Hilary Putnam, and Tan Hacking, have caused a
resurgent interest in pragmatism and the prag-
matic approach to language. There is also a
continual interest in Peirce’s theory of signs,
which is perhaps best represented by the work
of philosophers in Finland, especially that of
Ahti-Veikko Pictarinen and Sami Pihlstrom.

MARK DIETRICH TSCHAEPE
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Prelinguistic Communication

Before we can speak of prageatics m pre-
linguistic communication, we necd to know
when infants start communicaling intentionally.
Although the carly face-to-face interactions that
young babies participate in with their caregivers
have been called ‘proto-conversations’ because
of their turn-taking structure and mutual
responsivencss (Bateson 1975), the general con-
sensus 15 that it s only later, around age 9-12
months, that infants’ communication is clearly
intentional (sce, for cxample, Bates et al. 1975 on
infants’ early showing, giving, pointing and
reaching gestures, and Harding and Golinkoff
1979 on the intentionality of infants’ pre-
linguistic vocalizations). It is alse important to
know whether, once infants arc communicating
intentionally, they do so with some under-
standing of how communication works, that
is, by infiuencing the psychological states of the
recipients, and not just their physical behaviour
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{Shatz 1983; Moore and Corkum 1994; Phillips
¢ al. 1995). As we will sec later, evidence
suggests that infants do have some such
understanding around their first birthdays.

The study of pragmatics in infants’ pre-
linguistic communication began in earnest in the
1970s (e.g. Bates ¢/ al. 1975; Bruner 1975). Much
of the carly work focused on the variety of
speech acts prelinguistic infants are able to
perform with gesturcs. These range from the
classic proto-imperatives and proto-declaratives
{used to request and to share attention to
ohjects, respectively; Bates ¢ al. 1975) to refus-
ing, protesting, commenting (Carpenter ¢ al.
1983), representing (Acredolo and Goodwyn
1990), questioning (Chouinard 2007), and many
others {sez Ninio and Snow 1896 for a review,
atsd Tomasello ¢ al. 2007 for some examples of
the infinite variety of meanings infants can
express with gestures).

Much of the research on pragmatics in pre-
linguistic communication has focused on one
particular gesture: pointing, Pointing is a parti-
cularly interesting gesture in this context
because, compared with symbolic gestures and
words, it provides very little information in itself
regarding the precise message the pointer is
intending to communicate: both pointer and
recipient must take info account the common
ground they share in order for the point to be
understood (Tomasello g al. 2007). Beginning
around 12 months, preverbal infants are able o
interpret adults’ points — even points that are
deliberately ambiguous for experimental pur-
poses - and they do so according to pragmatic
principles such as what is given/new in their
shared experience with the adult. For example,
if an adult points ambiguously toward a group of
three objects, 12- and 14-month-olds can iden-
tify which object she is referring to based on
which of those objects they have and have not
shared with her previously (Tomasello and
Haberl 2003; Moll and Tomasello 2067). If the
adult points ambiguously to another group of
objects, all of which are familiar to the infant
and the adult, l4-month-olds correctly assume
she is pointing to the one they have previously
shared together in a special way (Moll ¢ ol
2008}, And when the adult points to a single
object, 14-month-olds know what she wants
thetn to do with it, based, again, on their
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shared expcrience with that particular adult
(Lichal et af. 2009).

In infants’ production of pointing, too, there is
strong evidence for a rich view of prelinguistic
communication. Twelve-month-olds point with
the prosocial motives of sharing attention and
interest with others (Liszkowski o ol 2004) and
informing others helpfully (Liszkowski e af.
2006). When they point, they take into account
not just the current attentional state of the reci-
pient (Liszkowski ef al. 2008a) but also what the
recipient knows or does not know from previous
experience {Liszkowski ¢ al 2008b). Twelve-
month-olds can even point to request and refer
to absent referents (Liszkowski e al. 2007a; Lisz-
kowski et al., to appear). Together, these findings
suggest that 12-month-old infants see communi-
cation as taking place on a mental level, as a
transfer of information or alighment of attitudes
between partners that should be tailored to the
needs of the recipient.

Another productive line of research in this
area concerns infants’ ability to repair failed
communications. Infants as young as 12-14
months are able to repair different types of
misunderstandings {e.g. Golinkoff 1986;
Liszkowski ef ¢f. 2007h; Marcos and Kornhaber-
le Chanu 1992). Given their limited commu-
nicative means, at thiy age they typically do so
by simply repeating or augmenting their signal,
Over the next few months, with more words at
their disposal, infants become increasingly able
to reformulate their requests and attune them to
the type of misunderstanding experienced {e.g.
Golinkofl' 1986; Marcos 1991; Marcos and
Kornhaber-le Chanu 1992).

When infants begin learning their first words
they continue to use their pragmatic skills,
interpreting novel language based on the
common ground or joint attentional focus they
share with their partner, and on an under-
standing of the partner’s intentions (sez Toma-
sello 2001 for a review). Indeed, therc is
evidence of continuity between early pragmatic
skills and later language development, Smith
(1998) found that various pragmatic skills at 10
months predicted children’s scores on tests of
language development at 2 years, for example,
Even during the prelinguistic period there are
relations between some types of pointing and
infants’  understanding of others’ intentions

(Camaioni et al. 2004). Along with the pragmatic
skiills, we see in infants’ earliest geseural
communication, these kinds of developmental
continuities and relations with early theory of
mind skills support social-pragmatic theories of
language development {e.g. Bruner 1983;
Tomasello 2003),

Thus, although prelinguistc infants still have
a fong way to go toward adult communicative
competence, it seems clear that some basic
pragmatic skills are present before children have
tearned any language. This suggests that prag-
matics is a basic feature of human communi-
cation in general, not just language alone. This
claim reccives further support from another
nonverbal population of children: young deaf
children who have not heen exposed to any
conventionzl language. These children are able
to convey a wide range of complex messages
with the gestures and signs they mvent them-
selves (e.g. Butcher « 4l 19941}, This complex-
ity — in production or comprehension — is simply
not seen in our nearest primate relatives, the
great apes. Although they have a large reper-
toire of communicative gestures {and are cven
able to tailor their gestures to the recipient’s
attentional state), apes do not show anything like
the flexibility, creativity, range of speech acts,
and use of shared information seen in human
l-year-old infants (se¢e Tomasello 2008 for a
review),

MALINDA CARPENTER
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Presuppaosition

The term ‘presupposition’ has been used to
cover a very broad category of semantic and
pragmatic phenomena that have an essential
bearing on the understanding of utterances {sze
Levinson 1983). Tt refers to propositions
whose truth is taken for granted in an utterance
and without which the utterance cannot be
assigned a truth-value. Presuppositions remain
in force when the utterance is negated {Green
1989: 71). For example, both the utterance “It’s
great that Mary passed the Pragmatics exam’
and its negation ‘It’s not great that Mary passed
the Pragmatics exam’ presuppose the proposi-
tion Mary passed the Pragmatics exam, whercas 1
think that Mary passed the Pragmatics exam’
does not. Presuppositions are typically generated
by lexical items or linguistic constructions, such
as i’y great that above. These items and construc-
tions are called presupposition triggers. Some
presupposition triggers include definite deserip-
tions {e.g. The King of France is/isn’t wise>>
There is a King of France), factive verbs {e.g.
John knows/doesn’t know that Mary passed the
Pragmatics exam>> Mary passed the Prag-
matics exam), change-of-state verbs {e.g. Mary
has/hasn’t stopped smoking>> Mary has bcen
smoking), iteratives {e.g. Mary cried/didn’t cry
again>> Mary cried before), implicative verbs
(c.g. Mary managed/didn’t manage to pass the
Pragmatics exam>> Mary tried to pass the
Pragmatics exam), temporal clauses (e.g. After
she passed the Pragmatics exam, Mary got/
didn’t get drunk>> Mary passcd the Pragmatics
exam), cleft sentences (c.g. It was/wasn't Mary
who got drunk>> Someone got drunk), com-
paratives f{e.g. Pat is a better linguist than
Louw>> Pat is a linguist and Lou 1s a lingust),
and countcerfactual conditionals (e.g. I T were a
vascular surgeon, [ would/wouldn’t have made
a lot of money>> 1 am not a vascular surgeon),

So far, presupposition seems to be defined in
sermantic terms relating, on the one hand, to the
meaning of the proposition cxpressed and its
negation and, on the other hand, to the meaning
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of particular linguistic expressions. However,
presuppositions are also sensitive to contextual
factors such as our knowledge about the world.
For example, whereas ‘Mary married/didn’t
marry before she got a promotion” presupposes
Mary got a promotion, the utterance ‘Mary resigned
before she got a promotior’ does not, hecause
our background knowledge tells us that people
do not get promotions after they have left their
jobs. In other words, the presupposition is related
to the pragmatics of the sentence.
Presuppositions exhibit a number of distinctive
properties, such as (a) constancy under negation
and (b defeasibiity or cancellability, which is
often related to what is known as the projection
problem. The constancy-under-negation test
isolates the presuppositions of an utterance among
all possible inferences that can be drawn from
it. An utterance of a sentence S presupposes a
proposition pif and only if (a) if S'is true, then p
is true, and {b) if §is false, then p is still true. In
these terms, while "Mary managed to pass the
Pragmatics exam’ is associated with the infer-
ences Mary tried io pass the Pragmatics exam and
Mary passed the Pragmatics exam, only the former is
a presupposition, since it also an inference of the
negation of the initial utterance, i¢. ‘Mary didn’t
manage to pass the Pragmatics exam’. Given
that the latter inference follows the truth-value
of the utterance (i.e. it 1s true when the utierance
is true and false when the utierance is false/
negated), it constitutes one of its entailments.
Unlike entailments, presuppositions seem to
disappear (a) when background knowledge
blocks their generation (b) when they are incon-
sistent with conversational implicatures and
{c) in some Imguistic contexts. An example of
(a) is the utterance ‘Mary resigned before she got
a promotion’, where the presupposition Mary get
a promotion, which is normally generated by the
temporal clause, is cancelled because 1t is incon-
sistent with our background knowledge. As an
example of (b}, the utterance ‘If Mary has lied,
John will he angry that she has done so’ impli-
cates that perhaps Mary has not lied. In this
context, the factive adjective angry fails to trigger
the putative presupposition that Mary has lied.
As an example of {¢), even though ‘Mary knows/
doesn’t know that John passed his driving test’
presupposes  Jolm passed his drivimg fest, in the
linguistic context of first person subject, as in
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