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Abstract: Those who use languages frequently fail to notice how context affects meaning, changing it from semantics to
pragmatics. The purpose of this research is to investigate how context contributes to the creation of meaning. The study shows
that context dictates the symbolic significance of linguistic components (constructions) based on observation and secondary
evidence. The approach significance is created and comprehended is greatly impacted by it. Furthermore, there is a significant
discrepancy between the place of origin and content of statements. Listeners typically interpret speakers' words according to the
situation where they are delivered. This research, which is based on the socio-cognitive concept about how languages use, makes
the assumption that the hearer's mind is more flexible and elastic than language, allowing it to create, adapt, and comprehend
more notions than language itself can. The research comes to the conclusion that pragmatics and semantics converge when
meaning is predetermined by context. It is suggested that further research be conducted to better understand, teach, and explore
the interconnection between context, meaning, situational roles, and the interface between pragmatics and semantics.
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Introduction

The main goal of pragmatics and semantics is meaning.
Firth (1935) studied about the meaning and context as
early as the 1930s. His work is regarded as the
foundational work on context in linguistics. According to
Firth (1935, p. 37), a word's full meaning is typically
contextual. This implies that each word has a context-
sensitive significance in addition to its literal or semantic
meaning. A word's meaning is determined and influenced
by the situation on which it is encountered and utilised.
Put another way, a word's meaning is systematically
inferred from its application in context. By the end of the
1970s, linguistics was paying more and more
consideration to background information. During the
1970s, prominent academics like Bransford and Johnson
(1972) brought context to the forefront of linguistic
research (linguistics). According to Bransford and
Johnson (1972), comprehension of a statement is
influenced by our background knowledge of the language
being employed as well as our environment. They
continue by saying that semantics anomalies only happen
when there is no way to connect a sentence with specific
pertinent parts of our worldly knowledge (Bransford &
Johnson, 1972, p. 1973).

Typically, language is employed in a context or in various
situations. Both of these the context and the literal,
vocabulary, etymological, or everyday meanings of words
contribute to the significance for what is said when
spoken. The symbolic significance of what was discussed
or communicated and what prompted communication is
the discourse's substance. It's possible that the
participants in the given discourse have diverse language
backgrounds. People from diverse language backgrounds
also have divergent social, philosophical, cultural, and
ethnic backgrounds as well. Cultural, behavioural,
idiolect, accent, perception, worldview, cultural
orientation, and other differences are among them
(Chaika, 1994; Emeka-Nwobia, 2007). Notably, the
individuals participating in a particular discussion or
conversations typically influence the kind of setting that
is present in the moment of communication. Pragmatics
basically manifests itself in the way that context affects or
contributes to meaning production. That is the language
manifestation or circumstance that shifts meaning from
semantics to pragmatics, to put it another way. The
discussion will be conducted wunder multiple
subheadings, presenting logical evidence that support

and refute some of the current perspectives on context
and meaning in order to support and validate this
viewpoint. In the theoretical, conceptual, and empirical
realms, the arguments will be presented.

Research Problems Statement

The issues of misconstruction, misconceptions,
misunderstanding, and flawed meaning analysis among
those who use languages are caused by a lack of
understanding of the role that context plays in meaning
construction. Therefore, in order to solve these issues,
additional research on the aforementioned is essential.
This research is an effort in that regard.

The Purpose of the Study

This study aims to enrich existing literature on context,
meaning, and their interplay by shedding light on the
pivotal role of context in meaning construction. In
essence, it explores how context shapes the interpretation
of various linguistic units and structures. The primary
objective is to enhance language users’ understanding of
how pragmatics influences semantic meaning, ultimately
defining context’s function in meaning creation.

Framework of Theory

The sociocognitive theory of the use of language serves as
the foundation for this investigation. There are other
threads to this wide language theory. Three of the strands
are chosen here because their hypotheses align and
support the opinions expressed in this work. Accordingly,
the meaning of a unit of language is theorised by
Fillmore's (1977 & 1985) Theory of Frames and Schank
and Abelson's (1977) Restaurant Script, which theorises
context and participants' world knowledge. By taking
inferences into account, Sperber and Wilson's (1986)
Relevance Theory delves further into participants'
intentions during a communication encounter. According
to their theory, a single sentence can have multiple
interpretations depending on the context—which includes
the participants and their objectives as well as other
elements—in which it is stated. study. By virtue of the
theoretical concerns and scope, it is also quite clear that
they are all socio-cognitive theories of language use.

Returning to Fillmore's (1977 & 1985) Theory of Frames
and Schank and Abelson's (1977) Restaurant Script, let
us start by asserting that the context of a linguistic
structure, along with the participant's internalised




knowledge of the world regarding what is said, determines
its meaning. The key points of theorists are highlighted in
this claim. According to both theories, listeners can use
their prior understanding of the meaning of an expression
in language to fill in the blanks. The Commercial Event by
Fillmore (1977, p.104 ff) and the Restaurant Script by
Schank & Abelson (1977, p.42 ff) serve as examples of
this. To eat in a culinary establishment, for instance, you
have to go inside, choose a seat, peruse the menu, place
your order, etc. These comprise the setting of the
restaurant's meaning. Unless specifically instructed
differently, one is obliged to assume that Thomas paid the
bill before departing the restaurant after hearing the
remark, "Thomas left the restaurant immediately after a
phone call." It's also reasonable to presume that he
departed rapidly. Alternatively, one could just imagine
how Thomas would have come out as hurried. The
meaning that can be inferred from the words that make
up this structure of language depends on the context as
well as the individual words. In the procedure of creating
meaning, inference and internalized experience are
prioritized. Semantic meaning is present at this point of
meaning production, whereas pragmatic meaning
emerges later. The study of semantics and other kinds of
linguistic (language) investigation have not addressed
certain problems, which pragmatics appropriately steps
in to address. Semantics and other levels of analysis of
language ignore these kinds of problems, which include
context, implicatures, meaning negotiation, etc. When
pragmatics is utilized, it becomes clear that Thomas left
the restaurant without paying the bill because he was so
rushed, devastated, shocked, or impressed by what he
had heard on the phone. The initial meaning that was
created according to semantics then shifts automatically
to the pragmatic meaning depending on context. Based
on what is said and the restaurant's setting, the
individual listening infers—based on prior knowledge of
such a situation—that Thomas paid the bill before
departing. But when one considers the pragmatic, rather
than semantic, aspects of meaning production and
interpretation, it becomes clear that the prior context only
pertains to the present in regard to the event and the
venue (restaurant). Because of the pragmatic
circumstances that were present at the time and those
that are present in the current situation, the meaning
construction is different. Requejo (2007) supports the
aforementioned claim by pointing out that the
participants' previous understanding of and exposure to
context are important components in meaning
production. The hearer could correctly infer the
situation's symbolic significance based on these. The
hearer's particular fascination, prior experience,
knowledge, and/or other factors greatly influence the
likelihood that they will be able to discern the meaning of
the aforementioned statement on Thomas departing the
restaurant. The significance of the aforementioned points
to the necessity of taking participants' intentions into
account. This is in line with Sperber and Wilson's (1986)
Relevance Theory, which examines inferences to delve
closer into the participants' intents. According to

proponents of this idea, a single sentence can have
multiple meanings according upon the context—which
includes the participants and their goals as well as other
elements—in which it is stated. Therefore, the context
determines how a sentence differs in meaning. According
to their idea, meaning is a socio-cognitive linguistic
process that brings together pragmatic along with
semantic impulses and conditions to determine and
degrade meanings beyond what semantics generates and
communicates to speakers and listeners.

Contextualizing Concepts

Different perspectives determine context in various
manners. In order to address the fundamental issues
about context in their areas and in ways that support
their own concepts and concepts, many linguists describe
context from the point of view relevant to their subjects
(Song, 2010, p. 876). Cook (1999, p. 24) observes that
"context refers to [a form of knowledge of the world about]
factors outside the text under consideration" in the strict
sense. According to Cook (1999, p. 24), context is broadly
defined as [a type of knowledge of the world regarding]
these elements as well as other sections of the text in
question, which are also referred to as "co-text." Cook
(1999, p. 24) defines context as a type of universal
understanding that may be applied in both general and
specific contexts.

Yule (2006, p. 128) defines context as the actual setting
in which a term is employed in his own conceptualization
of context. According to Widdowson (1996, p. 63), context
is a mental schematic construction. He points out that
one of the elements of the actual language wuse
circumstances that are thought to be significant to
meaning is context (Widdowson, 1996, p. 126).
Furthermore, he claims that context is "a schematic
construct" that is employed to "match up linguistic
components of the programming language with the
schematic elements of the context" in order to achieve
pragmatic meaning. The existential connection between
pragmatics and semantics is emphasized in his definition.
It suggests that one of the elements or occurrences
connecting these two linguistic (language) analyses levels
is context. Phonology and phonetics, morphology, and
syntax—also known as grammar—are additional
linguistic levels. Most other linguistic concepts are based
on these fundamentals. Only pragmatics and semantics
are the subject of this research.

In addition, Nordquist (2018) points out that context is
the words and phrases which precede any section of
discourse and contribute to its meaning. We call this type
of context linguistic context. A different term for it is "co-
text" (Nordquist, 2018, p. 226). A word's co-text is the
collection of additional words that are utilised in the
precise same phrase or sentence, according to Yule (2006,
p. 129). Our understanding of the word is greatly
influenced by the context of the co-text. According to this
argument, words acquire additional meanings from their
peers depending on the situation in which they are
employed, in addition to their lexical meanings. According




to Requejo (2007), context is not an additional piece of
information that we use when semantics alone is
insufficient. Instead, context always arrives before a
particular linguistic unit may be interpreted in real-world
situations (Requejo, 2007). This happens since those
participating in discourse had access to certain pieces of
information prior to the formation of a particular
linguistic unit or structure, which guides them in the
procedure of creating meaning and helps them choose
and/or make sense of the information at their disposal
variables.

The "environment (situations or conditions by different
researchers) where the conversation happens" (Song,
2010, p. 876) is an important feature that all of the
characterisations of context in academic literature
possess in mind. According to this research, context is the
ultimate complex phase of meaning that results from
context and other elements outside the fundamental
linguistic components that underline the formation,
comprehension, interpretation, and analysis of meaning
by people who use languages. All dependent on context or
context-derived meanings are secondary, whereas the
literal interpretations are the most important. Different
factors come to place in the construction of context
meaning. These include setting, mood, tone, manner,
previous and internalised knowledge, experience,
attitude, postural gestures, mindset, background,
idiolect, worldview, literature, association, and registers,
among others. Doyle (2007, p. 5) identifies
presuppositions as one of the factors of context, which
comes to place in meaning construction; adding that
presuppositions make up the propositional aspects of
context. At this point, it should be noted that setting is
what Song (2010, p. 876) regards as ‘environment’, which
is commonly shared by many scholars in their definitions
of ‘context’. Song (2010, p. 876) suggests that the context
of a discourse or discussion includes elements or
situations outside language. Our definition of "out of
context" is when someone says something that is not
appropriate for the situation they are speaking in, or that
does not fit with the setting they are engaging in. We
discuss denotative, connotative, and associative concepts
simply because meaning is situational. The literal,
lexical, etymological, or everyday meanings of words,
phrases, clauses, and sentences are all part of denotative
meaning. The literary meanings of these expressions in
languages are related to connotative meaning. In this
case, a word, phrase, clause, or sentence's meaning is
derived from its connotations. Socially or literarily
acceptable meanings are not semantically, syntactically,
or linguistically permissible inside this group. Examples
include: the solar system shines attractiveness; Money
takes lives; The multicoloured peacock received the most
gorgeous contest of the year; Jane is a pregnancy virgin;
The pen is more powerful than the sword; No war, no
peace; He discharged a cerebral blast; Jesus is the lion of
the tribe of Judas; etc. All of the above structures'
meanings are acceptable and reasonable from a
contextual, literary, and connotative standpoint.

The meanings formed from what is connected with a
particular thing or set of related items are known as
associative meanings. Connotative and associative
meanings are essentially included in the large category of
meaning known as "contextual meaning." In order to
achieve either connotative or associative meaning,
contextual meaning is derived from conventional
meaning. The literal, lexical, etymological, or usual
meaning—also known as the conventional or primary
meaning (of words, phrases, clauses, and sentences)—all
heavily depend on context. Essentially, when people
engage in discussion, they communicate background
information about the discourse's substance (also known
as communication content). This is the case due to the
possibility of different speech patterns; an overall spoken
language group fosters their broad grasp of the concepts.

Contextual Categorization

Linguistic and situational contexts are the two major
categories into which context is divided. Linguistic
context encompasses the word's surrounding phonetic,
morphological, syntactic, or textual elements (Requejo,
2007). Conversely, the situational setting refers to or
includes everything that has connection to the current
circumstance and the social and cultural setting where
the language occurrence occurs (Requejo, 2007). Since
each of these factors influences how meaning is created
in a specific language (i.e., communication) instance,
Requejo (2007) correctly notes that in addition to objective
situational context, participants' private experiences,
beliefs, intentions, and perceptions should also be taken
into account. Context is defined in the most general way
within the subject matter of cognitive linguistics as the
whole of any particular word, sentence, or discourse that
influences its significance. Since 1987, one of the tenets
of cognitive linguistics has been the incorporation of
context into meaning (Requejo, 2007). In her 2007 study
of the meaning of black in its appropriate context, Requejo
shows how the meaning of an utterance extends well
beyond the meaning of its constituent elements.
Furthermore, the meaning of each word comes after the
interpretation of the whole.

Song divides context into three categories: situational,
cultural, and linguistic (2010, p. 876-7). She lists and
succinctly explains the three main functions of context,
which are to detect conversational implicature, indicate
referents, and remove ambiguity (Song, 2010, p. 877-8).
In summary, Song (2010) points out that homonymy and
polysemy-related lexical and grammatical ambiguity in
sentences are clarified and removed by context. For
instance, the pronunciation of write, right, rite, and
Wright is /rait/. The ambiguity that results from these
words' single phonetic/phonemic realisation as /rait/ is
resolved by context. In the examination of phrases,
clauses, and sentences, it also clarifies and eliminates
structural ambiguities. For instance, "I like Fred more
than Tonia" can be interpreted as either "I actually prefer
Fred better than I prefer Tonia" or "I prefer Fred better
than Tonia does," depending on the context.




Meaning and Context

It is impossible to overstate the significance of context in
both meaning production and the perception of linguistic
constructs' meaning drives. Because of this fact, people
who use languages everywhere must understand how
crucial context is to be understanding what speakers are
saying. By keeping this linguistic fact in mind and
becoming proficient in it, one can improve interpersonal
interaction and avoid preventable communication errors
like mishearing or misinterpreting what someone else is
saying. This is due to the fact that the hearer, or listener,
is aware of the significance of context in the meaning that
the speaker creates through language. Different types of
meaning are constructed and communicated through the
employment of linguistic entities, structures, and all of
the components that comprise linguistic property.
Furthermore, they are infused with meanings. In other
words, they are accompanied by meanings. In any case,
meaning is mostly determined and based on context. This
does not imply that context alone determines and
determines meaning. It is quite uncontroversial to say
that context impacts meaning, as Doyle (2007, p. 4) has
shown with instances of how verb objects are derived in
sentences. Certain words have meanings that change
according to the sentence in which they appear. Context
displays a variety of references. In other words, the literal
meaning of the object of reference changes depending on
the situation.

Meaning is more important than ever in all kinds of
communication. It serves as the main foundation for the
message that is encoded and transmitted from the
speaker to the listener. As Requejo (2007) points out, each
word has a variety of meanings. Furthermore, context is
confirmed to be what gives meaning "meaning in use" and
is a component of "both semantics and pragmatics,"
according to Requejo (2007). She continues by pointing
out that context is frequently regarded as a posteriori
aspect in the study of language, both situationally and
linguistically (Requejo, 2007, p. 169). However, when
examining language in use, context takes precedence over
meaning and instead guides meaning from the outset
(Requejo, 2007, p. 169).

Some cognitive linguists believe that words are
meaningless. According to Evans and Green (2006), Croft
and Cruse (2004), Talmy (2000), Fauconnier (1994), and
others, words are merely instructions for creating the
meaning of a linguistic utterance.

In response to the aforementioned, this study contends
that each word has a unique meaning that is rooted in a
variety of usage and appearance settings. Each word in a
series has a symbolic meaning that communicates the
significant instructions that the speaker uses to
communicate with the listener. Words do not necessarily
lack specific meanings just because they are employed to
create bigger linguistic structures. According to these
researchers, words cannot function as guidelines for
creating the significance of linguistic statements if they
are meaningless. They can fulfil the functions for which

they are renowned because they have meanings and may
be used to create a variety of meanings. The lexical,
etymological, or common meanings of words—which are
mostly separate from their contextual meanings—are also
the basis for the contextual meanings of words, according
to this research. However, there has long been a
connection between a word's context-sensitive
significance and its literal, lexical, etymological, or
everyday meaning. This is because, at the time of their
creation, each word's nomenclature, classification,
meaning, and usage were based in their environment.

It ought to be mentioned that the aforementioned fact
firmly supports polysemy's existence. Typically,
polysemous words have three or more lexical (literal),
etymological, or simple meanings. They do, however, also
have contextual connotations. Another name for a word's
common meaning is its literal (lexical), etymological, or
ordinary meaning. The meaning of an utterance is
comprised of this meaning. It is a single cue or a crucial
component of a larger whole that directs the procedure of
creating meaning. According to Quejo (2007), context is
the source of all other constituent cues that make up a
complete language construction (p.172). Requejo (2007)
states that the majority of words are polysemous, and that
their possible usages in various contexts are arranged in
radial archetypal classifications. This implies that the
precise or specific meaning of a polysemous word
employed at a given time and location depends on its
context. For example, context dictates if the word "bank"
in a discourse refers to a riverbank, a place where money
is stored, or any other meaning. Similarly, context
indicates a certain meaning of words like "bar,"
"postmortem," "broadcast," etc. at a specific moment or in
a specific sentence. This is due to the fact that they all
have multiple associations. The implications vary
depending on the circumstance. The aforementioned
emphasises how context shapes meaning. A reasonably
comprehensive description and examination of the
function of context in creating meaning will be provided
in the sections that follow.

Context's Function in the Construction
of Meaning

Meaning is determined in part by context (Doyle, 2007, p.
5). In his discussion of the function of context, Doyle
(2007, p. 7) makes the observation that the significance
of context is evident in its important role in numerous
fields. Anthropology (Hanegraaff, 1998), Psychology
(Baars, 1988), Literary Theory (Harris, 1988), Linguistics
(Harris, 1988), Artificial Intelligence (Al) research (Akman,
1997), and Philosophy (Gauker, 1998) are among the
leading subjects where context is important. It is evident
that academics and professionals from other disciplines,
aside from linguists in the area of language, are fascinated
with meaning and significance in addition to semantics
and pragmatics, given that these domains are concerned
about context. As a result, the context in Al is seen
broadly, which results from the realisation that
interpretation occurs exclusively in shared settings




(Akman, 1997). The contemporary argument over
relativism in philosophy is based on the idea of context
(Rorty, 1980; Schneider, 1995; Doyle, 2007).
Furthermore, "there are issues, such as whether one may
be able to wutilise pragmatic instead of principled
distinctions to delineate contexts, that are also of present
significance in philosophy," as Doyle (2007, p. 9) nicely
points out. Margaret Mead established the groundwork
for "Cultural Ethical Relativism," a type of ethical
relativism that is not found in philosophy but rather in
anthropology (Doyle, 2007, p. 9). The fundamental tenet
of this type of ethical relativism is that individuals with
people of different backgrounds are free to accept
whatever requirements they select and are not obligated
to conform to any absolute norms (Doyle, 2007, pp. 9-10).

Contextual problems are another area of focus for
psychology. In psychology, context is utilised to describe
unconscious perceptions in addition to the physical
environment (Baars, 1988). According to Baars (1988),
psychologists discuss and examine context in the context
of conceptual and perceptual contexts. The meaning of
context to Al specialists and their understanding of it are
likewise reflected in psychological discourse (Doyle, 2007,
p- 10). In Literary Theory, decisions are made concerning
a text, the author, the reader, and the best way to
understand a work. According to Eagleton (1983, p. 86),
they include the context (setting) where the writer created
a text, the context (setting) in which the work took place,
and the context in which the artwork is interpreted by the
viewer. When identifying and debating the main themes
(such as race, sex/gender, economic power dynamics,
conflict, etc.) in a work, context is equally important
(Eagleton, 1983, p. 86; Doyle, 2007, pp. 11-12). When it
comes to context, Doyle (2007, p. 12) notes that the main
focus of the study of literature is to investigate the "nature
and role of contexts in producing and assessing meaning
as well as understanding." Linguistics is interested in
context because it asks questions about meaning and
where it belongs (Chomsky, 1959; Stalnaker, 1973; Doyle,
2007).

Additionally, when creating and translating utterances
(linguistic units), those who use languages must
constantly select from a variety of senses. In this process,
context is crucial. By creating new connections to any of
the senses that are already present in the category, this
organisation in prototypical categories enables the
production and acquisition of new senses for a linguistic
unit without drastically altering the category as a whole
(Langacker, 1999 & 1991, Geeraerts, 1997; Taylor 1995;
Geeraerts, Grondelaers & Bakena, 1994). The utilisation
of auxiliary verbs (is, are, do, be, shall, will, etc.) to
support or replace lexical verbs and verb phrases, lexical
adverbs (e.g. there, then, because, etc.) to stand in for
adverbial phrases, and pronouns (he, she, it, they, this,
that, etc.) to replace nouns are all made easier by context.
As a result, context serves to identify referents. It ought
to have mentioned that a speaker can utilise words,
phrases, and other structures with implied significance
that differ from their typical lexical or grammatical

meanings. The context of the speaker's words is employed
to infer the implied meanings. That is, in addition to what
they stated, a speaker may indicate or mean something
more. A linguistic formulation or conversation's inferred
meaning is contextual. As a result, context can identify
the meaning of a statement or conversation.
Conversational implicature is what this is known as
(Grice, 197; Song, 2010; Requejo, 2007). Information that
is physically unspoken can be communicated in a variety
of ways through implication (Grice, 1975). According to
Song (2010), the four cooperative concepts and the
principles of effectiveness, quantity, relation, and
manners should ideally serve as the foundation for all
conversations. (Sentential) context is one of the elements
which influences not only the meaning of the words in the
phrases or phrases but also the meaning of the sentence
as a whole in sentential linguistic constructions, where
words occur or appear in series. It is important to
remember that context revolves around the
communication's background and circumstances. The
form of written content, the imagery that go with the
sentence, the perception, knowledge, competence,
idiolect, mood, tone, and other linguistic and
paralinguistic characteristics of the speaker and the
hearers are some additional influences. Even more crucial
to the interpretation of linguistic phrases (constructions)
is context. According to Benjamins (2003), people can
infer the meaning of utterances from context. This claim
is based on Halliday's (1985) request that meaning
analysis go beyond the boundaries of language and take
into account the social systems in which meaning arises.
In other words, context as well as text need to be taken
into account. Interpreting the syntactic and
morphological components of the text is necessary for
building or understanding the meaning of a linguistic unit
(Werth, 1999; Chomsky, 1957), but achieving this also
necessitates taking the context into account.

Nagy (1995), who restates and examines the significance
of context in vocabulary learning, has further validated
the relevance of context. He points out that two
conclusions on the significance (i.e., function) of context
can be drawn from common sense. First, the context of
how a word is employed frequently determines its
meaning. Second, humans learn a large portion of their
vocabulary through context, even in the absence of
explicit instruction. He continues by saying that studies
have shown that "guessing meanings from context" is a
very poor method of word learning. This claim surely
provides a clue as to how speculating about
interpretations from context leads to misconception of
meaning. Therefore, Nagy (1995) maintains that it is
essential to employ context efficiently in order to create or
decode meaning. He explains that one can successfully
employ context to either disambiguate words or infer the
meanings of unidentified terms, and that doing so
requires a range of distinct types of knowledge. These
include linguistic, strategic, and global understanding
(Nagy, 1995). "To a certain extent, world understanding
and strategic understanding can help mitigate




deficiencies in second-language students' linguistic
understanding," says Nagy (1995, p. 1). In general,
context has "problems of holism, relativism, and the
fundamental intelligibility of certain construal’s of
context" (Doyle, 2007, p. 13; Fodor and LePore, 1992;
Bohler, 1986; Davidson, 1973; among others), even
though it plays a significant role. The aforementioned
issues are not included in this study because they are
outside its purview.

The Difference Between Pragmatics and
Semantics in Context and Meaning

Although there are still clear differences between
semantics and pragmatics despite their seeming
similarities, the two fields appear to be inseparable
(Requejo, 2007). (Nwala, 2008). In the process of creating
meaning, pragmatics picks up where semantics leaves off.
In terms of meaning relations, it transcends semantics.
Compared to semantics, it does a lot more meaning
analysis. Pragmatics picks up and takes into account the
parts of meaning that semantics ignores or undervalues.
This is what happens in the context-related conversation
that semantics ignores or fails to address. Since
pragmatics examines the relationships between words
and their designate without influencing semantics or the
meanings and relationships between words and their
designate provided by semantics, Horn & Ward (2002)
concur with our claim. It is implied that words are not
limited to their autonomous literal implications solely.
One of the most literal interpretations of the word "chair,"
for instance, depends on the context that it appears or is
utilised. For instance, the specific meaning behind "chair"
in these lines depends on the context: The chairperson or
chair of the Nnewi Local Government is present; the chair
with electricity is broken; she is seated on my chair; and
Professor Nonye agreed to assume the position of
University Chair. This is an obvious example of semantics
and pragmatics having different meanings. In order to
comprehend the specific semantic (literal) meaning of the
word ‘"chair," which is the basis for its pragmatic
(contextual) connotations, the meaning of the term shifts
from semantics to pragmatics.

According to Lyons (1981), utterance meaning belongs to
pragmatics, but the meaning of sentences belongs to
semantics. Griffiths (2006) supports this claim by
characterising semantics as the investigation of word and
phrase meaning. The significance of a sentence is strongly
linked to its lexical and grammatical characteristics.
Conversely, the meaning of an utterance encompasses all
other significance components, especially those
associated with context and the speaker's structure of
sentences. By examining the speaker's sentence
structure, pragmatics shows that usage does not
influence means but rather establishes a different type of
meaning that is more appropriate for pragmatics than
semantics. In other words, what the speaker intends to
convey in the given context. According to Griffiths (2006),
the two primary areas of linguistics that focus on the
study of meaning are semantics and pragmatics. Griffiths

(2006) defines semantics as the investigation regarding
the "toolkit" for a meaning, which centres on the
information included in the language's lexicon and its
patterns for constructing increasingly complex meanings,
all the way through to sentence meanings. According to
him, Pragmatics, according to him, is concerned with the
application of these instruments in useful interaction and
the interplay between semantic information and our
understanding of the outside world while accounting for
usage settings (Griffiths, 2006).

Similar to Melrose (1995, p. 26), semantics is one method
of recognising the system of grammar as well as the
speaker's capacity for conduct. By discussing speaker
action in connection to the linguistic structure, which
implies sentence meaning, this definition connects
semantics and pragmatics. Once more, the term
"behaviour potential" refers to the speaker's cognitive
components that are employed during interactions.
According to Palmer (1996), the distinction between
pragmatics and semantics is one of meaning vs usage.
This observation is accurate. Meaning is the focus of both
pragmatics and semantics. However, pragmatics is the
sole discipline that addresses meaning in action.
Semantics is restricted to examining meaning throughout
meaning, but pragmatics looks at meaning beyond the
meaning in the context of application. Since pragmatics
extends meaning beyond linguistics to sociology,
psychology, philosophy, and other fields, Yule (2006, p.
127) characterises pragmatics as an investigation of
unseen meaning, or how humans may discern meaning
even when it is not expressed verbally or in writing. In
other words, Yule (2006) concurs with this assertion that
pragmatics begins to address meaning at the exact point
where semantics ends and expands the scope of meaning
analysis and concerns beyond what semantics could or
would do on its own.

Doyle (2007, p. 71) argues that a pragmatic method
towards comprehending context acknowledges the
limitations of trying to identify a set of essential and
adequate components that would then comprise the
context. This helps to explain the connection between
semantics and pragmatics. This suggests that pragmatics
encompasses everything related to meaning and setting,
going beyond semantics. To "recognise the shortcomings
of attempting to find some set of essential and adequate
factors" defining context, pragmatics provides those who
use language with useful explanations of meaning and
setting, in contrast to semantics (Doyle, 2007, p. 71).
Pragmatics is thought to be dedicated to "characterising
the features of the context of speech which assist in
identifying which proposition can be expressed by the
selected utterance" and "defining interesting forms of
speech actions and speech outcomes” (Stalnaker, 1973,
p. 392). The practical method emphasises the importance
of context, how to understand it, and how much of it is
implemented throughout daily life (Doyle, 2007). Context
is taken into account as one of the fundamental
components of meaning and comprehension in the
interaction procedure.




Doyle (2007, p. 72) points out that Stalnaker embodies a
large portion of what is likely the prevailing perspective in
contextual research at the moment. However, Stalnaker
does not define context; instead, he states the information
that is pertinent to consider is presupposed rather than
what is true when laws governing the singular term's
denotation are taken into account as part of the context
(Stalnaker, 1973, p. 403). Instead, Stalnaker defines
simply pragmatics, syntax, and semantics. Consequently,
pragmatics is an investigation of linguistic actions and the
circumstances in which they are performed. Semantics is
the research of propositions, and syntax is the research
of utterances (Stalnaker, 1973, p. 392). Copi (1982, p. 79),
in contrast to the aforementioned constrictive
conceptualisation and attitude contends that there is no
automated way to differentiate argumentative and
instructive language "from language that serves other
functions." The present research concurs with Copi
(1982) and emphasises the fact that performance comes
first, as seen in context that illustrates the language's
numerous other uses. It takes thoughtful consideration
and awareness to the adaptability in language and the
variety of its applications in order to recognise the various
purposes fulfilled in a particular context (Copi, 1982).
Furthermore, it is clear that there is no automated
method for identifying an argument (Copi, 1982). This
relates to the research's focus, which is the importance of
meaning or context in the production of meaning.

It is important to remember that, despite any
generalisations made by certain other people, the claim
that meaning shifts from semantics to pragmatics is a
linguistic reality that has been well verified. This claim is
supported by Evans & Green's (2006, p. 216) remarks on
pragmatic meaning, which state that pragmatic meaning
is "real" meaning as opposed to coded meaning. According
to dictionaries, a word's denotative or literal meaning is
known as its "coded meaning" (Evans & Green, 2006).
However, the etymological construction of each dictionary
word's meaning was heavily influenced by circumstance.
Considering the aforementioned, Requejo (2007) asserts
that we must argue that, given its central position in
meaning production, context is what drives the process.
In other words, context is crucial in helping language
units build meaning. It is essential that pragmatics and
semantics be conceptualised in the current research with
consideration of the mentioned above. Therefore,
pragmatics is defined in this research as the area of
linguistics that shows a large variety of alternative
meanings that a speaker can choose from and employ in
situations of society during conversation, without
necessarily depending on or being restricted to the few
meanings that users in semantic province have at their
disposal.

Our formulation recognises that in order to fully describe
and analyse meaning, pragmatics and semantics must
cooperate and interact. It implies that pragmatics is not
always dependent on semantics to examine meaning in
context and in usage, as well as the components of
context and other linguistic and non-linguistic elements

that contribute to the formation of meaning. Additionally,
it makes clear that pragmatics is not obligated to depend
solely on semantics, even in cases where it must. Instead,
it utilises semantics in an appropriate way. Another
aspect that our research emphasises is that pragmatics
employs a more sophisticated technique for dealing with
meaning than semantics does.

In light of the aforementioned, this research maintains
that meaning alternates between pragmatics and
semantics, returning to pragmatics for background
information, prior knowledge, and certain verifications,
and then returning to pragmatics for -context
improvement as well as linguistic and non-linguistic
processes of development, clarification, comprehension,
determination, and evaluation. The meanings of words,
phrases, clauses, sentences, and other types of linguistic
components based on lexicography, etymology, and
phenomenology are the focus of semantics, which is an
aspect of linguistic (language) evaluation that is limited to
(micro-)linguistics and made available by specific
linguistically learnt, elitist, and oligarchic speakers of the
language whose created words have (and will) become
conventionalised and institutionalised by them and the
remaining users of provided various languages. Overall,
this research argues that pragmatics examines the
meanings of words, other linguistic elements, and
utterances based on their contexts, whereas semantics
investigates conventional meanings and meaning
relations within the framework of micro language. In other
words, whilst semantics focusses on meaning in the field
of micro linguistics, pragmatics focusses far more on
meaning in the field of macro linguistics, with appropriate
considerations of and references to semantics in micro
linguistics. As a result, pragmatics and semantics are
both very similar and very different.

Conclusion

The pre-determination of meaning by context, according
to the analysis conducted until now, indicates that
pragmatics and semantics are convergent. The research
shows that pragmatics and semantics have different
concerns yet are connected. Despite the fact that they
both encompass meaning, the key distinction is how far
from each goes in this regard. In their concern with
meaning, pragmatics starts where semantics ends. Their
focus is on meaning. Beyond linguistics, pragmatics
extends meaning to disciplines such as artificial
intelligence, psychology, sociology, anthropology, and
philosophy. Micro-linguistics is where semantics enters
or stays in the investigation of meaning. However,
pragmatics extends and stays in macro-linguistics, only
using micro-linguistics when it is necessary to engage
with semantics on meaning.

Overall, this research has shown a pretty thorough
approach to the relationship between context and
meaning, emphasising theoretical, conceptual, and
empirical evidence and premises to support the
importance of context in the production of linguistic units'
meaning, which transitions from semantics to




pragmatics. The following suggestions are offered in light
of the research issues that this research has raised:

>

The crucial function of context in meaning
production should receive greater academic
attention in order to expand the body of literature
on the topic of this research. The work is not
just for linguists, but also for researchers from a
variety of related subjects. But linguists, and
teachers of English in particular, ought to be at
the forefront.

Linguists ought to rise to the obstacles brought
on by carelessness and a lack of understanding
of this field in order to show how inventive
linguistics can be to address issues that affect
people.

It is necessary to familiarise oneself with the
specifics of pragmatics of meaning in order for
students and people in general to grasp this
knowledge.

Students and other people in general should pay
close attention to learning the amazing
relationship between pragmatics and semantics,
which teachers of languages in particular should
emphasise.
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