q.f. .. )
JjlaykoBuit BicHMK XePCOHCLKOro Aep>KaBHOro yHIBEpPCUTETY

UDC 81'42:316.454.52
DOI https://doi.org/10.32999/ksu2663-3426/2019-2-26

COGNITIVE PRAGMATICS: APPROACHES AND PERSPECTIVES

Shevchenko Iryna Semenivna,
Doctor of Sciences in Philology, Professor,
Head of Business Foreign Language and Translation Department

V. N. Karazin Kharkiv National University
iryna.shevchenko@gmail.com
orcid.org/0000-0003-2552-5623

In the twenty-first century, cognitive pragmatics has become a novel and booming research discipline which synthesizes
pragmatic and cognitive explanations of human communication. There is a vast number of approaches to cognitive
pragmatics resulting both from different theoretical underpinnings and specific ethnic and social-cultural prerequisites of
their development, so establishing the principles related to cognitive-pragmatic communication studies has become an
urgent necessity. This article fills this gap by adopting theoretical insight into the leading cognitive-pragmatic approaches in
western and Ukrainian linguistics. | claim that various approaches in cognitive pragmatics can be roughly divided according
to the two leading vectors of theoretical perspectives: from cognitive — to pragmatic and from pragmatic — to cognitive
frameworks of analysis. As my discussion demonstrates, growing numbers of empirical and theoretical studies examine
cognitive-pragmatic aspects of both utterances / speech acts and discourses, namely their principles of politeness /
impoliteness and discourse strategies, in intercultural and historical perspectives. The theoretic rationale for these studies
is clear enough. Mental state attribution is integral to pragmatic and cognitive interpretation of processes of human
communication. In cognitive pragmatics, which is characterized by highly synthetic and hybrid nature, this attribution is
viewed holistically. The article reveals the distinctive characteristics of Ukrainian cognitive-pragmatic studies as compared
to western researches. It proves that the cognitive-pragmatic interpretation of the construal of meaning-in-context in various
discourses and utterances will have further implications in linguistics and humanities.

Key words: cognitive pragmatics, discourse, impoliteness principle, theoretical underpinnings, Ukrainian linguistics,
utterance.

KOrHITUBHA NPArMATUKA: NIAXOAN TA NEPCNEKTUBU
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Y dsadusmb nepwomy cmosimmi Ko2HimueHa rpazmamuka cmara HO8IMHLOK HayKogo OUCUUriHo, ska bypx-
JIUBO PO38UBAEMBLCSA | CUHME3YE npaeMamuyHe ma KO2HImUeHe 8umiyMadyeHHs SII00CbKo20 CrifikyeaHHs. ICHye genuka
KinbKicmb nidxodie 00 KO2HIMUBHOI nMpasMamuKu, WO € pe3ynbmamoM SK Pi3HUUi meopemuyHo20 nidrpyHms, mak i
KOHKPEMHUX €MHIYHUX ma COUIOKYIbmypHUX nepedyMo8 ix po3gumKy; momy 8CMaHOBIEHHS MPUHYUIIG, 108 s3aHuXx i3
Ko2HimugHo-npazmMamuyHuMu OOCIOKEHHSAMU CriNKy8aHHsI, cmaro HagarbHo nompeboro. Lis cmamms 3amnosHoe yro
fpoeanuHy, po3ensadadu meopemuyHe PO3yMiHHSI MPOBIOHUX KOSHIMUBHO-MpazMamuyHuUX nidxodie y 3axioHit ma ykpa-
fHebKit niHesicmuyji. 51 cmeepdxyro, Wo pi3Hi Nidxodu 8 KoeHImuUeHIl npaeMamuui MOXHa yMOBHO po3dinumu 3a deoma
MPOBIOHUMU MeopemuyYHUMU 8ekmopamu. 8i0 KoeHimueHoi 0o npaeMamu4yHoi ma 6i0 npaemamuyHoi 00 KO2HIMUBHOI
memodonoeii aHani3y. 5k nokasyroms HagedeHi y cmammi OaHi, 0edani binbwa KirbKicmb eMipUYHUX ma meopemuy4HUX
docnidxeHb 38epmaembCsi A0 KO2HIMUBHO-PazMamuyYHUX acrekmig siK ucsi08/o8aHb / MOBIIEHHEBUX akmie, mak i duc-
Kypcig, a came ixHix npuHyumnie eeidsiugocmi/Hessidnugocmi ma cmpameaiti QUCKYPCY, 8 MiXKYIbMYPHIlU ma icmopuyHit
nepcnekmusax. [Tompeba meopemuyHo20 0brpyHmMysaHHs Yux AoCnidxeHb UiKkom 3po3ymina. Ampubyuyisi MCUXiyHo20
cmaHy € Hesid’eEMHOK YacmuHOK npazMamuyHoi ma KoeHimueHoi iHmepnpemauii npoyecie nACLKO20 CrifiKy8aHHS.
Y KozHimuseHil npazmamuyj, ika xapakmepu3yembCsi 8UCOKUM CmyrneHeM cuHmemu4yHocmi ma 2i6pudHoro npupodor, usi
ampubyuisi po3ensg0aembCs UinicHO. Y cmammi po3Kkpumo 8iOMiHHI Xxapakmepucmuku yKpaiHCbKUX Ko2HimugHo-rpazma-
muyHux cmyail nopigHsIHO i3 3axiOHumM 0opobkom. Lle 3aceiduye, Wo Ko2HIMmUBHO-NpazMmamuyHe mayMaqyeHHs KOHCMpYo-
8aHHS1 KOHMEKCMYyarnbHO20 CMUCITY 8 Pi3HUX OUCKYpCcax ma 8UCIO08IHBaHHAX Mamume nodanbliuli 8rnue Ha po3eumoK
NiHe8icmuUKU ma eyMaHimapHUX Hayk.

KnioyoBi cnoBa: OMCKYpC, BWCIOBMEHHS, KOMHITMBHA Nparmatika, MPUHLMN HEBBIYNIMBOCTI, TEOPETUYHI OCHOBM,
yKpaiHCbke MOBO3HABCTBO.
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1. Introduction

For approximately forty years, researchers
of pragmatics have attempted to describe how
to do things with words. Beginning from Austin
and Grice pragmatics is concerned with “mean-
ing-in-context” (Bublitz & Norrick, 2011: 4). In
the last two decades, linguists’ interest has shifted
to the relationship between pragmatics and cog-
nition or “the cognitive aspects of the construal
of meaning-in-context” (Schmid, 2012: 3). The
result has been a number of empirical findings,
many of which present considerable interest for
researchers and practitioners who are concerned
with, as Bara (Bara, 2010: 1) puts it, “the study
of the mental states of people who are engaged in
communication”.

In today’s linguistics, there exist various
approaches to Cognitive Pragmatics; however it
still lacks a generally acknowledged theoretical
explication. One possible reason for this may be
a highly synthetic, hybrid nature of Cognitive
Pragmatics. No wonder some scholars focus on
the cognitive aspects and construal of meaning
while others rather address the problems of com-
munication as such.

In this article, I will argue that Cognitive Prag-
matics is not a mere addition of the two approaches
but the result of their synthesis at a higher theo-
retical and methodological level. For this aim, I
will provide a critical examination of existing the-
oretical approaches to Cognitive Pragmatics in the
world and describe the contribution of Ukrainian
researchers to this novel field of inquiry.

2. A cognitive perspective on classical prag-
matic theories

As a linguistic discipline classical pragmatics
originates from philosophical tradition of Witt-
genstein, Grice, Austin, and Searle whose focus
of utterance interpretation lies at the semantic—
pragmatic interface. This interface to a large
extent explains why a cognitive orientation in
pragmatics is necessary. It was Sperber and Wil-
son’s (1986, 2nd edition 1995) relevance theory
that first suggested a theoretic underpinning for
utterance interpretation by formulating a cogni-
tive principle of relevance alongside a commu-
nicative one. In particular, by interpreting the
context-dependent meaning of indirect speech
acts pragmatics proves to be “sensitive to, and
dependent on, a range of cognitive operations
(e.g., reasoning)” (Cummings, 2014: 3). Thereby,
pragmatic theories can only truly reflect this
interrelationship between pragmatics and cogni-
tion if they are cognitively oriented (ibid).

Though the term Cognitive Pragmatics was
introduced into European and Ukrainian linguis-

tics only in 2000s (Carston, 2002; Shevchenko,
2000), today there is a variety of cognitive-prag-
matic approaches. They mainly differ in theoretic
underpinnings depending upon the vector of their
development: from cognitive — to pragmatic or
from pragmatic — to cognitive frameworks of
analysis. In the sections below I will discuss both
approaches as applied by western and Ukrainian
researchers.

3. Cognitive-pragmatic approaches in
European and American linguistics

I claim that linguistic pragmatics is inherently
cognitive-oriented. To account for the interpre-
tation of implicatures (Grice, 1975) as well as
indirect speech acts (Searle, 1975) pragmatics
worked out models of the construal of mean-
ing-in-context based on individual’s mental pro-
cesses. The existing theoretic frameworks vary
from cognitively-oriented pragmatic to pragmat-
ically-oriented cognitive ones.

Cognitively-oriented pragmatic theories
appeared in the works of those researchers of
pragmatic properties of speech act and discourse
processing who involved cognitive underpin-
nings to obtain theoretical insight into the con-
strual of meaning-in- context. Beginning from
Sperber and Wilson’s (1986/95) relevance
theory, each found their own experimental and
theoretical niche.

In her Graded Salience Hypothesis, Giora
(Giora, 2003) assumes that default interpreta-
tions of sarcasm or metaphor are salience-based.
Being not coded, they are constructed or derived
mostly on the basis of contextual information
(Giora et al., 2015).

Kasher’s Modular Pragmatics Theory (Kash-
er’s, 1994) implemented cognitive assumptions
about the work of human mind to utterance inter-
pretation which enriched both pragmatics and
cognitive framework of modularity.

Focused on utterance interpretation, cogni-
tive pragmatics in Carston’s parlance (Carston’s,
2002) is a system for interpreting human actions/
behaviour in terms of the mental states (beliefs,
intentions) underlying them (i.e., it is identical to
the general ‘theory of mind’ system); it is also a
system for the understanding of communicative
behavior, and specifically linguistic communica-
tive behavior, in particular (ibid.).

In intercultural pragmatics, a cognitive-prag-
matic analysis adopted into a socio-cognitive
approach takes into account both the societal
and individual aspects of interaction (Kecskes,
2014). In this approach, cooperation is tied to the
speaker—hearer’s rationality and attention that
are the result of prior experience of individuals.
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“It means that interlocutors activate and bring up
the most salient information to the needed atten-
tional level in the construction (by the speaker)
and comprehension (by the hearer) of the com-
munication” (Kecskes, 2014: 42).

Pragmatically-oriented  cognitive  theo-
ries, as Fauconnier claims, help assemble cog-
nitive models of the discourse event, thus they
become an integral part of cognitive approaches
to classical pragmatic issues (Fauconnier, 2004:
657-674).

Among pragmatically-oriented cognitive the-
ories one should mention Bara’s cognitive prag-
matics who defines it as “the study of the mental
states of people who are engaged in communi-
cation” (Bara, 2010: 1). Though Bara’s study is
more descriptive than interpretive, this approach
is insightful to many areas of cognitive science,
linguistic pragmatics and beyond.

A cognitive perspective helped Reboul et
al. (Reboul et al., 2012) to define the notion of
pragmatic competence which explicates the role
of intention-reading ability as a key prerequisite
for successful pragmatic processing. At the same
time, in her theorizing on cognition and com-
munication in the evolution of language, Reboul
(Reboul, 2017) builds on the Argumentative
Theory of Reasoning and combines social and
cognitive factors to provide a detailed account, on
the one hand, of linguistic evolution for thought,
and on the other, of language externalization for
communication.

By way of generalizing the major cognitive
foundations of the construal of meaning-in-con-
text, Schmid (Schmid, 2012: 3—-22) makes a
survey of cognitive prerequisites and cognitive
abilities. The former comprise three compe-
tences: linguistic, pragmatic (joint attention,
intention-reading), social competence, and world
knowledge (social norms, context of culture,
frames, scripts, cognitive and cultural models).
The latter embrace the abilities to keep track of
situational context, of other interlocutors’ mental
states, to construe conventionally and contextu-
ally implicit meanings (ibid.: 9).

Themajordifferencebetweenclassicalandcog-
nitive pragmatics, as Schmid (Schmid, 2012: 10)
argues, lies in their targets: traditional pragmatics
mostly focuses on the problems of non-literal
(figurate language, humour) and non-explicit
meaning (e.g., inferencing, reasoning, implica-
ture, world knowledge) of the utterance and dis-
course. Unlike traditional, cognitive pragmatics
rather concentrates on cognitive principles (i.e.,
general, entrenched routines) and processes
which underlie meaning-making in the utterance/

discourse or non-linguistic situational, social and
cultural environment.

4. Cognitive-pragmatic
Ukraine

In Ukraine, cognitive pragmatics mostly
sprang up from classical pragmatic theories.
Unlike dominant meaning-making perspective
in western studies, Ukrainian researchers started
from involving cognitive prerequisites and inter-
locutors’ cognitive abilities into the study of the
role and influence of utterances/speech acts and
discourse in social interaction. As Shevchenko,
Susov, and Bezugla claim (Shevchenko, Susov,
and Bezugla, 2005), cognitive pragmatics pre-
sumes researchers’ focus on the Language —
Mind / Conscience interface. Coming from the
assumptions that (a) human beings do not reflect
but rather interpret the world, and (b) they do not
perceive but rather construe it, cognitive prag-
matics formulates its aim as cognitive explica-
tion of the process of utterance interpretation.
Respectfully, cognitive pragmatics is outlined
as a sub-paradigm of functional mega-paradigm
(ibid.).

In the cognitive-pragmatic perspective, mean-
ing-making in utterances/speech acts proves to
depend on cognitive prerequisites and abilities.
As a result of her historic cognitive-pragmatic
analysis Burenko (Burenko, 2008) claims that
speech acts of apology in English are ritualistic
conventional speech acts of a hybrid expres-
sive-and-directive nature possessing a blend of
emotional and incentive illocutions. Their cogni-
tive-pragmatic properties are rooted in the con-
cepts of GuiLT and APoLOGY, and conceptualized
in speech act’ scenarios which define corrective
and preventive subtypes of apologies.

A cognitive-pragmatic perspective on mean-
ing-making in discourse stipulates the study
of its general principles and certain strategies.
Using cognitive-pragmatic approach, Gorina
(Gorina, 2008) determines electoral discourse as
a system of linguistic, cognitive, communicative,
axiologic, and pragmatic aspects. Its persuasive
aim is reached by purposeful transformation of
the voters’ worldviews, achieved by communica-
tive strategies of implanting into thier world-
views new values desirable for the candidate. Her
cognitive-pragmatic interpretation of persuasion
strategies in G.W. Bush’s electoral discourse is
based on the major political concepts of conserv-
atives, such as PEOPLE, DEMOCRACY, TERRORISM,
POWER, PRESIDENT, LIBERTY, as well as on models
of their metaphoric and metonymic conceptual-
ization (Lakoff, 2002), presentation-of-self strat-
egies, political image, etc.
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The cognitive-pragmatic framework for anal-
ysis of discourse principles also helped to expli-
cate how the interlocutors construe the meaning
of politeness in Victorian discourse (Moro-
zova, 2004). In more recent cognitive-prag-
matic studies of impoliteness, its strategies are
treated as cognitive-and-communicative entities,
embodied in the linguistic-cultural regulative
concept of communicative behavior IMPOLITE-
NESS (Shevchenko & Petrenko, 2018). This novel
insight helped to reveal the concept structure of
IMPOLITENESS With siX slots DEVALUATION OF THE
HEARER, UNWARRANTED INTRUSION, UNWARRANTED
EXCLUSION, UNWARRANTED IMPOSITION, INTENTIONAL
IMPROPRIETY and MOCK IMPOLITENESS, and then to
define the corresponding impoliteness strategies.
In the discourse of Shakespearean dramas they
embody stereotypes and ethic ethno-cultural
properties of Early Modern English worldview
(ibid.).

5. Conclusion

The classical pragmatics which originates
from philosophical tradition of utterance inter-
pretation and the semantic—pragmatic interface
have spawned a new discipline of cognitive prag-
matics. According to its syncretic nature, cogni-
tive pragmatics deals with the cognitive aspects
of the construction of meaning-in-context. Mul-
tiple cognitive-pragmatic approaches mostly
vary in the vector of their analysis: their starting
point is either pragmatics or cognitive linguistics.
The holism of utterance and discourse interpreta-
tion in view of pragmatic and cognitive intercon-
nections is a powerful resource for better under-
standing of communication processes. Hopefully,
the holistic character of utterance interpretation
in cognitive pragmatics will have further impli-
cations for the study of human mental processes
of communication in diachronic and intercultural
perspectives, for experimental analysis of the
construal of meaning-in-context in various dis-
courses, and beyond the scope of problems this
discipline seems to suggest today.
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