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Abstract

Pragmatics represents a novel linguistic
approach concerned with the study of
language in use. It focuses on
investigating the speaker's intentions as
a party in discourse who possesses the
authority of speech, the addressee as the
holder of reception tools, and
intentionality as the sphere that brings
together the speaker and the listener.
This approach has been employed in
discourse analysis and in revealing its
objectives. This article seeks to
elucidate the boundaries of the term in
both Arab and Western cultures, in
addition to discussing the philosophical
and linguistic origins that contributed to

the birth of this new field of knowledge.

Keywords: Pragmatics, Usage,

context, analytic philosophy, semiotics.

Introduction

Pragmatics constitutes a
fundamental cornerstone in discourse
analysis and stands among the most

important topics produced by modern

linguistic  studies. Pragmatics has
concerned itself with the
communicative process without

neglecting any of its parties; it has
attended to the speaker, the addressee,
and the situational context (migam) in
which the speech event occurs, and has
accorded paramount attention to

speakers' intentions. A number of
philosophical and linguistic tributaries
have contributed to the birth of this new
field of knowledge.

Proceeding from this premise, the
article aims to define the concept of the
term '"pragmatics" in both Arab and

Western cultures and to investigate the

2644


mailto:benboufeldjamohammed@gmail.com
http://www.pegegog.net/
http://www.pegegog.net/
http://www.pegegog.net/
http://www.pegegog.net/

epistemic roots that contributed to its

emergence.

1. The Concept of Pragmatics

1.1 The Linguistic Meaning of

Pragmatics

The term pragmatics traces back
to the linguistic root (d-w-1). It appears
in Lisan al-‘Arab: "We circulated
(tadawalna) the matter, we took it up in
turn (bi-1I-dawal), and it is said: dawalik,
meaning deliberation over the matter.
The days turned (dalat), i.e., revolved,
and God causes them to -circulate
(yudawiluha) among people, and it was
circulated (tudawulat) by hands, this
one taking it once and that one once"
(Ibn Manzur, n.d.). "And we circulated
the matter and the work among
ourselves, 1.e., we took turns with it, so
this one worked at it once and that one
once" (Al-Azhari, n.d.). "The dawla is
the revolution of time from a state of
misery and harm to a state of bliss and
joy, and the dawla in war is that one
faction prevails over the other; it is said:
the dawla was upon them."

Ibn Faris clarified in his

dictionary Muqayis al-Lugha that the

root (d-w-1) returns to two origins: one
indicating the transfer of a thing from
one place to another, and the other
indicating weakness and laxity. As for
the first: "The linguists say: the people
moved (indal) when they moved from
one place to another, and from this
category is the people's circulation
(tadawul) of a thing among them when
it passes from some of them to others.
And al-dawla and al-dawla are two
dialectal variants; and it is said: rather
al-dawla 1s in wealth and al-dawla is in
war, and it was named thus by analogy
to the category because it is a matter that
they circulate and transfer from this one
to that one and from that one to this
one."

As for the second origin: "Al-
dawil in vegetation is what withers in its
season. Abil Zayd said: the garment dal
(yadiil) when it wears out, and its wadd
(edge) dal, i.e., wears out, and from this
category is the sagging of his belly when
it becomes flaccid" (Ibn Faris, 1979).

The root (d-w-1) also appears in
the Holy Qur’an bearing the linguistic
meaning of pragmatics. Among the
evidences of this usage is the saying of

the Almighty: “And so are the days
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(good and not so good), We give to men
by turns” 140 it means these days We
alternate (nudawiluha) among the
people, meaning "We rotate them
among them; We give once to these and
once to those" (Al-Qasimi, 1957, p.
980). And from it 1s His saying: “So that
it will not be a circulation (diila) among
the rich among you” (Al-Hashr: 7); it
was read "dila with the dal vowelled
and opened, and the reading of the
majority is with vowelling, and ‘Ali ibn
Ab1 Talib and Al-Sulami read it with
opening" (Abu Hayyan, 1993, p. 244;
‘Atiyya, 1980, p. 53; Al-Qurtubi, 2006,
p. 353; Al-Banna, 1987, p. 530).

The meaning of "al-dawla and al-
dawla" revolves, according to the
exegetes, around two meanings (Al-
Qurtubi, 2006, p. 353):

The first meaning: (al-dawla with
fatha) triumph in war and otherwise,
and it is the verbal noun (masdar).

The second meaning: (al-dawla
with damma) the name of the thing that
circulates among properties and other
things.

That "Isa ibn 'Amr, Yunus, and al-
Asma'i did not differentiate between the

damma and fatha on the letter dal,

saying, "They are two dialects with the
same meaning." (Al-Qurtubi, 2006, p.
353).

We find the same usage
(linguistic and Qur’anic) of the root (d-
w-1) in a number of prophetic hadiths
and reports, among which is what came
in the hadith of the signs of the Hour; in
it: "When booty becomes dula." And the
meaning of dula is what circulates of
wealth so that it becomes for some
people to the exclusion of others.

And from it is the hadith of
supplication: "Narrate to me a hadith
you heard from the Messenger of God,
peace and blessings be upon him, that
was not circulated (lam yatadawalahu)
between you and him by men." And in
the hadith of the delegation of Thaqif:
"We prevail (nudal) over them and they

prevail over us"; and al-idala:
dominance, it is said: we were enabled
(udila) over our enemies, 1.e., we were
given victory over them, and the dawla
was for us, and the dawla: the transition
from hardship to ease. And from it is the
hadith of Abt Sufyan and Heraclius:
"We prevail over him and he prevails

over us," and from it also is the saying

of Al-Hajjaj: "Indeed, the earth will turn
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(tadul) against us as we turned against
it," 1.e., we will be inside it as we were
upon its surface (Al-Khalil ibn Ahmad,
1989; Ibn Manzur, n.d.).

After tracing the meanings of the
root (d-w-1) and surveying its usages in
Lisan al-Arab, in the texts of the Holy
Quran, and in the words of the prophetic
hadith, we find that they revolve around
meanings of succession, transmission,
and transfer from one person to another,
or from one place to another, or from
one state to another. These meanings
indicate participation and interaction,
which is close to the technical concept
of pragmatics that is concerned with the
interaction occurring between the
speaker and the listener (the receiver),
and attends to studying the
communicative relationship between
them, focusing on all the circumstances
and varying conditions that affect this
relationship.

Perhaps this meaning is what led
the  translators of the term
(Pragmatics/pragmatique) to prefer
using the term (pragmatics/ al-
tadawuliyya) over other translations, on
the basis that this field of linguistic

studies 1s concerned with the circulation

of language among its users, as will be

explained.

1.2 The Technical Meaning of

Pragmatics

The vast majority of researchers
working in the field of pragmatics agree
on the difficulty of formulating a
comprehensive and exclusive definition
of pragmatics, and this is attributable to
several reasons that we summarize in
the following three points:

First, the novelty of this science
and its non-established emergence, in
addition to its overlap with many
sciences and the multiplicity of its
epistemic tributaries that contributed to
shaping it and supplying it with a set of
established concepts, such as analytic
philosophy in whose bosom pragmatics
was born, semantics, sociolinguistics,
psycholinguistics, and others. Van Dijk
affirms this when discussing the
characteristics of this science by saying:
"This science... has the characteristic of
overlapping  with  several  other
specializations, and it has been
stimulated by the sciences of
philosophy, language, and
anthropology, indeed psychology and
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sociology as well" (Van Dijk, 2001, p.
114).

Second, the diversity of theories
that formed within the pragmatic
orientation, which made the researcher
within one of these theories direct
pragmatics toward the theory from
which he proceeds (Al-Dukhayl, 2014,
p. 19).

Third, the multiplicity of Arabic
designations corresponding to the
foreign term (pragmatique), so in its
Arabization it was said:  al-
baraghmatiyya, al-baraghmatik, al-
barajimatiyya, and al-barajimatik, and
there 1s no difference between these
terms because they are literal
transcriptions of the foreign counterpart
(Murtad, 2005, pp. 66—67).

We also find many Arabic
equivalents translated for the term, such
as: al-tadawul (Murtad, 2005, pp. 66—
67), al-tadawuliyya, al-tadawuliyyat, al-
maqamiyya, al-dhari-iyya (Sahrawa,
2005, p. 15), pragmatics, situational,
instrumental, instrumental, contextual,
communicative, intentional science,
Communication Science , Usage
science philosophy of work... (Yunus,

2004, p. 5; Al-Maysawi, 2013, p. 110);

and among these terms there are
differences that do not allow using them
as synonyms for the foreign term.

With this brief presentation of
some Arabic equivalents for the term
(pragmatique), we choose "pragmatics"
(al-tadawuliyya) in our research as an
equivalent for the foreign term, because
it is the most widespread and circulated
among researchers, and the books
composed in this field and the university
theses and articles bear witness to this,
as the vast majority of them use the term
pragmatics and make it the mainstay of
the study, as if this formulation from
researchers represents a near-consensus
among them in adopting this term over
other equivalents.

The first to use the term
"pragmatics" as a counterpart to
"pragmatique" was the researcher Taha
Abdel Rahman, who says — explaining
this choice: "We chose since 1970 the
term pragmatics (al-tadawuliyyat) as an
equivalent for the Western term
'pragmatique’ because it fulfills the
requirement deservedly, by virtue of its
signification of the two meanings 'use'
and 'interaction' together, and it has

found acceptance since that time among
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researchers who have begun to include
it in their studies" (Abd al-Rahman,
2000, p. 28). He was followed in this by
Ahmad Al-Mutawakkil in his works,
and Muhammad Yahyatin described it in
his translation of (Introduction to
Pragmatics) as light and smooth, saying:
"We preferred the term coined by our
colleagues in fraternal Morocco,
namely pragmatics (al-lisaniyyat al-
tadawuliyya), for its lightness and
smoothness" (Dalash, n.d., p. 1).

After determining the term, we
present the most important definitions
of pragmatics formulated by Western
linguists for this science, followed by
mentioning the efforts of Arab linguists
and their contributions in formulating a

technical definition of pragmatics.

1.2.1 The Concept of Pragmatics in
the West

The term pragmatics in its
modern sense goes back to the
American philosopher Charles Motris,
who used it in 1938 to denote a branch
of three branches comprising semiotics,

and these branches are:

Syntactics: It is concerned with
studying the formal relations between
signs and one another.

Semantics: It studies the relation
of signs to the things they denote or
refer to.

Pragmatics: It is concerned with
studying the relation of signs to their
interpreters (Nakhla, 2002, p. 9).

Thus, pragmatics for Charles
Morris is a part of semiotics and one of
its basic components; syntactics
(grammar) studies the relations between
linguistic units, semantics studies the
relation of signs to the things they refer
to, while pragmatics is a science
concerned with studying the relation of
signs to their interpreters, so this science
i1s concerned with the communicative
aspect that linguists excluded from their
studies and focused on syntactics and
semantics.

George Yule mentioned this
tripartite  division, and highlighted
through it the importance of pragmatics
in studying and analyzing language,
saying: "In this tripartite distinction,
pragmatics alone allows the inclusion of

humans in the analysis process. The

process of studying language through
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pragmatics is distinguished by enabling
us to talk about the meanings intended
by people, and about their assumptions
and goals, and what they aspire to, and
the types of actions they perform while
speaking" (Yule, 2010, p. 20).

As for pragmatics according to
Van Dijk, it is the science concerned
with "analyzing speech acts and
functions of linguistic utterances and
their features in communication
processes in general" (Van Dijk, 2001,
p. 114).

What is noticeable in this
definition is that it did not focus on the
essence of pragmatics and its reality, but
rather mentioned some of its procedures
in analyzing discourse, namely "speech
acts," which constitute the most
prominent theory upon which the
pragmatic approach was founded.

Elwar defines it as: "A cognitive
framework that brings together a set of
approaches that share, in their treatment
of linguistic issues, an attention to three
data that have an effective role in
directing verbal exchange, namely: the
speakers (the speaker and the

addressee), the context (the situation /

the migam), and ordinary uses of

speech: that is, the daily and ordinary
use of language in reality" (Al-Sabihi,
2008, pp. 49-50).

The important element in Elwar's
definition 1s the element of context,
which is considered one of the pillars of
pragmatics; with its change, the
utterance and the concept can change,
for the process of understanding and
making understood cannot take place in
1solation from context, for context is the
tangible situation in which purposes
related to place, time, the identity of the
speakers, etc., are posited and uttered,
and everything we need in order to
understand and evaluate what is said,
and here we realize the extent of the
importance of context.

For this reason, Mangueneau
linked pragmatics to context, as he sees
that "the pragmatic component
processes the description of utterances
in their contexts" (Mangueneau, 2008,
p. 101).

We also find another definition by
the authors of the Encyclopedic
Dictionary of Pragmatics, where they
linked the concept of pragmatics to the

linguistic field and defined pragmatics

as: "The study of language use as
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opposed to the study of the linguistic
system which is specifically concerned
with by linguistics" (Moeschler &
Reboul, 2010, p. 21); that is, pragmatics
was concerned with studying speech
(language use) that linguistics neglected
and focused in its study on language as
a system of signs.

Pragmatics, according to Anne-
Marie Diller and Frangois Récanati,
means: "The study of language in
discourse, witnessing its discursive
capacity" (Arminco, n.d., p. 8); because
pragmatics 1s concerned with the usage
dimension of speech and takes into
account the contexts and situational
strata within which discourse 1is
performed, and focuses on the social
character with which language is
characterized, and these elements are
brought together by Francis Jacques'
definition, which sees that "pragmatics
studies language as a discursive,
communicative, and social phenomenon
at the same time" (Arminco, n.d., p. 8).

Philippe Blanchet also defines it
by saying it is: "A set of logical-
linguistic researches, and it is also the
study concerned with language use, and

it is concerned with the issue of the

compatibility ~ between symbolic
expressions and referential, situational,
event-based, and human contexts"
(Blanchet, 2007, p. 18).

What appears from the foregoing
is that the definitions of pragmatics are
linked to the idea of "use" that recurred
in one form or another in all pragmatic
concepts, and this was affirmed by Kent
Bach, who conducted "a statistical
survey of the definitions of pragmatics
and their concepts and found that they
all revolve around the idea of use that
recurred in most definitions" (Balba®,
2005, p. 38).

Use indicates the existence of (a
speaker, a receiver, and a context), and
through these three elements the
intended meaning can be reached, and
the true reality of meaning cannot be
understood  except  through  the
convergence of these three elements
among themselves, because meaning is
not limited to the speaker or the receiver

or rooted in words alone, but

encompasses the whole.
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1.2.2 The Technical Meaning of

Pragmatics among the Arabs

Arab researchers have been
concerned with the pragmatic approach
both theoretically and practically, and
serious  efforts  have  appeared
attempting to define the term
pragmatics, among which — by way of
example, not limitation — is what the
Moroccan researcher Taha Abd al-
Rahman presented, where he divided
linguistics into a tripartite division
comprising (Abd al-Rahman, 2000, p.
252):

1. Daliyat (Signifier studies):
They are the studies concerned with
describing — and if possible
interpreting — the natural signifier in its
pronunciation, forms, and relations, and
by this the daliyat are comprehensive of
the three well-known divisions:
phonetics, morphology, and syntax.

2. Dalaliyat (Semantic studies):
They are the studies concerned with
describing — and if possible
interpreting — the relations that bind
the natural signifiers (al-dawali) to the
signifieds (al-madlilat), whether they

are considered conceptions in the mind

or concrete entities in the external
world.

3. Tadawuliyyat (Pragmatic
studies): They are the studies concerned
with describing — and if possible
interpreting — the relations that bind
the natural signifiers to their
"signifieds" and to the "signifiers" by
them.

As for Ahmad Al-Mutawakkil, he
made pragmatics in its general sense
equivalent to the functional approach
(Al-Mutawakkil, 1985, p. 8).

Meanwhile, Masud Sahrawi sees

"

that pragmatics "is not a purely
linguistic science... but it is a new
science of communication that studies
linguistic phenomena in the field of use,
and thus merges multiple epistemic
projects in the study of the phenomenon
of linguistic communication and its
interpretation" (Sahrawi, 2005, p. 16).
Some give it a general concept by
saying: "Pragmatics 1s the newest
branch of the linguistic sciences, and it
is the one concerned with analyzing
speech and writing processes, and

describing the functions of linguistic

utterances and their characteristics
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during communication procedures in
general" (Fadl, 1992, p. 8).

We also find that Muhammad
Yahyatin equated pragmatics with
dialogic linguistics, and defined it by
saying it is: "A linguistic specialization
that studies how people use linguistic
evidence within their conversations and
discourses, and it is also concerned,
from another angle, with how they
interpret  those  discourses  and
conversations... We can also say that
pragmatics 1s nothing but dialogic
linguistics or the communicative
faculty" (Dalash, n.d., p. 1).

The researcher Mahmid Ahmad
Nakhla  preferred the definition
stipulating that pragmatics is: "The
study of language in use or in
communication," explaining his choice
of this definition by saying that it
indicates that meaning is not something
rooted in words alone, nor is it linked to
the speaker alone or the listener alone;
rather, the making of meaning consists
in the circulation of language between
the speaker and the listener in a specific

context, in order to arrive at the meaning

latent in a given speech (Nakhla, 2002,
p. 14).

2. The Philosophical and Linguistic

Origins of Pragmatics

Pragmatics is a new name for an
old method in thought and practice; it is
not the product of today, nor can it be
said that the principles and foundations
brought by Austin, Searle, and others
are based on observations
unprecedented by others. Rather, the
first foreshadowings of pragmatics go
back to Greek philosophers such as
Plato and Aristotle, Augustine, and
others who conceived of pragmatism as
an activity or action or practice relying
on experience and practical application
to reach results.

The sources of pragmatic
research are numerous and varied, and
excavation and research into the origins
of pragmatics lead us to the existence of
more than one source, and these sources
collectively  contributed to  the
emergence of pragmatics and the
crystallization of its major concepts.
However, there are direct causes that led
to the appearance of pragmatics in the
West that can be attributed to two basic
origins: a philosophical origin and a

linguistic origin.
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2.1 The Philosophical Origins of

Pragmatics

Philosophy has a prominent role
in the emergence and development of
pragmatics, for Western linguistic
research was born in the bosom of
theoretical philosophy and remained
linked to it until the modern era. Perhaps
the most prominent philosophical
current that helped the emergence of
pragmatics is the current of "analytic
philosophy," which is considered the
basic source from which pragmatics
sprang. "It is the main direction in the
philosophy of language, or the
predominant current in contemporary
philosophy that focused on the subject
of language, and attempted to change
the task, subject, and practice of
philosophy itself, by adopting a new
method in analyzing philosophical
language instead of criticizing
philosophical systems or structures, and
its appearance was linked to the idea
that philosophical problems stem from
language and from the bad use of
language, and that natural language is

the source of error and

misunderstanding, and therefore work

must be done to replace it..." (Bighiira,
2005, p. 202).

This philosophical direction was
founded in the second decade of the
twentieth century by the German
philosopher Gottlob Frege in his book
"The Foundations of Arithmetic," in
which he conducted some linguistic
analyses on expressions and
propositions, and among the most
important of those analyses was his
distinction between two linguistic
categories that differ conceptually and
functionally, namely: the proper name
(ism al-‘ilm) and the predicate (ism al-
mahmiil), and they are the pillars of the
categorical proposition. By the proper
name is meant that which points to a
specific individual, while the predicate
performs the function of conception,
1.e., attributing a set of descriptive and
functional characteristics to the proper
name, and the predicate is that upon
which the words of generalization enter
to convey a new meaning, while the
proper name does not have the words of
generalization entering upon it, such as:
(all, some...).

Frege also linked two important

pragmatic concepts: reference and
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presupposition, and  distinguished
between meaning and reference, and
scientific

between language and

communication language, thus
establishing an epistemic rupture
between ancient and modern logic
(‘Ukasha, 2013, pp. 44-45; Bouguerra,
2012, p. 78).

Frege was followed by the
Austrian philosopher Ludwig
Wittgenstein, who was concerned with
studying ordinary language instead of
artificial language, and pointed out that
ordinary language is the standard by
which we judge the validity or invalidity
of what we say of expressions.
Wittgenstein also shifted from an
interest in the syntactic and semantic
aspect of propositions to an interest in
the actual functions of language and
how it 1s used, and saw that it is not
necessary to invent an ideal language in
order to depict reality, but it suffices
only to know the way in which each
word indicates, and this is undoubtedly
a landmark in the general line of
analytic philosophy in general and in
Wittgenstein's philosophy in particular
(Bighura, 2005, p. 101; ‘Abd al-Haqq,
1993, p. 34; Hammid, n.d., p. 15).

Wittgenstein focused in his study
of natural languages on three basic
concepts (Dalash, n.d., p. 18):

1. Meaning (Al-dalala):
Wittgenstein  distinguished in this
concept between the achieved meaning
linked to speech, and the estimated
meaning linked to the sentence, and the
sentence in this sense is less extensive
than the utterance, and its meaning
cannot be determined through the
system under which it falls and the
context in which it occurs, but its true
meaning 1s determined through daily
practice, and the speaker in all of that
follows a rule and relies upon it, which
is nothing more — in Wittgenstein's
view — than a language game like the
other practices.

2. Rule (Al-ga-ida): Wittgenstein
sees that the rule must be viewed from a
grammatical, substitutional, and social
perspective, and the latter is based on
convention and agreement, for the rule
in his view is a language game, and the
participant in this game must be
acquainted with the basic rules (social
conventions) without neglecting the
non-basic rules (individual

conventions).
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3. Language games: Wittgenstein
dedicated his work "Tractatus Logico-
Philosophicus (1921)" to treating a set
of philosophical researches, at the head
of which is the concept of "language
play" (al-talaub bi-l-kalam), which later
became one of the pillars of the
emergence of pragmatics, and this
concept constitutes Wittgenstein's basic
idea and is inseparable from the two
preceding concepts (meaning and rule),
and his concept at Wittgenstein is
limited within the framework of the
tangible relation between speakers and
expressions (Achar, 1996, pp. 96-97),
or it is, in other words: "A term by which
is meant the institutional coloring of
language during use, for when we speak
we have subjected our speech to a set of
implicit laws that make us distinguish
between sound and unsound speech, just
as is the case with the rules of a tennis
match or a game of chess, which
explains what some have come to term
discourse strategies, for each of the
parties of discourse has his own style in
confronting the other party in speech"
(Belkhair, 2013, p. 47).

The concept of T"analytic

philosophy" can be summarized in a set

of demands and concerns that are
condensed in the following points
(Sahrawi, 2005, p. 21):

* The necessity of abandoning the
old philosophical research method,
especially in its metaphysical aspect.

* Changing the focus of
philosophical interest from the subject
of "epistemology" to the subject of
"linguistic analysis."

* Renewing and deepening some
linguistic researches, especially the
research of "semantics" and the
linguistic phenomena branching from it.

It is also possible to distinguish
within analytic philosophy between a
set of intellectual directions, the most
prominent of which are:

1. Logical Positivism: Led by
Rudolf Carnap, who called for revising
old linguistic ideas in philosophy, and
analyzing language logically, and
criticized  previous  philosophical
studies, and saw that metaphysical
philosophy is not suitable in linguistic
analysis. Carnap also addressed the
fields of the three branches of semiotics
established by Morris, and clarified that

in the field of linguistic research, if we

explicitly point to the speaker or the user
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of language, then we are working within
the field of pragmatics, and if we
analyze expressions and what they refer
to, then we move to the field of
semantics, and if we move away from
what expressions refer to and analyze
the relations between expressions, then
we enter the circle of sentence syntax
(‘Ukasha, 2013, pp. 57-58).

2. Linguistic Phenomenology:
Led by Edmund Husserl, who
investigated an important principle that
later became one of the most important
principles of pragmatics, namely the
principle of 'intentionality" (al-
qasdiyya), which Husserl received from
Brentano, and which Austin invested in
studying the phenomenon of speech
acts, and his student Searle did the same
when he took it as a basic criterion for
classifying the forces contained in
speech (Busniski, 1992, p. 187;
Sahrawi, 2005, p. 23).

3. Ordinary Language
Philosophy: This direction is led by
Wittgenstein, who was concerned with
studying and analyzing language and
saw — as previously mentioned — that

all problems are solved by language,

and that the disagreements and

contradictions  widespread = among
philosophers have as their basic cause
their misunderstanding of language or
their neglect of it. He was also
concerned with the usage aspect of
language and focused on its importance,
saying: "What gives life to the sign? It
lives through use" (Arminco, n.d., p.
22). And he also says: "Do not ask about
meaning, ask about use" (Sadq, 2005, p.
130).

This "methodological
convergence that occurred between
linguistics and the philosophy of
language... produced a new epistemic
research: pragmatics" (Grandin, 2007,
p. 9). These philosophers succeeded in
laying a solid foundation for linguistic
study, and their researches are among
the most important supports that helped
the emergence of pragmatics, as they
also influenced the most prominent

figures of the pragmatic approach, at the

head of whom are Austin and Searle.

2.2 The Linguistic Origins of

Pragmatics

Among the most prominent
linguistic factors contributing to the
emergence of pragmatics, we find
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"pragmatic semiotics" (al-simiya’ al-
tadawuliyya) established by the
American philosopher Charles Peirce
and developed by his student Morris;
the first features of the pragmatic
approach  appeared in  Peirce's
philosophical and semiotic works,
specifically with the appearance of his
article "How to Make Our Ideas Clear?"
which is considered an extension of the
article "The Fixation of Belief," and he
proceeded in it from an important
question meaning: When does an idea
have meaning? (Bouguerra, 2009, p. 98;
Bouguerra, 2010, p. 98; Abu al-Husayn,
2010, p. 7).

Peirce's efforts constitute a
decisive  turning point in the
development of the pragmatic approach,
where he constructed a general theory of
signs and made the sign the basis of
semiotic activity. This theory is based
on the idea of semiosis, by which is
meant "the process leading to the
production
circulation" (Al-Ahmar, 2010, p. 193;

‘Alawi, 2014, p. 19), and the concept of

of meaning and its

semiosis is linked to the principle of the
connection of signs to one another,

which in turn produces new signs

determined by the cultural context and
human  social convention, and
determined by the human habit that has
become accustomed to  specific
interpretations and accepted them, and
opens them also to other human habits
that contribute to reviving and
developing them" (Al-Ahmar, 2010, p.
197).

It is noticeable that Peirce links
the understanding of language to the
state of communication and couples
meaning with context, and sees that the
linguistic sign has a relation to the
conditions of its use and the milieu in
which it was produced.

Peirce's efforts contributing to the
emergence of pragmatics can be
summarized in the following points
(Boujadi, 2012, p. 45):

* Distinguishing between the
expression as a pattern and what
corresponds to it during use.

* Distinguishing between the
sign, the symbol, the index, and the
icon.

* He provided ample explanations
on the concept of the index, where it is

based on the principle of interpretation

and varies according to its relation; the
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icon corresponds to the subject
pictorially and the index (al-amara) is
based on the relation of cause to effect.

« He distinguished between
semantics as the study of
interpretations, and pragmatics which is
concerned with studying the residues of
these interpreters and their sediments.

* He treated the concept of speech
acts in seven articles entitled "Lectures
on Pragmatism" and linked in them
between pragmatism and concrete
existential phenomena (‘Ukasha, 2013,
p. 28).

The efforts of Peirce and his
semiotic works constituted a point of
departure for the American philosopher
Charles Morris, who continued the
semiotic research and contributed to
founding pragmatics until he was
counted among its most prominent
founders, and pragmatics appeared in
his division of semiotics (the science of
signs) into three branches (Nakhla,
2002, p. 9):

 Syntactics: It is concerned with
studying the formal relations between

signs and one another.

» Semantics: It studies the relation
of signs to the things they denote or
refer to.

* Pragmatics: It is concerned with
studying the relation of signs to their
interpreters.

Morris makes pragmatics one of
the bases upon which semiotics rests; La
Traverse says: "The sum of the
proposals, definitions, and hypotheses
presented by Morris in all fields seeks to
distinguish two objectives: the first
relates to defining these fields and
determining the number of probabilities
and characteristics that can represent
ready-made ideas, and on the other hand
merging the fields and encompassing
them and then defining their structure in
relation to the totality of semiotics, and
pragmatics undertakes its work within
the foundations of the answers to these
two objectives" (La Traverse, n.d., p. 74,
cited in Boujadi, 2012, p. 47).

Morris sees that pragmatics does
not study spoken language alone, but
also studies the relation between the
symbols or signs used and what they
refer to, and the relation of signs to one
another, and the relation between the

interpreted signs and their users or the
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field of wuse, and pragmatics is
considered the most important addition
in Morris's efforts (Ukasha, 2013, p.
30).

In addition to the linguistic
origins contributing to the emergence of
pragmatics are the efforts of the
luminaries of the Prague School, as well
as what was presented by the London
Systemic School, which looked at
language as a comprehensive human
phenomenon, and these called for not
neglecting the cultural, social, and
psychological dimensions of language,
and developed in this field the concept
of "context of situation" (siyaq al-hal),
which studies language in its material
and moral context because it is a
semiotic and social phenomenon, and it
must be interpreted on the basis of these
principles (Boujadi, 2012, p. 31).

These philosophical and
linguistic ~ origins  contributed to
establishing a new field of knowledge
called pragmatics, which became an
independent science and a field to be
reckoned with in  contemporary
linguistic study, and the actual
establishment of this science was at the

hands of three philosophers of

language: Austin, Searle, and Grice; and
they were all interested in the way of
conveying the meaning of human
natural  language  through  the
communication of a sender of a message
to a receiver who interprets it, and their
work in this was at the heart of
pragmatic research. Then the pragmatic
research developed after that with the
appearance of the theory of speech acts
by Austin, which in turn was developed
by Searle; and then a set of concepts and
theories appeared such as
(conversational implicature, and the
theory  of  argumentation  and
indexicals...) and others from the
theories that together formed what is
called "pragmatics" (al-lisaniyyat al-

tadawuliyya).
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