents
allowing to trace back to how people perform speech acts and interact, and (ii)
one of the key tools for humans to ‘coordinate’ their behaviour with that of other
people. For pragmaticists interested primarily in speaker meaning, that is, in what
the hearer must add to the semantic structure in order to make a hypothesis about
the entirety of what is communicated, the empirical material is provided by the
natural interpretive ability of the speaking subject. This ability is often viewed as
similar to the naturalized linguistic competence in the Chomskyan sense, but at
the level of pragmatics, that is, at the level of natural rationality. In other words, the
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operation of tracing the possible interpretations of an utterance in a context relies
on an inner experience linked to linguistic and pragmatic competence. For these
pragmaticists, it is an empirical fact that P can convey meanings Q or R in context
C, but not, for instance, meaning S. Such a modus operandi opens to experimental
work dealing precisely with pragmatic cognitive competence, where pragmatics
meets psycholinguistics, on one side, and content analysis and theories of message
reception, on the other. A possible encounter of formal and cognitive approaches
with speech act theories may happen precisely at the level of experimental valida-
tion of hypotheses; however the too rare attempts to ground speech act theory on
actual psychological experimentation are not yet developed enough to convince
those who doubt the existence of speech acts categories elsewhere than in the the-
orists’ minds (see Bernicot and Laval 2004 for an attempt at grounding promise as
a speech act with cognitively represented felicity conditions in children; we leave
here aside Searle’s own thoughts on the biological grounds of speech act theory).

It won't be much of a surprise that these differences are a consequence of basi-
cally two opposite conceptions of the language sciences (which reflect the classical
opposing standpoints about what is inside the mind and the reality outside of it).
The study of language has always been at an epistemological crossroads and the
theatre of serious philosophical disputes. As said before, the history of the study
of language stems from the separation between a referential-logical tradition, for
which language serves to express thoughts about the outer world (the descriptive
function), and an anti-referential tradition, for which language either has no link-
ing function to the outer world or has other, more important, functions besides
the descriptive one. The latter view assumes that language bears the basic func-
tions of shaping our thoughts and thus our worldviews (cf. the well-known Sapir-
Whorf hypothesis and, more recently, Wierzbicka’s lexical semantics and many
trends in discourse analysis and cultural studies in relation with language, with
or without reference to structural semantics), of insuring the realization of con-
ventionalized human interaction (Goffman, Roulet, Sacks), and of performing il-
locutionary actions that have an impact on others (‘argumentation’ in Anscombre
and Ducrot’s sense).

Referential-logical views on language were dominant for a long time. Their
modern formal foundation can be seen as having been established in the 17th
century within the French tradition of logic, in particular with Port-Royal gram-
mar (Arnauld and Lancelot 1660), but of course these works anchor on the old
Aristotelian tradition. These approaches share the commonsensical notions that
language serves to express ideas about realities, that the mental lexicon of con-
cepts is distinct from the public lexicon coded in languages, but that the public
lexicon maps onto the mental lexicon, and that linguistic sentences express mental
structures, that is, propositional material. This view was also held for complex
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structures — arguments. This general perspective, according to which a linguistic
element maps onto a mental one, and more generally that the linguistic device,
so to say, maps onto the mental one, or interfaces with it, is known as the logical-
grammatical parallelism hypothesis.

Not only the works of Gottlob Frege and Alfred Tarski, who founded modern
truth-conditional semantics, and of formal semanticists in general, but also ana-
lytical philosophy of language (from Bertrand Russell to Paul Grice, John Austin,
John Searle and Frangois Recanati), Chomskyan generative grammar, the post-
and neo-Gricean traditions of pragmatics (Sperber and Wilson 1986 and 1995,
Levinson 1980 and 2001, Horn 1989), and trends in the theory of argumenta-
tion (van Eemeren and Grootendorst 2004) have some of their roots in the ref-
erential-logical tradition, often with regard to conventional aspects too. However
this tradition is now interestingly split into two branches, one assuming that the
mind’s rationality is satisfactorily modelised by logic (hard rationality), which led
linguists working on artificial intelligence to found computational linguistics, the
other assuming that the mind’s rationality is better understood as a heuristic sys-
tem obeying optimization principles (soft rationality). This latter attitude is now
more and more widely accepted, after the failed attempts to build up an artificial
intelligence that would be the core of a Turing-testable machine. This vision of a
softer rationality is also more consistent with more recent models of the mind,
be they modular (peripherally modular as Fodor sees it, or massively modular, as
suggests Sperber), or not.

It would be useful to take a closer look at the ideas of the main challenger of
the logical-referential tradition, Ferdinand de Saussure, since they are more or less
still assumed in a number of contemporary trends in pragmatics, consciously or
not. Saussure denied the separation between the public and the mental lexicon,
and, with it, the idea that language expresses thoughts about the world; he opposed
the Stoic-Augustinian view on the ‘sign, for which a sign is an entity detached
from a worldly element to which it refers, and proposed a semiology for which
the linguistic sign is an entity where a signified concept merges with a signifying
acoustic representation. He suggested thus that thought and language were related
in such a way that language provides a structure for thoughts through the semiotic
combination of words and concepts achieved by what he calls ‘signs’ The linguistic
system is, for Saussure, a network of signs, each sign receiving its ‘value’ from its
difference with the other signs in the system, so that anything outside the system
will not be considered in the theory, in particular, reference. Saussure held the
view that it was too early in the history of science to study language as a natural,
biological phenomenon, so that it was necessary for him to build up an idealised
model, the langue, which is the system shared and agreed upon by a given social
community. Many contemporary approaches to pragmatic communication keep
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holding this basic assumption that it is a commonly shared system of conventional
meanings that suffices to ensure proper communication through a structured ar-
chitecture of conventional systems, or codes: linguistic codes, social codes, in line
with Jakobson’s post-Saussurean model of communication, and recalling the un-
fortunately simplistic ‘code-word model’ inspired by Shannon and Weaver.

Yet this point must be stressed again: Saussure adopted this view because he
thought that it was too early for cognitive investigation on language to prove fruit-
ful. He says 