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1 Introduction

Within the landscape of linguistic capabilities that
have been studied and analyzed in Large Language
Models (LLMs), a considerable amount of research
has focused on phenomena on the level of mor-
phology and syntax (Marvin and Linzen, 2018;
Hu et al., 2020). Here, the community seems to
have agreed on benchmarks and phenomena that an
LLM should be capable of (e.g. agreement phenom-
ena (Warstadt et al., 2020)). Various studies show
that LLMs can handle a rich and diverse set of such
phenomena (Chang and Bergen, 2023). Recent in-
quiries have expanded to investigate the proficiency
of LLMs in pragmatic discourse processing (Ruis
et al., 2022; ?; Sieker et al., 2023).

Pragmatic phenomena are often utilized when
arguing for or against the reasoning capabilities of
LLMs, which are a requirement for grounding in
dialog. However, research on pragmatic abilities
in LLMs remains more scarce and less system-
atic. We argue that studying the pragmatic com-
petencies of LLMs is particularly interesting as it
bridges aspects of ’core-linguistic’ knowledge with
the communicative, functional, and contextual as-
pects of grounding and is still actively discussed
in current research (Mahowald et al., 2024). What
does it mean when models can infer mental states
while struggling with implicit meaning (Chang and
Bergen, 2023)? Why do Language Models tussle,
especially with phenomena that break language
rules, such as humor, irony, and conversational
maxims (?)?

To address these questions and categorize find-
ings effectively, capabilities related to pragmatics
and grounding must be mapped out clearly and
defined in relation to one another. In this work,
we want to give an overview on which pragmatic
abilities have been tested in LLMs so far and how
these tests have been carried out. To do this, we
first discuss the scope of the field of pragmatics

and suggest a subdivision into discourse pragmat-
ics and interactional pragmatics. We give a non-
exhaustive overview of the phenomena of those two
subdomains and the methods traditionally used to
analyze them. We subsequently consider the result-
ing heterogeneous set of phenomena and methods
as a starting point for our survey of work on dis-
course pragmatics and interactional pragmatics in
the context of LLMs.

2 Pragmatics in Linguistics

Unlike other linguistic fields, such as syntax or
phonetics, which focus on more structured and for-
mal aspects of language, pragmatics encompasses
a more heterogeneous set of phenomena that are
often less systematic and more context-dependent
(Ariel, 2010). Negative definitions like the inves-
tigation of meaning distinct from pure semantics
(Cummings, 2013) are fuzzy, and therefore, prag-
matics is sometimes even referred to as the garbage
can of linguistics (Bar-Hillel, 1971). Cummings
(2013) contends that defining pragmatics as the
study of how context affects meaning or as lan-
guage usage analysis is overly broad. Instead, she
proposes to define pragmatics as all intentionally
expressed meanings that go beyond what is liter-
ally said. However, numerous endeavours have
been made to establish clearer definitions or cate-
gorizations within the field. The Stanford Encyclo-
pedia of Philosophy article on pragmatics, for ex-
ample, distinguishes between ’classical’ and ’con-
temporary’ pragmatics, with classical pragmatics
further divided into ’near-side’ and ’far-side’ (Ko-
rta and Perry, 2020). Near-side pragmatics focuses
on explicit content, while far-side pragmatics ex-
plores implications beyond literal meanings. Con-
temporary pragmatics, on the other hand, includes
works like Sperber & Wilson’s relevance theory.
Within these categories, Korta and Perry (2020)
cover several pragmatic phenomena like ambiguity
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and implicatures. Yet, notably, grounding-relevant
phenomena such as turn-taking or repair are over-
looked despite being clearly pragmatic in nature.

Nevertheless, or precisely because of the diver-
sity in the set of pragmatic phenomena, subcate-
gorization is needed. We propose to cluster them
into two main categories: discourse pragmatics
and interactional pragmatics. While the discourse
pragmatics describe formal reasoning processes, in-
cluding phenomena such as presupposition, impli-
catures and figurative speech (i.e., aspects of prag-
matics that were considered in Korta and Perry’s
article and could be described as near-side pragmat-
ics), the interactional pragmatics address conver-
sational reasoning phenomena, such as politeness,
turn taking or repair (which could be designated
as far-side pragmatics). Discourse pragmatics is
often addressed in classical pragmatics and Natural
Language Processing. The phenomena are mostly
connected to text coherence. They can be found in
a dialog but do not require direct interaction. These
phenomena have been in the center of attention
for decades. Often, testing instruments – drawing
from the field of psychology or psycholinguistics
(Ettinger, 2020; Sieker and Zarrieß, 2023) – are
established. Additionally, theories from discourse
pragmatics provide frameworks to describe these
phenomena (Frank and Goodman, 2012; Degen,
2023).

Besides, there is a field of pragmatics that we
refer to as interactional pragmatics. Here, the fo-
cus is rather on the interlocutors’ interplay. A lot
of research has been done on conversation anal-
ysis (Sacks et al., 1978; Atkinson and Heritage,
1984) or politeness theory (Brown and Levinson,
1987; Goffman, 1955; Leech, 2014). Conversa-
tion analysis utilises a strictly qualitative method-
ology borrowed from sociology and addresses the
issue of "how we use language" at its core. The
investigations on natural data focus on the organ-
ising principles that underlie human communica-
tion (Sacks et al., 1978; Atkinson and Heritage,
1984). In politeness theory, nuances of spoken lan-
guage are emphasized(Brown and Levinson, 1987).
Research in computer science and computational
linguistics often addresses similar questions from
the perspective of human-robot interaction (HRI).
Kumar et al. (2022) reveal the positive impact po-
liteness has on the enjoyment, satisfaction and trust
participants perceive in an interaction with a robot.
And Skantze (2021) give an overview of research
on turn-taking behavior in HRI. Also, further inter-

actional phenomena such as adaptation (Robrecht
et al., 2023; Axelsson and Skantze, 2023; Stange,
2022) or grounding (Jung, 2017) have been subject
to manifold approaches and studies in the field.

3 Approaches to pragmatics in LLMs

There are various examples of research that tests
discourse pragmatic reasoning capabilities in lan-
guage models. Ruis et al. (2022) investigate the
extent to which LLMs such as OPT, T5 or GPT-4
may understand conversational implicatures. In-
scale and between-scale scalar inferences in BERT
are tested by comparing the model’s abilities to the
human performance by Hu et al. (2023). Carenini
et al. (2023) take a look at the understanding GPT-
2 has of metaphors, explaining their results using
the Rational Speech Act theory. ? test seven dis-
course pragmatic phenomena (including maxims,
metaphor, and coherence) in different versions of
GPT-2, GPT-3 and T5. Moreover, the outcomes ap-
pear less promising when examining the study of in-
teractional pragmatics in LLMs, the pragmatic cat-
egory which covers most of the grounding-related
phenomena. As this field of pragmatics is not as
settled and the phenomena are harder to analyze
due to their close connection to interaction, spo-
ken language and spontaneous adaptation, there
is a lack of instruments and measurements. Mil-
ička et al. (2024) show that GPT-3 and GPT-4 are
able to decrease their cognitive abilities to simu-
late other personas. Also Wilf et al. (2023) test the
perspective-taking abilities of GPT-3, GPT-4, and
Llama2, using chain-of-thought prompting. Nev-
ertheless, most research connected to interactional
pragmatics focuses on Theory of Mind or related
theories (Gandhi et al., 2023; Wilf et al., 2023).
It remains questionable whether these phenomena
should be considered part of interactional pragmat-
ics or not.

4 Contribution

We argue that there is a need for a more precise
definition of pragmatic capabilities in research that
studies the communicative behavior of LLMs. As
a first step, we propose to distinguish discourse
and interactional pragmatic abilities, for which we
will discuss classification criteria and borderline
cases. Further, we summarize which pragmatic
phenomena have been tested in LLMs, how they are
related to grounding, which methodology has been
used, and which models have been considered.
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