
THE DNLEMMA OF PRAGMATICS

Pragmatics is the feld of 'inguistic practice, language in action, the use of
{anguage; it is the moment of how the sentence functions n actual speech
situations. At the same time, pragmatics is the field of conventional uiiliت zton 0f
hinguistic elements in well-detemined situational contexs. (t concertIEis cn the
ritualized modalities of using language.

These to features, seen and understood simultaneously, cantrad,c: :he
Saussurian !angue -parole. "La [angue" has 2n institutional and sterc='c-2ed
character by virte of a sccial consersus. Ht represEnts the coerc:e ±cacr, tie
social constaint upon the individual. ln opposition with it, "la parole" represEnts
the active aspect of larguage, the free and sponianeous action of the individz ,
the generative moment of tanguage 1. Pragmatics seems t belong to botH of
them

The standardized character of linguistic practice is the argument - but not the
only one - put fonward by pragmatics in favour of th abotiton af Saussure's rigid
opposition.

Since sociolinguistics aims at demonstrating the systematic covariation of
linguistic and social structures, it adopts a polemic position, similar to the one we
have mentoned above. The idea of stuctre is extended to speech as wll. At
the same time, "free variafion" is not tniy free, it is carrelated with systematic
social differences. The actual fects invalidate the theoretical conclusions

• conceming the exclusive autonory af linguistics, accarding to wich Ianguages
are uniom, homogeneous and monolithic stNctures.

To the argument of the standardized and cnventional character of linguistic
practice we add both the argument of the presence af subjectivity in language
and the argument of the limitations of linguistic semantics. The Iast to
arguments speak about the peneLation af "speech into language".

On the. one hand, Em. Benveniste (1974) noticed the presence in languag of
some entities wose status is generated by the act of speech and wich are the
sehf reference elements : te class of deixs, peromative and deloctive verbs,
the imperative, the vocatie etc. : "1l faut donc distinguer les entiies qui ont dans
{a [angue leur statut plein et pemmanent et celles qui, emanant de I'enonciation,
n'exstent que dans le reseau d'[indiidus] que l'enanciation cree et par rapport a
I'[7ci-maintenant] du locteur (vol. tl, p. 84)

On the other hand, Osv. Ducrot (1972) noticed that the sense cannot be
reduced in its toاality tothe sense deried frar languags. Vhat mustbe added
is the value acquired by wrds in the process of speech. The verb to d0, wose

17



meaning is "to perform} to camy out an action"', acquires. during its imperative
ufilizafion, the sense of a command : Do wat say ا ! The sentence Its late !
has, in certain situational contexs of use the sense of [t is time to go home or
tet us go home !

THere is nc 'onger any distinction beteen language, wich fxes the sense,
and speech, vHich communicates it At the same time, the effects of speech on
discourse situziions are not accidental, but govemed by rles : "Nous voulons
seulement faire epparaitre que la signification erregistre par la langue
comporte, comume partie integrante, certaines conventions qui fxent,
arbitreirement, {es effets de !'emploi sur la sitation de discours". (Ducrot, 1972,

 .م25.)

!٢ the aitempE, base on the above-mentioned argurents, to extend the
concEpi of "speec" and, consequenty, that of "linguistics", we have retained
only th= meed i exsndiag the linguistic area so as to cover the field of
pragmaiics ard tfat of 'parole". We consider erroneous te attempt to fix
pragmatics inside the 6pposition "Iangue - parole".

The c p positionت langu= -paro!e had for Saussure a special metiodo!ogical
funciicn and we consider its e!imination to be inefficient The respective
oppositiG represents, from tHe linguistio point of view, the equivalent of the
phi!oscpRcal oppositions genera! - partiنuc lar, sttic - dynami, abstract­
cr.crEts, icmal - matsrial, possibl - acal, cnstant - occasional, ideal­
phenomeRal, ard, finall, raetaphysical - physical. "En separant !a langue de la
parels, on separ u ك msme cت up : 19 ce qui est social de ce Gui esf individuE'; 29
ce ai est esseniiel de ce qui est accessoire et plus ou moins accideate!"
(Saussure, 1967, p. 30).

Hawever much ve might try to assign to speech the teatures of language, it
rEmains ar imeductible element, pheomenal, concrete and individual in
charactEr, which sends us back to Saussure's concept. Trying to ablish or
dislece the respective opposition means contradicting a philosophical
prEsUpposition witHout offering a substitute.

• Coseriu, in His studies Teoria del Lerguaje y linguistica general and
3istema, norma e "pErola", achieved a fIrst step towards establishing shades inج 
te Saussurian disaace and not shortening il, through'the fact that he
iatrodtced th concept or nom, n ج intemmediary beteen "langue" and "parole",
1n cortradistincion to thas wo are tRying to do away wit the concepf of
speEch (in the Saussurian acception), Coseriu lays dow a new distinction
inside the concept cf "largue" ramly realizzazioni norale l sistema
funzianele.
We thus have :
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PAROLE
LANGUE

ReelLzzazione

 ن
Isisema

 ا ءدمقةتة أ
 ب

nDrmale

PAROLE USAGE LANGUE

"La langue non e solo sistema funzionale ,
s/ eاesen» م ing«sendiie ia »eءممع i" rioe ة:ر3 ع"لإ ةاي nomale.  ه»e ه
essempio queilo che certi stdiosi hanno ident se& ",إ ؟ un terzo campo, per
u soن linguistco, che dovrebbe essere qualcosa, 'agamente col cosiddeKo

 ميج:.ي#زيلإ:تلا:يتج#ق#.ع:يثير:
 ي£٤$2-.5.3 »مسجيين/ بوو مهاء،و» °.ث.:.

»٥ ف»»+#e». ج;#ةهس»2ث جوي;نج:!- و. ه«»يوازياقة
srstema' (p. 252).

aea مادة «asraomaie=ه» م «r«٢ جي'wew$"ج، ي/ج 
 ::باءنا»ونييه:.: ث بايم ستقي نؤ و.ه، ،.سيوة

concept of nom, introdu .. nce langue - parole. THe

 #ت:.ية#.:: اذي#ييه#يهج;
6i٥w« we aeaes «r « .aai إ %<"{ج؟.مدوه ج ي% 4  ن لتو، ا
conceptal, indRidual - socia! -soci: 1a-sIstema: actual - actua! -
degree af abstraction) - abst ، يج""3 أ Concrete - concrete (wiith an increased

.w.4ي%#لإلاي£%:يي.###34:-4 ث 
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materiale

fommale

indivu ale
s0ggetivo

ENERGEIA

{٨ter iHhdivd e ل&ب
0ggettivo

ERGON
Humboldt

PAROLE
De Saussure

LANGUE

We are trying to outline a diagram having three axes, coresponding to the
series of three oppositions : static- dynm:c (or produce - activity,
corresponding to ergon - energeia), individual - interindiidual (or subjective -
objective), material -fommal (or actual - virtuall possible). AIthough the three
oppositions were intoduced by Buehler into his diagram, he did not take them
into account We thus have the followng model:

interindividual
abjective

indiidual
subjective

sاatic
produce

dyNamic
activit

material
actual

fomal
virtual

ln acrordance wth the matries obtained by combining three featres we can fit
in the various concepts putfonward by different authors dealing wth the
respective problem:
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1. indiv. sub - mat- produce

2. indiv. sub -mat- activity
3. indi. sub -fom - produce
4. indR. sub -form - activity
5. interind. ob -mat- produce

6. interind. ob -mat - activity
7. interind. ob -fom - produce
8. interind. ob -form -activity

- Realizzazione -
concreta parole

- s#«ةةء aم aو {}
Norma individuale

- Sprechact، {erformanceلزيه 
- Dielogue

Sistema } linguistic competence
Pragmatic competence / Iing.

act; acte de langage

The field of pragmaiics - as wE can see - is placed on the intersection of the
features : interindividua} - formal - dز ynamicl activity and corresponds to
pragmatic competence. lt is corrreleted viith dialogue in the field of material
feaنt re. It is opposed to the concept of "langue" (sisiema) being an activity
(dyamic) and not a produce (static), and it is opposed to the concept Df norm by
the same opposition (wich, however, differs From the system at the leve! of the
opposition material - fommal), and, finally i is opposeD to the concept of "parole"
at the level of the oppositions interindividual - indiidual, fomaH- material

 ي4٣ ن•٠ -و"

The equivalence of Saussure's opposition langue - parole to Chomsky's
competence - performance wich was too hastily established for the.sake df
syetry, obGsures linguistic reality. The concept of perfomance coresponds
oniy partially to that of parole; it also overlaps the conceptof nom df usage,
introduced by Coseriu. Ff, on the basis af competence. w can generate' the
totality of possible corect sentences in a language, perfomancechooses onky
those accepted by "usage". Thus, theoretiually it is passible to generate an
irfinite recursive sequence, but practically it is rejected by usage.

Te mati justified the posftion of those linguists wo tried to fpragmatics
at the level of language, i.e. at the level of formal and interindividual. For
instance, Searle asserts : "ltstill might seem that my approach is simply, in
Saussurian temms, a study of 'parole' rather than 'langue'. l am arguing, however,
that an adequate study af speech acts is a stdy of langue " (1970, .( .م17 See

• also D. Wunderlich, (1968, p. 1) : "Keineswegs handelt es sich um Phanomen
der sprachlichen Performanz". Or : "Eine Theorie der sprachlichen Kompetenz
notendig eine Pragmatik der Sprechsituation einschlie Ben muB." (p. 4).
Meaning : "Itdoes not definitely deal wth a phenomenon of speech
perfomance" Or : "A Theory of speech competence does not necessarily have
to include a pragmatics df speech situation".

1n order to avoid a possible ccrfusion concerning the concept of speech act
in relation with one of the terms af Saussure's oppositions it is preferable to use
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the notion a Iinguistic act (in French it is also possible to use thenotion of acte
de langage). Searle, in order to avoid this corfusion, makes the following
specffication: "1 shall approach the study af some of these problems in the
philosophy af language through the study of wtat ! call speech acls or linguistic
acts or language acts" (1370, p. 4).

The domain af linguistics comprises fields 7 and 8, therefore, supplementing
"iinguistic competence" {in the sense given by Chomsk) by pragmatic
competence. We are introducing the concept of pragmatic competence
equialent to that of communicatie competence, but, from the teoretica' point
of view, more powerful and unambiguous2. If !angue sends us to the field 7,
introducing pragmatics into linguistics, it is implicitIy possible to exend the
concept of language itself. Language means not only a set of rules, re'ations or
ent:is in relations, buf also rules and relatians in acfion. It is not only a
produce, it might be undersTood as an activity as well. Pragmatics is tHe field of
irtersubjectivity, bui not of a concrete ar material present lt is the Feld of
practicE, of iinguistic activity seen from the perspective of its institutional
maniestation.

lncluding pragmatics in the study af language we thus wtness a new process
af resemiotization of linguistics, i.e. the reintroducing of linguistics in the stdy of
signs and symbols.

The first introduction into semiotics was made by Saussure, defining
language ("Ia langue") as a semiological institutian : aا" langue est un systeme
de signes ... On peut danc concevoir une science qui etudie la vie des signes au
sein de la vie sociale ...nous la nommerons semiologie {du gree semeion,
[signe]). La linguistique n'est qu'une partie de cette science generale". (p. 33)3.

Nowadays te semiotic dimension af linguistics is achiewed on te basis of
fomis' views (1946). According to him, semiotics has three components :
syntacfics - the study of the fomal relaLions of signs to one another, semantics -
the study of te fomal relations df signs to the objects to wich the signs are
applicable, and pragmatics - thestdy of the relaLions af signs to the interpreters
(p. 217.

The advartage ofrered to Iinguistics by its semiotic interpretation is that
1arguage regains a third dimension, the pragmatic one, which means that the
siudy of language is placed inside the process of communication. The semiotic
perspecfhve renders the integrated image of language, reevaluating its
communicative valences.

Therefore, by extending the cncept of language. we regain its integral
dynamic dimension and, at the same ,imeا we reaffim the social, interindividual
character af language., present in Saussure's definition.
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The reproach made by DUcrot (1972, p. 33) to Saussure that He places the
definition of language inside the communicative relation aNd then abandons this
idea, appears, from the pragmaLic point of view, as a rectiiication.

For Saussure, the conventional and coercive character of linguistic data is a
consequence of language's functioning as an interindividual reality. ln language
priate property does not exst, as Jakobson says : everything is socialized. To
speak or, more accurately, to "practice" a language means to enrol m z vة si
institution, signing a contract by wich one undertakes to obsenve Fts roms.
Breaking that contract means being rejected from the complicity of muiual
"intelligiblity

At the pragmatic level, Iinguistic activity is not spontaneous, but governed by
nules. Linguistic convention concems not only the relation between the sign and
the referent or the relation beteen the signs themselves, but also the relation
beteen the sign and its contex of use.

The standardized connection of te sign wth the moment of speech reveals
the intention with wich the sign was used. The conventional character of the
pragmatic data represents a way of access to the generator of the act of
communication. Ve thus recognize that particular quality of language by wich it
enables a subject to open himseFf to the world.

Not only is pragmatics unhindered by the paradox of the canventional
character of the act of "speec"; but ft even amplifies it transfoming speech into
a wast ceremonial. The institution of language, at the pragmatic level, is notjust
viewed as the constraint af the system or noms, but as a possibiliy of the
individual to enrol in ritualLzed actiwty. Because it lies at a junction-point df
indiidual and interindividual, pRagmatics discovers a new aspect of social
integration, echieving a fundamental theoretical mutation. lntegration in
interindividuality represents - beyond a "free" accepاance, under the pressure df
necessity, of a social coercion - the opportunity to set up a reality. Subscribing to
a convention means gaining access to freedom of iniiiative. Consequently, the
instittional character of language reveals itseff not only as functioning of the
cde, but also under the form of linguistic interaction.. In this respect, iinguistic
practice is possible, in the first place, by virtue of certain constitutive nules and
not by virtue of regulatie nles4.

Reconsiderng Saussure's metaphor af the game5 of chess, we can give it a
new interpretation : tinguistic activity is like a game in which the parters impose
upon each other situations wich allow for openings to new mutations (changes
of state, acts). Linguistic interaction is one of the modalities af social integration
of the individual, an integration wich results in a unitary and cooperative p!ural.
A interagentive relation manrfests iLseff simultaneously in a coagentive form.
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If, from the Saussurian perspective, the idea of institution implies that of
system, from a pragmatic point of view, the idea of instittion implies that of
interaction.

The sacia! character f 1anguage, renewed by pragmatics, implcity favours
an exiralinguistic .pproacH ت THe question is : to wat extent are requirements
impcsed by SaLssure concerning the autonomy Gf languag stil valid?

Saussure's predecessors had ta resort to extralinguistic factors in order to
#ind exp!anations for the changes occurring in language. The social charater of
languege was connected with these changes. The unity af language was
determined by tHe naton as a sociel unit. For Saussure's predecessors the
sC }ie ت criterion had ar xogenous nature.,

Acopting a pcleric posiiion towards this exterior detemmination, Saussure
corfers an endagerous charc!er on the socia! nature of language. From tHe
social characier of language, Saussure derives its institutional way of
functioning. TH socialiation Gf linguistic facts, by implicit convention, ensures
their systematic functioning. The social factor rles individual behaviour and
deternines the stability of language. The indiidual cannot interfere in language
witFott collective legislation.

1n conclusion, For Saussure, the existence of language is autonamous from
the catext df its fnctioning, akthougH the latter is the "medium" wich enables it
to exst The changes that occur have an intemal cause.

From ths pragmatic point of vie, the endogenous nature af te social
character of tanguage is still valid, bu it concerns linguistic activity. Language
isehf viewd as interaction, becomes a fcrm of intersubjective relatian. The
constrtutive rle of reality by language presupposes a mutual deterination af
indiiduals in their entire psycho-social connection. ln contradiction to psycho­
and sociolinguisics, wich study linguistic variation depending on psychG-social
factors, in pragmatics, psycho-social distances represent te distributional
element of interactionaH linguistic energy. The machanism af linguistic interaction
has internal causes f development : each act is justifled by the preceding one
and generates the possibility of the following cne. Linguistic interaction is selr
sufficient, justifying, once more from the pragmatic point of view, the idea df a
functiona! (this time not a systematic) autonomy of language.
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!oies

« »1 Cf. Saussure, 1967, p. 25: "La langue est a 1 fois un produit social de la
facuite du langue et un ensembie de convertions necessaires, adoptees par le
corps social pour permettre l'exercice de cette faculte chez les individus". See p.
30:"La parole est au contraire un ecfe individue! de volonte et d'intelligence"

2 Tha concept of comrunicative competence was introduced by sociolinguisiics
(cf. De! Hymes, On Communicative Competence). Extension of the concept of
iinguistic competence, the communicative competence is defired as the ability of
ufilition of language in concrete situations of speech. [t was adopted by
!inguis. -pagmaticians also. See, for instance, S. Dik, 1978, : .م5-4
"(CommunicatIve competence is) the ability to carry on socia! inferaction by
means of language".

3 !n a parailE! directio? to Saussue's, tut independerly cf himn, Perice !aid the
base of semiotics as a possibilit of a science of signs. Peirce tcak the nam,
under the fom of semeiotic, fiom John Locke, Wo applied it to a science cf
signs and meanings, havirg as a point of deparure logic itsek corceived as the
scierce of 'anguage. (See Benveniste, 1974, vol. !l, p. 13).

4 See opposition introduce by Searle 1970: "egulative rles regulate
antecedently or independentiy existing fOrms of bhavior, for example, many
rles of eتt quette regulete interpersonal relationships which est independently
of the rules. But canstitutive rules do not merely regulate, they create or define
newforms of behaviour. The rles of footbal! or chess, for example, do not
merely regulate playing football or chess, but as it were they create the very
possibilit af playing such games" {p.33)

5 ln contradistinction to Osw. Ducrot 1972a, p. 4, our opinion is that pragmatics
does not substitute the concept of code by that c7 gamE, but associates them.
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