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Abstract
It is said that pragmatics and discourse amafre closely interrelated and that there is asiciemable overlap

between them to the extent that they can be redasisister disciplines. The current study aime\astigating
the relationship between them highlighting theinitarities and detecting their differences. In ortefulfill the
objectives of the study, a number of procedurekbeilfollowed: (1) Surveying the relevant litenswabout the
two fields in question, (2) conducting a comparigatween them and (3) drawing some conclusionsngied
on the findings of the study.
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1. Introduction
Pragmatics and discourse analysis are two fiefdstudy that are sometimes regarded as interdiisaiy

because both share interest in those aspectsgfdge that are context-dependent.

Barron and Schneider (2014: 1) suggest thastilndy of discourse is not perceived as falling idetshe realm
of pragmatics: Rather it can be seen as an intquagl of it. Hence, the pragmatics of discourse #ral
pragmatics of utterance represent two complementargls of analysis, correspondingly emphasizingrano
global and more local aspects of human interacii@hereas the latter concentrates on investigafyegch acts
as the fundamental units of analysis, the formeestigates how speech acts can combine into langjes. The

two- level analysis referred to above has beenddras micropragmatics and macropragmatics.

It is assumed that several approaches to diseaanalysis are pragmatic in nature because tteeynare
concerned with interactional issues than with syntalhese include some recent trends suchlissourse

pragmaticsandcritical pragmatics

2.Pragmatics
Levinson (1983: 1) suggests that the use oftéhe pragmatics is pioneered by the philosophearigh

Morris denoting a branch of semiotics (1938). Witkemiotic traditions, syntax is concerned with finenal
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relations among signs. As for semantics, it isrggted in the relations between signs and the tbfbey

signify, while pragmatics investigates the relasitetween signs and their users.

According to Yule (1996:3), pragmatics is inteal in the analysis of meaning as expressed speeaker and
understood via a listener. Thus, it can be saidl pnagmatic analyses are more concerned with whaplg

convey through using certain utterances than withtwhe words in those utterances may mean intisola

It is worth mentioning that in pragmatics, mieg is not considered to be as stable as linguistims. On the

contrary, it is dynamically created in the courfemploying language (Verschueren, 1999: 11).

Mey (2001: 6) believes that a genuine pragmatioount has to deal with the language users im suogial
context; it cannot confine itself to those gramicety encoded aspects of context.

Broadly speaking, pragmatics is concerned witts¢hfacets of meaning that are context-variablendteavors
to widen the scope of traditional linguistics byusimg many issues and aspects that characterigadge in use
(Horn and Kecskes,2013: 356)

It is stated that certain events contributtheoemergence of pragmatics. These include: fivstinnovation of
speech act theory by Austin (1962) with its subsetjudevelopment by Searle, second, the appeardnce o
Grice’s (1975) notion of the cooperative principlgpported by four maxims which can be infringedj¢nerate
conversational implicatures. Finally, the introdact of Sperber and Wilson’s Relevance theory whiha

developed version of Grice’s theory (ibid: 357).

3. Discourse Analysis

Discoursebelongs to a category of terms that are recuyremployed in all sorts of context. It may be used
interchangeably with text to denote longer chunksvigtten or spoken language. Additionally, It mesfer to
the semantic representation of some connected rexsteor it could refer to various communication an
specific issue, e. g. human rights discourse (Fe2fd4: 35).

Thus, discourseanalysisis possible to be interpreted in a number of digeways and can accordingly be

conducted in different fashions. It is an interg$nary field of inquiry (Barron and Schneider,12D 1)

Driven by the desire to differentiate sentsnfrom propositions, and propositions from utteesn a group
of theorists have endeavored to go beyond the semteaoundary and to become concerned with the meganfi
discourse around the beginning of the seventiesirasic assumption is centred on the fact teatdes the
well-known linguistic units pertaining to the diger levels characterizing a language, one is capable

postulating a another unit of analysis which goe#i beyond the boundary of the sentence (Puig, 2803

Previously, Brown and Yule (1983:1), assert thaalyzing discourse means analyzing language tiorac
Consequently, it is unlikely to be confined to ttlarification of linguistic formulas excluding thgoals and
tasks that those formulas are proposed to accamplishuman issues. Hence, a discourse analyst eevot

himself/herself to conducting an investigation dfatlanguage is utilized for.
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The discourse analyst needs to take a pragmpatspective when doing discourse analysis. Theidas to
take into consideration the context in which a fnegtary discourse appears. This is due to theliattspecific

linguistic units like deictic forms demands conteattclues to be understood (ibid: 27).

Puig (2003.: 1) states that discourse is likelyoe considered as a linguistic component, ormamiractive
level attached to that who creates it. In the tatése, discourse is regarded as a coherent whetee, specific
linguistic units are proposed as indications of ¢blaesion of a text. These include devices sugbr@snouns,

definite descriptions and discursive anaphoric mai

As for the structure of discourse, it is poksiio distinguish between local and global struesuiVhereas the
former has to do with the individual speech acts$ their connectedness, the latter relates to thiessef speech
acts as a whole. For instance, one may locallyeissu assertion followed by a request, but with éhére
sequence of speech acts one may globally prodspeech act of request. Put differently, the glatalcture

pertains to the global function of the utterancar{\Dijk, 1980: 6).

4. Pragmatics versus Discourse Analysis

Cutting (2002:2) believes that pragmatics distourse analysis have much in common in theestret
both investigate context, text and function. Boiklds concentrate on the significance of words in
communication and how interlocutors convey morenttiee words they utilized. Additionally, both dfetm
study discourse and text focusing on how piecdarmguage become significant and integrated for theérs.

Furthermore, the two fields are interested in fiomct

For instance, in order to interpret a piece atdurse such ad#/e are not amusgragmatics and discourse
analysis will take into consideration the fact tQateen Victoria had been in a long depression|tezsfrom the
death of her husband. Her words were a reply twka jhich her courtiers had just made. Analyst$ infer

that her intention was to stop them attempting &kerher laugh and lift her out of the depressibi(il)

Similarly, Puig (2003: 1) states that the twardins, pragmatics and discourse analysis, moventethie
formal description of phrases and concentrate @eupomponents, for instance, speech acts and ational
turns. Moreover, both approaches investigate coraed its structuring. Nevertheless, pragmaticstex@ore
effort to the identification of the speaker’s intien in addition to the recovering of the covemriedients which
the hearer needs to access.

As for the divergence of pragmatics and discoarsaysis, Coulthard (1985: viii) says that dissguanalysis
examines how stretches above the sentence levkhdted together. Moreover, discourse analysistbatepict
the construction of suprasentential text or sdcaisaction through forcing a certain apparatutherdata either

overtly or covertly.

To draw the borderlines between the two §ielHuig (2003: 2) believes that, whereas discoansdysts
focus on the elucidation of the implied componesithin the language without considering anythingeemal,

pragmatics utilizes diverse domains of human effeirappropriately interpret utterances. For exampl

A: You should hurry up a little in persuading them, kecause we ‘re all in a hurry to do all that.
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B: Do you read the papers?

In order to interpret B’s response, A has teirthat it is based on conversational implicatdreat is, B's
reply impliesif you read the newspapers, you will know thatwérdone so many timeSuch aspect of meaning
is pragmatic because it is not explicitly statedha utterance but has to be inferred dependinthercontext
(ibid).

The two notions ofontextandintentionare vital to pragmatics. It is worth mentioningtino other approaches
to language have made use of such concepts. Whardasourse analysis, context refers to somethiatc in
nature and external to the speaker, in pragmatisignifies something personal and dynamic. Thait is not

offered at the beginning, but is created by therlatutors utterance by utterance (ibid: 3).

As for intention, pragmatics assumes that sucaesbe overall interpretation of an utterance ifwres a

recognition of the speaker’s intention.

According to Sauerland and Schumacher, 2015G6ite proposes that two notions of meaning neebleto
distinguished. The first is the speaker’s meaning, a reconstruction of the speaker’s intentidvem producing
that utterance. The second is the sentence meanamghe semantic representation of the gramihacaded to

a sentence.

For instance, when a happy father says to his The boys have arrivedis intention may be to make her
attentive to the fact that their sons will soonhmene. However, a robber, a Mafiosi, or a policemesducing
the very sentence can easily be understood to adwetally different intents. The example above ¢atks that

diverse utterances grounded on the same sentera@ngeaan convey various speaker’'s meaning (ibid).

For, de Saussure (2007: 152) a pragmatic accoiunteaning supplies all the components that diseou
analysis portrays. On the one handdi$courseis taken to represent verbal communication, thecan be
elucidated merely with reference to the speakertesnded meaning. On the other hand, if it is carsd as
standing for organised spans of texts or utteranhes they have to be meaningful spans of texteeaningful
utterances.

5. Context versus Co-text

Allott (2010: 38) states that the context ofudterance signifies a source of information thestists the hearer
in finding out what the speaker wishes to expré&¥ghout taking the context of words and phrase® int
consideration, it will not be likely to interprdtd implicatures of an utterance. Moreover, in nusrsituations,
it will be impossible to calculate the propogiticonveyed or the desired illocutionary force. 8ipcagmatics

is interested in speaker’'s meaning and how theehdéaterprets it, context is vital to pragmatics.

According to Song (2010: 876-877), contexif@ens crucial functions that help interactantsriterpreting
utterances. These includes removing ambiguity, iBpeg referents, and distinguishing conversational

implicature.

Nevertheless, various types of context cardbatified. One type is designated as linguistictexinor the co-

text. The co-text of a certain word refers to ather words that occur within the very phrase ortesece. It has a

96



Journal of Education and Practice www.iiste.org
ISSN 2222-1735 (Paper) ISSN 2222-288X (Online) 5-'—,i,l
Vol.8, No.19, 2017 IIS E

powerful influence on working out the meaning oparticular word. Another type of context is the piocgl
context in which words are embedded. Here, the iphlycation guides the interpretation of mean(vgle,
1985: 98-99).

Consequently, it can be said that pragmaticeigerned with the physical context whereas dissoanalysis

has more to do with the co-text.

6. Discourse Pragmatics

This kind of study shows where the two fieldsgimestion meet. According to Van Dijk (2007: 8)e tlerm
discourse pragmaticsefers to the hybrid field of investigating whidomes into being as a result of the
collaboration between pragmatics and discourserelaee numerous discoursal researches that caalleel c

pragmaticas they are more concerned with language in @sewuith syntax.

Discourse pragmatics concentrates on speestsach as assertions, promises, questions, colwians and
the like. Moreover, it focuses on how such sociek eare performed by language users and thoseatkat
performed in texts. It stresses the idea that $paets typically occur in series as in conversetiavhere one
speech act supplies a motivation for a forthconing as inlt's stuffy in here. Could you please open the
windowibid).

Horn and Kecskes (2013: 262) state that discquiagmatics is an attempt at widening the realpragmatics
via emphasizing the importance of the social aritual restrictions for interaction besides theglimstic and
semantic properties of utterances. It aims at pimdua sophisticated image of the functions ancheotedness
of pragmatics and discourse in the process ofantemal and intercultural interaction. Accordingtiiere are

two versions of discourse pragmatics: interacti@mal intercultural.

As for interactional discourse pragmatics, ¢bteren (1999: 7) regards it as a cognitive, sauidl cultural
approach to linguistic phenomena. This recent faflanquiry stresses the idea that pragmatic resehas to
take into consideration social and cultural resbits on language use in addition to the expressfantention.
On the other hand, intercultural discourse pragmeat grounded on the assumption that intercultyrad a
phenomenon that is not merely interactionally aadiadly bonded but also depends on identifiableural

models and norms representing speech communitiehitd interlocutors belong.

7. Trends in Pragmatics

Horn and Kecskes (2013: 366) believe that pragmas primarily an utterance-based field. Nevedks)|
because utterance is not that easy to define acalibe utterance meaning is determined both byirthaistic
components of a specific utterance and subsequésrances, pragmatics has looked for meaning elsmen

inside and outside the utterance. Consequentlgettiiffferent approaches to pragmatics have emerged.

The first approach is referred to peagma-semantics It is pursued by the inheritors of Paul Grice and
numerous scholars with a referential-logical baokgd and with diverse degrees of commitment tohtrut
conditionality. It concentrates on the constructidmeaning through cognitive and formal models $a@ssure,
2007: 2).
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A second trend, labelg@tagma-dialogue, endeavors to attract attention to the dialogitirgaof interaction
through stressing the idea that interactants amrsawho both act and react. Hence, the speakeeiheat only
interprets but also reacts to the other interatanterance. The dialogic principle identifiesldgue as a chain

of actions and reactions (Horn and Kecskes, 2088).3

Another trend ispragma-discourse which goes beyond the utterance and shows a $p=mwigideration to
socially determined linguistic behavior. It candssumed that the crucial difference between pragsnptoper
and discourse is that whereas the former concestrah individual utterances(organized set of woids)

context, the latter focuses on an organized settefances (ibid).

The relation between the components of uttersiand the components of discourse is somewhd#asiihis
assumed that discourses, just like utterancesepsgsoperties of their own. Hence, an utteranoetithe sum
of the lexical items that forms it, nor is discautbe sum of the utterances that made it. BotHesintjerances

and sequences of utterances are needed in ordecover what is conveyed by interactants (ibid:)367

It is worth mentioning that all the three trerdiscussed above try to discuss the issue ofpsaker meaning,

which is the basis of all of pragmatics.

8. Speech Acts and Conversation
The notion of speech act is first introduced hys#n (1962), and then developed by Austin’s sttid8earle
(1969).

In his book,How to Do Things with Words\ustin (1962) proposes that when articulatingaierutterances
speakers perform certain actions. According to iughere are three types of act that an uttergacéorms:
locutionary act, illocutionary act, and prelocutioy act. However, he confines his use of the tgpeechact to

refer exclusively to the second type of act, llazutionary act (Levinson, 1983: 236)

According to Moeschiler (1998: 2), there exmtsargument among philosophers and linguists caigthe
stretching of speech act theory to discourse aisalyhe essence of this argument is the idea thatersation

consists of a series of speech acts. This arguimestfollows:

“Speech acts are not isolated moves in communicatithey appear in more global units of communicatip

defined as conversations or discourses.”

In this regard, Van Dijk (1977: 213) states thpeech acts usually occur in sequences such assartion
followed by an explanation or addition, an assertiollowed by a correction or alternative, or arseation
followed by a denial or contradiction. For example:

I need money. Can you lend me a thousand dollars?

In the example above, the first speech act écebed to establish conditions for the followingsph act. It

can be said that the former provides a reasorhiolatter. Hence, it may alter the context of comitation in a

way that the speech act of request becomes notappisopriate but also a normal act (Van Dijk, 1988).
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Similarly, Ferrara (1980: 234) says that speects austomarily occur in series where they areedsua
speakers who are involved in rule-governed acte lilebating, making conversation, proposing bills in
parliament and the like. For instance:

There are thirty people in here. Could you open thavindow?

The utterance above is possible to be deliveregisinffy classroom via someone near enough to someone else

sitting by the window. Here, the speaker’s printigaal is to get the window open whereas his sudsicdyoal

is to supply a good justification for the requébtd; 235).

It is worth emphasizing that the speech actisecges cited above are produced by solitary speaket it is
possible for sequences of speech acts to be idsueifferent speakers as in conversation. In tlise¢ such

sequences are referred toaaifacencypairs.

The notion of ‘adjacency pairs’ is originally intluced by Schegolff and Sacks (1973:73-74). Theypgse
that there exists a category of strictly intercaried sequences of turns that they call adjacenicy. f&xamples
are question-answer, greeting-greeting, requestpdance, etc. According to Coulthard (1985: 70)a@ehcy
pairs are fundamental structural ingredients inherges because they can be employed for initicaimdy

concluding a conversation.

It is worth emphasizing thadjacencypairs is a notion which reflects how much pragmatics distourse
analysis are interrelated. This is due to the tiaat they are composed of basic pragmatic ingrésli@equences
of speech acts) occurring in the course of a caatem, an area which falls within the domain cfcdiurse

analysis.

9. Conversational Implicature

Brown and Yule (1983: 31) mention that the témplicatureis adopted by Grice (1975) to deal with those
aspects of meaning that a speaker implies beyorad té literally states. According to Mey (2001: }5Mis
word is derived from the vertn imply. Consequently, a conversational implicature refersomething that is

left embedded in conversation. That is why pragesas concerned with implicatures.

Thomas (1995: 56) suggests that Grice’s the®m@ni attempt at elucidating the process in whiehhearer
moves from the level of expressed meaning to tfiamplied meaning. According to Levinson (1983: 101
Grice proposes four essential maxims guiding thdettaking of conversation, which together convey@ad

cooperative principle.

The cooperative principle reads as follows:

Make your contribution such as required, & ftage at which it occurs, by the accepted purposkrection

of the talk exchange in which you are engaged.
(ibid)
The conversational maxims supporting the coopergtrinciple include the maxims afuality, quantity,

relevance andmanner.
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According to Grice (1975: 49) cited in Eemerend aGrootendorst (1984: 120), it is assumed that
conversationalists abide by these maxims when éineyengaged in a conversational encounter. Howéwey,
often breach them to implicate a hidden meaning, implicature, as in:

Johnny: Hey Sally let's play marbles

Johnny’s Mother: How is your homework gettingalong Johnny?

In this instance, Johnny’s mother violates taxim of relevance in order to convey an addtioneaning.

She reminds her son that he may not yet be frelatomarbles(Levinson, 1983: 111).

According to Sauerland and Schumacher (2015wbBgn speakers intend to express a certain meatfiey,
usually employ diverse components which go beydrl linguistic capabilities. Nevertheless, listenare
somewhat accustomed to the various factors spea&sost to and therefore often succeed in uncogettie

meaning the speaker wishes to convey. As a re¢kaltheaning of an utterance is possible to bailefpecified.

For example, the sententhe boys have arrivecbuld be produced with diverse intentions. It coloé said by
a parent hosting a party to announce that it i® timserve the cake. However, it could be uttered IMafia
boss to produce a threat to someone or by a rdbb&arn an partner that the police have gotterhéoscene
(ibid).

According to Thomas (1995: 57), Grice suggdsds there are two different types of implicatureneentional
and conversational. These are similar in that thath express an extra level of meaning which geg®d the
semantics of the words spoken. In conventional icaplire, however, the very implicature always oscur
independent of the context in opposition to coraiosal implicature where implied meaning differssbd on

the context.

It is assumed that Grice’s model can be agpto all forms of communication. However, the ca$e
language is the most interesting one because ofatftethat the grammar of sentence meanings previce

infinite array of possibilities to the speaker (8dand and Schumacher, 2015: 6)

10. Presuppositions
Crystal (2003: 410) argues that a presuppositiders to something presumed by a speaker wheringita

specific sentence in apposition to what is explictated.

Broadly speaking, speakers regularly formula@rtmessages depending on the presumptions regandiat
their hearer previously knows. Such presumptioesparssible to be wrong, but they determine muctvhudt
speakers say in their actual language use (YQ&5:100).

Shisa (1999: 8) suggests that pragmatic presitipts refer to the assumptions shared by the spyeakd
hearer which constitute the background of their cmg discourse. Some of these shared background

assumptions have linguistic markers or triggers.

In pragmatics, two major types of presupms are discussed: conventional and pragmatisyggosition.

The former is less reliant on context than theetatind is typically tied up to specific linguistiorms. For
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instance,would you like some coffeeSuggests that coffee is already prepared. Newuesthe pragmatic
presuppositions are context-dependent and arise fnr@ use of an utterance in a specific contexttrifige,
2006: 60).

Prior to that, Yule (1996: 27-28) suggests thate are three types of presuppositiexistential, lexical and
structural . Existential presuppositions are associated wafinde descriptions, lexical presuppositions d@se
arisen by certain forms such as factive verbs, stnactural presuppositions are linked to specifiotactic

structures such as cleft constructions.

As for discourse analysis, Polyzou (2014: 128)es that presuppositions are currently utilizedhie critical
approaches to discourse analysis. It is proventti®t are decisive to reveal naturalized ideologiederlying
discourse, and scrutinize manipulative functionsdifcourse, particularly strategies making it sibciar

cognitively difficult to challenge ideological prasptions.

11. Reference
Reference is a notion which is central to dissewsnalysis because it is a basic meaning of textieesion

and coherence.

In this regard, Halliday and Hasan (1970: 3fjopose that cohesion can be provided by relatipash
involving reference. They assert that in every laage there exist specific items having the propefty
reference. That is, rather than being interpretedthieir own right, they look for something for thei
interpretation. These include personals, demomatsaind comparatives. For example:

Three blind mice, three blind mice.

See how they run! See how they run!

What distinguishes this specific type of cohesisnthat the information to be recovered consiststhaf
referential meaning, the identity of the particulhing that is being referred to. Hence, in thenepke above,

theyrefers tathree blind mice

Generally speaking, reference items may be exiploo endophoric. The latter category is subdiddnto

anaphoric and cataphoric (ibid: 33).

As far as pragmatics is concerned, Yule (199§:mentions that it is possible to consider refeesas an act
in which a speaker employs linguistic formulas idey to help a listener to recognize somethingchSeferring

expressions can assume the forms of proper noons, phrases, and prounouns.

According to Birner (2013: 110), a referring eagsion designates a linguistic form utilized via Hpeaker in
the pursuit of assisting the addressee to ideatifentity in the world. Moreover, referring expiieas belong to

heterogeneous sub-classes including deixis, defimtiefinite anaphoric expressions, and demomnsatsat

Yule (1996: 17) states that the selection of aagemeferring expression is claimed to be groundadthe
speaker's assumption regarding what the listenemddy identifies. Hence, in shared visual corgesxhe

speaker can resort to those pronouns that fundedatically for appropriate reference, ashiske this However,
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more expanded noun phrases can be utilized whettifidations are problematic, such Remember the old

foreign guy with the funny hat?

According to Yule (2010: 131), successful refeemequires recognition of the significance of iafece.
Inference refers to supplementary information reegsbto by the hearer in order to establish a lietnveen what
is expressed and what is left implicit. Hencesihot possible to make sense of the following atiee without
carrying out the process of inference.

A: Can | look at your Chomsky?

B: Sure, it's on the shelf.

12. Politeness
According to Paltridge (2006: 72), politenesarsarea of pragmatics that is of concern to peiopéeested in
looking at language from a discourse perspectivas proposed that politeness and face are impoftan

understanding why people decide to say thingsderain way in spoken and written discourse.

The most influential work in politeness theornBiown and Levinson'’s (1987). They assert thair thetion of
face is based on that of Goffman’s (1967) andBhglish folk notion of face, which ties up with fats of
being embarrassed, humiliated or losing face. Fafegs to the public self-image that every indiatiwishes to

maintain for himself. Their concept of face is beakdown into positive and negative face.

For Brown and Levinson, politeness is the reftectof respect of the interlocutor’s face. In imtersonal
communication, participants wish to sustain eadter’d face, and want to defend it whenever it redtened.
The underlying assumption is that face is vulnerablhat is, some acts are threatening social harnaod
therefore involving softening or mitigation by meanf a wide spectrum of linguistic strategies (Geye
2008:16).

Previously, Lakoff (1973) proposes a conversaionaxim approach to politeness. As a conversationa
maxim, politeness can be considered as an extewsitiee cooperative principle, where Grice’s maxiars
complemented by other rules or principles. Thaishis model, the interpersonal rdde politesupplements the

cooperative principle which she rephrase as thehwilclear(ibid: 14).

Similarly, Leech (1983) suggests additional iatdive maxims completing Grice’'s cooperative pipiei He
places politeness within the domain of interpersohetoric, which is associated with social goather than

illocutionary aims.

For him, some verbal acts are inherently impplithile others are inherently polite. Consequenibljteness

involves reducing the influence of impolite actsl@mhancing that of polite ones (Cruz, 2015: 6).

It is asserted that the shortcoming of thesgmadic models is their extreme dependence on utterkevel.
That is, politeness is presumed to be predicatetthégpeaker and not the outcome of the hearellstian of
the speaker’s behavior, and mitigation is considiecebe intended for certain discourse fragmentgréfore,

several modern studies have stressed the needhbieygmd the analyst’s interpretation and to take atcount
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interlocutors’ own perception of politeness as thasface in continuing conversation through the&ations and

responses (ibid).

This requires adopting a discourse approach go asrutinize how persons convey their social fiies and
maintain their relations through their verbal acticand their reactions to these, and how they rsgathe

impact of their acts in longer stretches that ggobe the utterance-level (ibid).

13. Impoliteness

Impoliteness is a key notion in the areragmatics and discourse analysis. Culpeper (1398) states
that whereas numerous studies have been conduatqablieness strategies, little work has been done
communicative strategies whose goal is to attaeksanterlocutor and cause disharmony. For him,dlipness

is very much the parasite of politeness.

Bousfield (2008: 72) considers impoliteness a&shttoad opposite of politeness. That is, whiletpokss seeks
to mitigate face-threating acts, impoliteness dautss the communication of deliberately gratuitcarsd

conflictive verbal face-threatening acts which pueposefully conveyed.

It is asserted that defining impolitenessistitutes a real challenge. This is due to thé taat although
some behaviours are typically impolite, they wiitralways be so in all situations. Therefore, intpakss

depends on how one perceives what is said andatmhbow that relates to the situation (Culpepet12@2).

Moreover, impoliteness requires (a) a mentaltumtti held by a participant and comprised of negativ
evaluation beliefs about certain behaviours inaiersocial contexts, and (b) the activation of thtitude by
those incontext behaviours. Based on what has baiein, impoliteness can be defined as a negattitecs

towards specific behaviours occurring in specibatexts (ibid: 23).

For the successful performance of impolitenass| according to Bousfield (2008:72), the intemtaf the
speaker to cause offence must be recognized by thoa recipient role. That is, impoliteness doesatcur

where one rather than both participants intendsépess face-threats.

As for impoliteness strategies, Culpeper (19%%-3) tries to build a framework for impolitenessrélation to
Brown and Levinson (1987) politeness strategiesshimvs that politeness superstrategies have tpposite

impoliteness superstrategies, which are meangasfidng face rather than enhancing it.

Mills (2011: 26) asserts that there has beenseudsive turn in politeness research. That is, ribtsoare no
longer satisfied to tackle politeness and impoétmas if they were realized through employingpaisal phrases
and sentences. It is obvious that politeness apdliteness are judgements regarding linguistic phamna, and

judgements are typically constituted over a nunaféurns or even over much longer stretches ofaution.

Additionally, theorists who adapt a discursivergach normally focus on issues of context. Hettesy do not
concentrate on politeness at the level of the ghoassentence, and do not presume that politesessnehow

inherent in the words used (ibid: 27).

103



Journal of Education and Practice www.iiste.org
ISSN 2222-1735 (Paper) ISSN 2222-288X (Online) 5-'—,i,l
Vol.8, No.19, 2017 IIS E

Furthermore, and according to Van der Bom andsM2015: 188), discursive approaches to (im)poéss are
a more localized, interactive and context-centgehfof analysis which takes into considerationititeraction
between participants, selects longer chunks obdise for analysis, and concentrates on the péoospof the
people concerned in terms of what they take to ddgepand impolite. Moreover, such approaches aoeem
concerned with ideologies of (im)politeness . Tisatthese approaches stress the idea that it méfisant to
chart the role of politeness and impoliteness asahand ideological systems, rather than simplhppneing that

interlocutors’ politeness as a way of signifyingittempathy for others.

14. Pragmatics and Argumentative Discourse
Puig (2003: 3) mentions that argumentation leeived a great deal of attention due to the faat it is

pervasive in interaction where it determines thiiipal, legal and advertising discourse genera.

Bermejo-Luque (2011: 1) thinks that for mostglepargumentation is an everyday and everywhenduxt in
the sense that it is customary to encounter peaptdved in the process of giving and requestimgsoms. For

Eemeren and Grootendorst (2004:1):

“Argumentation is a verbal, social, and rationactivity aimed at convincing a reasonable critid the
acceptability of a standpoint by putting forward eonstellation of propositions justifying or refutigp the

proposition expressed in the standpoint.”

At the sentence level, argumentation imnsag consisting of elementary speech acts belonintye
category of assertives. By contrast, at the texieradl, the complete constellation of elementargesh acts
constitutes the complex speech act of argumentétidenkemans, 2014: 43). From speech act perspeetnd
according to Eemeren and Grootendorst (1984: #¥,illocutionary act complex of argumentationritended

to convince or persuade the listener of the aetdliy of the speaker’s opinion.

Huber and Snider (2006: 3) says whereas persuasio be defined as the activity of affecting tbaduct of

attitudes of others, argument is the logical appnazf persuasion.

In considering a strategy to convince intertocsi by means of argumentation, the notion of dise®
orientation is extremely important. It is proposkdtdiscourseorientationdesignates the movement or direction
that speakers desire to assign to the comprehensible of speech acts which they desire to indudéeir
audience. As such, they try to manipulate audidncdirecting them to the explanatory route whicli eérve
the speakers’ interest best. They will accomplisis tommunicative aim by proposing a strategy, ctislg

words and a certain discourse movement (Puig, 2003:

15. Critical Discourse Analysis

According to Crystal (2003: 149), critical discs@ analysis refers to an approach that invessghterelation
which holds between discoursal events and socitigadliand cultural elements particularly the maninewhich
discourse is ideologically affected by power ard in society. Previously, Vdbijk (2001: 352) expresses this

same view as follows:
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“Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) is a type oistourse analytical research that primarily studi¢ise way
social power abuse, dominance, and inequality areeted, reproduced, and resisted by text and talkhie
social and political context. With such dissiderggearch, critical discourse analysts take expljpitsition, and

thus want to understand, expose, and ultimatelyisessocial inequality.”

Wodak (2007:209) asserts that in this fieldmeistigation, language constitutes an excellentifestation of
the discrimination of power in the hierarchy of #$wcial structures. Critical discourse analysiscenitrates on
the ways in which linguistic formulas are utilized heterogeneous expressions and manipulation®wérs.
Actually, power is shown not merely by syntactienis employed in a text, but also through a speaker’

dominance of a social event via the sort of a selected.

Widdowson (2007: 71) suggests that this approadiscourse is critical because it questions th#iteacy of
ideas and presumptions that have been taken fategtaas sound based on the idea that they realigtan a
status quo that in effect retains discriminatiod anfairness via privileging the elite and the pdule Hence,

the job of the analyst is to explore hints of ideies and prejudice in texts.

Within the last few years, there has been promisiooperation between pragmatics and critical odisse
analysis. This cooperation has been reflected énutiilization of specific pragmatic aspects andiorat like
implicatures, presuppositions, allusions, etc., nkeckling such subjects as racism, inequality apécific
features of political discourse. The interactionwsen the two fields of study reflect sophisticatiof such
critical matters (Wodok, 2007: 210).

16. Conclusions

On the basis of the discussion throughoutstudy, it can be concluded that:
1. Pragmatics is a field of study that investigatesse aspects of language that are context-vailistourse
analysis resembles pragmatics in that it also stutiinguage in use but it differs from pragmaticsugh its

emphasis on the structure of texts and its conagaitr on longer chunks of language.

2. As the discourse analyst investigates languageiseed by interlocutors, he has to adopt a pragmati
perspective. This means that he must resort tonaiig notions such as speech act, implicature uppessition,

reference, and (im)politeness in his analysis sfalirse.

3. Context is a concept which serves to draw ardlaa of demarcation between pragmatics and disou
analysis. Whereas in the former, context is mamsgnal in nature, in the latter it denotes theglkand time in
which a communicative activity occurs i. e. it mmthing to do with the speaker. In other wordsgpnatics has

more to do with the external or physical contextjlevdiscourse analysis focuses on the linguigiittext.

4. In addition to context, intention also helpsitaw the borderlines between pragmatics and disecamalysis .
While a discourse analyst usually explains matteithout having recourse to elements outside languag
pragmatist often interprets utterances by making afsdifferent realms of human activity includinigat of

speaker’s meaning or intention.
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5. Numerous recent approaches to discourse analysipragmatically oriented as they have more tavitlo
language in use . This is exemplified by the hylfietH of investigation termediscoursepragmatics It focuses
on issues such as the performance of sequencgmetls acts. Moreover, it aims at expanding themredsl
pragmatics via stressing the role of the social amtlral restrictions in communication. It has twersions:

interactional and intercultural
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