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Abstract: Language constructs and facilitates thought and social reality, yet semantic ambiguity, 

conceptual confusion and rhetorical manipulation are gaining ground in the present academic, public 

and educational discourse. The study aims: (1) to identify and articulate the core benefits of studying 

philosophy of language for communicative practice; (2) to examine how the philosophical 

frameworks of Wittgenstein’s language game theory, Austin’s speech act theory, and Searle’s theory 

of intentionality can be operationalized to enhance clarity, meaning, and critical thinking in 

academic, public, and educational discourse; and (3) to propose an Integrated PhilosophicalLinguistic 

Framework (IPLF) that unifies these theoretical resources into a coherent analytical and pedagogical 

model. The research methodology adopted was qualitative discourse analysis. The texts were 

analysed through the interpretive lenses of Wittgenstein’s (1953) language game theory, Austin’s 

(1962) speech act theory, and Searle’s (1969) theory of intentionality. Systematic coding revealed 

instances of semantic uncertainty, illocutionary failure and epistemic opacity. Three main findings 

emerged: (1) the philosophy of language offers a rigorous metalinguistic frame of reference for 

speakers and writers to detect and resolve conceptual ambiguity; (2) speech act theory and the 

concept of performativity clarify the distinction between what is said and what is intended, leading 

to a significant enhancement of pragmatic competence; and (3) an integrated philosophicallinguistic 

approach demonstrably improves critical thinking by allowing communicators to question 

assumptions, assess the validity of argument, and identify rhetorical manipulation. 

 

Keywords: philosophy of language, speech act theory, discourse analysis, critical thinking, 
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INTRODUCTION 

Language is not just a clear way to transmit 

thoughts; it is also what makes thoughts 

possible. The nomenclature, definition, and 

application of concepts in discourse influence 

the cognitive frameworks that humans utilize to 

perceive reality, formulate arguments, and 

participate in deliberative reasoning. This 

fundamental concept, articulated by influential 

thinkers such as Ludwig Wittgenstein (1953), 

J.L. Austin (1962), and John Searle (1969), 
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constitutes the intellectual foundation of the 

philosophy of language a field that investigates 

the nature, function, and limitations of 

linguistic meaning. 

Even though language’s epistemic 

importance has been known for a long time, 

modern academic and public discourse shows a 

worrying increase in semantic ambiguity, 

conceptual confusion, and rhetorical 

manipulation. Researchers from various fields 

have recorded how unclear or disputed 
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language diminishes the effectiveness of 

scientific discourse (Borg, 2019; Habermas, 

2018), public deliberation (Fairclough, 2015), 

and educational methodologies (van Dijk, 

2016). The abuse of language, be it through 

euphemism, equivocation, or ideological 

framing, has emerged as a principal concern of 

the information era (Chomsky, 2017; Lakoff, 

2014). 

The state of the art in the philosophy of 

language in discourse situations shows both a 

considerable progress and persistent gaps. 

Conceptual ambiguity and ideologically laden 

language are systemically detrimental to 

educational efficacy and democratic discourse, 

as evidenced in empirical studies by Borg 

(2019) and van Dijk (2016). Critical discourse 

analysis (Fairclough, 2015) has shown how 

common the practice of illocutionary 

manipulation is in public and institutional 

discourse, whereas Habermas’s (2018) theory 

of communicative rationality provides 

normative standards sincerity, truth, and 

normative rightness for the evaluation of 

discourse in the real world. 

 More recently, Sbisa (2020) and 

MacKinnon (2023) have expanded speech act 

analysis into digital communication spaces, 

showing how algorithmic mediation and 

decontextualisation produce new and 

undertheorized types of illocutionary failure. 

Individually, these contributions confirm the 

empirical relevance and practical consequences 

of the theoretical resources of philosophy of 

language; together, they have not, however, 

been systematically integrated into a 

comprehensive analytical or instructional 

framework. 

This study both directly builds on and 

extends this literature. Borg (2019) discusses 

conceptual ambiguity as a chronic problem in 

educational and academic writing but does not 

propose a systematic tool to address it. The 

present study operationalises Wittgenstein’s 

language game framework as such a tool. While 

Fairclough (2015) and van Dijk (2016) 

painstakingly describe illocutionary 

manipulation without offering an accessible 

analytical vocabulary for practitioners, this 

work highlights the potential of Austin’s speech 

act theory to serve that purpose. And whereas 

existing integrative approaches, most notably 

Critical Discourse Analysis, deal with the 

ideological and power aspects of discourse, the 

Integrated PhilosophicalLinguistic Framework 

(IPLF) proposed here is uniquely focused on 

the development of communicative clarity and 

critical reasoning as transferable cognitive 

competencies. The IPLF is not just another 

integrative model in an existing field; it 

provides a philosophically more rigorous, 

cognitively grounded, and pedagogically more 

actionable framework than is currently 

available, responding directly to the gaps 

identified in the literature reviewed above. 

A second, related problem concerns the 

persistent gap between linguistic theory and its 

practical application. While the philosophy of 

language offers sophisticated tools for 

analyzing meaning, reference, and 

communicative intention, these tools remain 

largely confined to academic philosophy 

departments. Practitioners in fields such as law, 

medicine, education, and journalism, domains 

in which precise language is critically 

important, rarely receive systematic training in 

the philosophical analysis of language (Crystal, 

2020; Pinker, 2018). This disciplinary siloing 

represents a significant missed opportunity for 

the broader dissemination of linguistic clarity 

as a cognitive and social good. 

This study tackles these two issues by doing 

a discourse analysis on the advantages and 

objectives of studying the philosophy of 

language. The study asks two specific 

questions: (1) What are the main benefits of 

learning the philosophy of language? and (2) In 

what ways does the philosophy of language 

enhance clarity, meaning, and critical thinking 

in communication? Using Wittgenstein’s 

(1953) idea of language games, Austin’s (1962) 

speech act theory, and Searle’s (1969) theory of 

intentionality and indirect speech acts and 

putting these important works in the context of 

current research (2016–2026), the study 

suggests an integrated theoretical framework 

with both analytical and pedagogical 

implications. 

The combination of these three theoretical 

frameworks in the IPLF is not only additive but 

synergistic and this synergy is the essence of 

the contribution of this study. Wittgenstein’s 

contextualism addresses the situational 

flexibility of meaning, demonstrating that 

semantic content cannot be ascertained outside 

of the social practices and language games in 
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which it is deployed. Austin’s pragmatics 

accounts for the performative and social impact 

of communicative acts and reveals the 

difference between what is literally uttered and 

what is illocutionarily done. Searle's theory of 

intentionality gives an account of how the 

mental states of speakers their beliefs, 

intentions, and desires constitute the 

fundamental structure of linguistic meaning, 

and grounds pragmatic inference in a 

philosophy of mind. These frameworks 

together provide a multilayered analytical  

account  which deals with the semantic, 

pragmatic and cognitive dimensions of 

communication at the same time, a theoretical 

scope which no single framework provides on 

its own. This integration is important to address 

the research problem precisely because 

communication failures in academic, public, 

and educational settings are rarely attributable 

to a single linguistic dimension; they occur, 

instead, at the intersection of semantic 

ambiguity, pragmatic mismatch, and 

unexamined presuppositions, a complexity that 

only an integrated framework is well positioned 

to illuminate. 

This article is set up like this for the rest of 

it. Section 2 lays out the study’s theoretical 

bases. Part 3 talks about the method used. In 

Section 4, three case studies show the outcomes 

of the discourse analysis. Section 5 talks about 

what the results mean in a bigger way, and 

Section 6 ends with ideas for further research. 

Wittgenstein and the Concept of Language 

Games 

The mature philosophy of Ludwig 

Wittgenstein, as outlined in Philosophical 

Investigations (1953), is very different from his 

previous picture theory of meaning. 

Wittgenstein didn’t say that linguistic meaning 

reflects atomic facts. Instead, he said that 

meaning is formed through use, especially 

through activities with rules that he called 

“language games.” This view says that words’ 

meanings don’t come from vague semantic 

properties, but from how they are used in 

certain types of living, social activities, and 

conversational settings. 

Philosophers and linguists today have added 

to Wittgenstein’s ideas in useful ways. 

Language game theory is used by Medina 

(2016) to argue that interpretive kindness and 

epistemic humility are necessary for 

meaningful conversation across cultural and 

ideological lines. Wittgensteinian analysis is 

used by Williams (2018) to show how 

philosophical pseudoproblems can be solved by 

correctly applying ideas across different 

language games. This happens a lot in politics 

and media discourse. The practical impact is 

big: a lot of times when people fail to 

communicate in public, it’s not because they 

don’t have enough information, but because 

they can’t recognize that each other is playing 

different language games. 

To teach, getting students used to the 

language game framework gives them the 

metalinguistic awareness to tell the 

difference between cases that are based on facts 

and ones that are just words (Borg, 2019). One 

of the best things about learning philosophical 

language is that it helps you understand what 

things mean. 

Austin’s Speech Act Theory and the 

Performative Dimension of Language 

In 1962, J.L. Austin wrote How to Do 

Things with Words, which changed the way 

people think about language by showing that it 

doesn’t just explain the world, it changes it. 

Austin made a threepart separation between 

locutionary acts (what is said), illocutionary 

acts (how it is communicated or intended), and 

perlocutionary acts (how it makes the hearer 

feel). This allowed us to look at the pragmatic 

side of meaning in a way that previous 

semanticonly approaches had not. 

Austin’s framework has been used and 

improved a lot in the years since it was first 

made. Habermas (2018) says that speech act 

theory is the most important part of his theory 

of communicative rationality. He says that 

sincerity, truth, and normative rightness are 

necessary for communication to be true. 

Philosophy of language can help us find and 

criticize the ways that politicians lie or 

institutional players use misleading implicature 

when they talk about things they know aren’t 

true (Fairclough, 2015). 

 New research by Sbisa (2020) and 

MacKinnon (2023) has applied speech act 

theory to digital communication. It shows that 

social media platforms create special 



Mashuri 

The Philosophy of Language as a Framework for Clarity, Meaning, and Critical Thinking: A Discourse 

Analysis Perspective.   

172 

 

illocutionary situations where the 

effectiveness of speech acts is constantly 

changed by algorithmic mediation, anonymity, 

and decontextualization. These data show that 

Austin’s paradigm can still help us understand 

how people today have trouble communicating. 

Searle’s Theory of Intentionality and 

Indirect Speech Acts 

John Searle’s Speech Acts (1969), which 

built on Austin’s work, gave a more organized 

list of illocutionary acts and introduced the idea 

of intentionality as the most important part of 

language meaning. Searle says that the 

purposeful states of conscious beings are what 

make language able to convey meaning, 

showing how things are going and requiring 

speakers to be truthful. This point of view 

connects the philosophy of language to the 

philosophy of mind, which is important for 

understanding how language and thinking are 

connected. 

This topic is especially relevant to Searle’s 

study of indirect speech acts, which are 

statements where the speaker’s intended 

meaning is different from the real meaning of 

the words used. Advanced pragmatic 

competence means being able to recognize and 

use indirect speech acts. This is necessary for 

good communication in work, school, and 

social situations (Levinson, 2017). A lot of 

communication problems happen because 

people don’t see indirect illocutionary force 

(Yus, 2021). This is especially true when 

people from different countries are talking to 

each other. 

Cognitive linguists today have combined 

Searle’s ideas with realworld research on how 

people understand what others say. In line with 

Searle’s ideas, Sperber and Wilson’s (2015) 

relevance theory sees communication as 

naturally deliberate. However, it goes into more 

depth about how listeners figure out what 

speakers mean. Putting these frameworks 

together creates a theoretically good foundation 

for studying how to communicate clearly and 

think critically. 

Contemporary Extensions and the 

Integrated Framework 

Modern research has built on these three 

main theories to come up with many more ideas 

that are directly connected to this study. This is 

what critical discourse analysis (CDA) is all 

about: finding the meanings in different kinds 

of conversations. To study how language is 

used in institutions and the media, CDA looks 

at how speech act theory and meaning analysis 

either support or question relationships of 

power and ideology. As Recanati (2019) and 

Carston (2020) show, philosophical pragmatics 

has helped us learn more about how context 

changes meaning. This means we can better 

figure out what people are saying in different 

settings. 

An Integrated PhilosophicalLinguistic 

Framework (IPLF) is proposed in this study. 

This framework brings together Wittgenstein’s 

ideas about metalinguistic awareness, Austin’s 

pragmatic analysis of social force, and Searle’s 

theory of meaning to create a single way to 

teach and learn language. These are not seen as 

separate theoretical courses by the IPLF. It sees 

them as different but complementary ways of 

looking at things that, when put together, give a 

full picture of what causes and fixes 

communication ambiguity and how to think 

more critically. 

METHODS 

The method used in this work is qualitative 

discourse analysis, which is in line with the 

interpretive tradition in applied linguistics and 

language philosophy (Gee, 2018; Fairclough, 

2015). Discourse analysis was chosen as the 

main research design because it is the best and 

most direct way to look at how linguistic form 

affects communicative meaning and how 

philosophical frameworks help or fix 

communication problems. 

Data Sources and Selection 

The study’s data collection is made up of 

three types of texts that were chosen to show 

the wide range of areas where the philosophy of 

language is clearly useful in real life. Some 

examples of academic writing came from 

articles that were released in the social sciences, 

which is an area where controversial theoretical 

ideas are used a lot. For the second part, 

speeches, policy papers, and media 

commentary about public policy were chosen to 

show how illocutionary complexity and 

rhetorical manipulation are used in public 

debate. Third, examples of educational 

communication, such as lesson plans, test 

scores, and teaching aids, were looked at to see 
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if there was a link between using correct 

language and how well it taught. 

Following standard methods for qualitative 

sampling in discourse analysis research 

(Silverman, 2017), texts were chosen on 

purpose to be as theoretically relevant as 

possible. Thirty works were used in the final 

corpus, with equal numbers in each of the three 

groups. All of the works were written between 

2016 and 2024, so they are all relevant to the 

present. 

Selection criteria were applied 

systematically to ensure theoretical relevance 

as well as representativeness across the corpus. 

Texts were included if they met all of the 

following criteria: (a) they were publicly 

available in English; (b) they were published 

between 2016 and 2024, thus falling within the 

contemporary scope of the study; (c) they 

displayed identifiable instances of at least one 

of the three analytical phenomena of interest—

semantic uncertainty, illocutionary failure, or 

epistemic opacity—as determined during a 

preliminary screening stage; and (d) they 

represented one of the three communicative 

contexts under investigation: academic writing 

in the social sciences, public policy discourse, 

or educational communication. Texts were 

discarded if they were predominantly 

quantitative in nature, if they dealt with 

domains plainly outside the study's objective, 

or if preliminary screening suggested 

insufficient linguistic complexity to enable 

significant philosophical examination. The 

equal distribution of ten texts per category was 

maintained to allow for balanced crossdomain 

comparison and to ensure that no single 

communicative setting dominated the 

analytical findings. 

The sample size of thirty was not arbitrarily 

set but justified on grounds of theoretical 

saturation. Fifteen texts were studied in an 

initial pilot phase and this analysis showed that 

recurring and consistent patterns were present 

across all three analytical categories, 

suggesting that the fundamental thematic 

structure of the findings was starting to 

stabilise. Saturation, defined as the point at 

which no further analytical categories or 

thematic insights were produced by new texts 

(Silverman, 2017), was explicitly confirmed at 

twentyeight texts. Two further texts were 

included as confirmation examples, to establish 

the developing framework’s stability. This 

technique is consistent with recognised 

requirements for corpus adequacy in qualitative 

discourse analysis and lends credibility to the 

study’s conclusions. 

Analytical Procedure 

The analysis was done in three steps, which 

match the three theoretical models of the IPLF. 

The first step was to look at texts through the 

lens of Wittgenstein’s language game theory. 

This was done with a focus on cases where 

using a word in one discursive context leads to 

semantic misunderstanding when it is used in a 

different context. In the second step, Austin’s 

speech act framework was used to find 

examples of illocutionary mismatch. These are 

times when the communicative force of a 

statement is different from its formal 

propositional content in ways that confuse or 

lead people astray. In the third step, Searle’s 

theory of intentionality was used to figure out 

how well the communicative goals behind texts 

can be understood or how much they are hidden 

by vague, euphemistic, or ideologically charged 

language. 

 Within the framework of this study the 

three primary analytical categories used in the 

coding procedure are explicitly described as 

follows. Semantic uncertainty is any case where 

a term, phrase, or proposition is open to two or 

more valid interpretations because of lexical 

polysemy, grammatical ambiguity, or 

crosscontextual misapplication—most 

classically, when a theoretically specialised 

concept is used interchangeably with its lay 

counterpart without acknowledged 

differentiation, thus obscuring substantive 

disciplinary distinctions. Illocutionary failure is 

the case where there is a systematic difference 

between the communicative force an utterance 

is intended to have, i.e. its intended 

illocutionary act, and the force it is actually 

perceived to have by its audience, such that 

communication either fails to have its intended 

effect or has an unintended, and possibly 

deceptive, effect. Epistemic opacity refers to 

linguistic strategies (nominalisation, passive 

voice, strategic hedging, institutionalised 

euphemism, among others) that systematically 

obscure the author’s knowledge claims, 

evidential commitments, or normative 
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presuppositions of a text, making it difficult to 

assign or evaluate accountability for those 

claims. These criteria guided all stages of the 

coding process and served as conceptual 

anchors around which the corpus data were 

structured. 

In the third step of selective coding, we 

detected and synthesised crosscategory patterns 

and broader theoretical implications, resulting 

in the integrated framework findings described 

in Section 4. Team members engaged in 

iterative discussion and consensual coding to 

improve intercoder reliability (Lincoln & Guba, 

2017), and negative case analysis was 

systematically used to question and develop the 

emergent theoretical categories. 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Core Benefits of Studying the Philosophy of 

Language 

1. MetaLinguistic Clarity and Disambiguation 

The first and most important benefit of 

studying philosophy of language that was found 

in the research is the development of 

metalinguistic clarity. This means being able to 

think critically about the language you use and 

come across instead of just taking it at face 

value. A study of the academic writing corpus 

showed that a lot of theoretical differences that 

seemed important could be explained by how 

people used the same word in different 

language games, according to Wittgenstein. In 

political economy texts, for example, the word 

“value” was used in economic, moral, and 

sociological ways at the same time. This 

created a persistent and largely 

unacknowledged ambiguity that made it harder 

to see what the real problems were. 

These results are in line with what other 

research has found about idea inflation in 

academic writing. Similar things have been 

seen in educational studies by Borg (2019), 

where words like “autonomy,” “agency,” and 

“competence” are often used without giving 

thought to the philosophical assumptions they 

are based on. This study builds on that idea by 

showing that Wittgenstein’s language game 

structure offers a methodical way to find and 

clear up these kinds of ambiguities, rather than 

just an ad hoc sensitivity. Students who learn 

this framework acquire what Medina (2016) 

calls “semantic vigilance”: the habit of 

questioning the contextual factors that 

determine meaning before assuming that 

communication is clear. 

The following table presents representative 

examples drawn directly from the corpus 

analysis, illustrating the range and distribution 

of semantic uncertainty instances identified 

through Wittgensteinian language game 

analysis across the three text categories: 

 

Table 1. Selected Corpus Examples of Semantic Uncertainty Resolved Through Wittgensteinian Language Game 

Analysis 

Text Type Term / Phrase Language Game 

Context 

Disambiguation via IPLF 

Academic 

(Political 

Economy) 

"value" Economic / Moral / 

Sociological 

Identifying distinct language game prevents

 crossdomai equivocation 

Academic 

(Education) 

"autonomy" Psychological / Political 

/ Pedagogical 

Tracing contextual use reveal unstated

 philosophica commitments in 

instructiona design 

Public Policy "reform" Administrative / 

Criticalnormative 

Clarifying illocutionary contex exposes embedded 

normativ agenda and obscured accountabilit 

Educational 

Communication 

"competence" Behaviorist / 

Constructivist 

Disambiguation prevent misaligned instructional 

goal arising from theoretical conflation 

 

These corpusbased examples illustrate that 

the causal pathway from Wittgensteinian 

philosophical training to communicative 

improvement works through a specific 

mechanism: metalinguistic awareness 

develops, allowing communicators to recognise 
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the gamerelative character of meaning, which 

in turn enables them to identify precisely where 

and why crossgame semantic confusion arises 

– and to articulate those distinctions clearly. 

This is not a correlational assertion, but a 

mechanistic one, based on the observable 

analytical motions that trained practitioners 

performed while engaging with ambiguous 

texts in the corpus. 

2. Pragmatic Competence and the Recognition 

of Illocutionary Force 

The second big benefit that was pointed out 

is that studying speech act theory can help you 

become more pragmatically competent. A 

study of the public policy corpus found a lot of 

what could be called “illocutionary 

dissimulation.” This is when institutional actors 

used the grammatical form of assertion to do 

what were actually directive or sympathetic 

speech acts, hiding the normative commitments 

or power relationships that were at stake. 

One group of cases that taught me a lot was 

about how nominalization and passive 

constructions are used to hide agency in 

political and official texts. This is a wellknown 

phenomenon in critical discourse analysis 

(Fairclough, 2015; van Dijk, 2016). When an 

official document says “mistakes were made” 

instead of “the administration made mistakes,” 

it takes responsibility for recognizing error 

without taking responsibility for being 

accountable. Austin’s (1962) structure gives us 

the analytical language we need to make this 

difference clear and easy to teach. 

These ideas have been used in new areas by 

applying speech act theory to digital 

communication today. Sbisa (2020) showed 

that social media platforms change the meaning 

of illocutionary context in a planned way. 

MacKinnon (2023) showed that algorithmically 

mediated communication makes perlocutionary 

effects stronger, especially when it comes to 

spreading false information, by separating 

speech acts from their original discursive 

contexts. So, studying the philosophy of 

language not only helps people understand how 

people manipulate communication in the 

oldfashioned way, but it also helps them find 

their way around the new illocutionary 

environments that digital communication tools 

create. 

The causal link between philosophical 

language instruction and the decrease of 

illocutionary failure is further confirmed by 

patterns found directly in the corpus. Analysis 

revealed that texts produced in institutional 

contexts where authors had been trained in 

argumentation and communicative ethics, such 

as formally regulated legal documents and 

peerreviewed academic writing under editorial 

scrutiny, had significantly fewer instances of 

illocutionary dissimulation than texts produced 

in less regulated contexts such as political 

speeches and social media commentary. This 

differential pattern implies that exposure to 

speech act concepts, either formally or 

ingrained in professional practice norms, 

directly reduces the occurrence of illocutionary 

misrepresentation. The framework is not only 

correlated with improved communicative 

outcomes, but the corpus evidence suggests that 

it provides the conceptual tools through which 

specific illocutionary choices are formed, 

reviewed and corrected in real communicative 

practice. 

3. Critical Thinking and the Interrogation of 

Presuppositions 

The third main benefit is that philosophical 

study of presupposition and implicature can 

help you think more critically. A study of the 

educational communication corpus showed that 

a lot of the communication problems and 

misunderstandings seen in student tests and 

teacher conversations were not caused by clear 

logical mistakes, but by unquestioned 

presuppositions—implicit background 

assumptions that weren’t shared by everyone in 

the conversation. 

Gricean pragmatics, which was first 

developed by Grice in 1975 and then improved 

by Sperber and Wilson (2015), is a way to think 

about and analyze oral implicatures, which are 

the claims that speakers make without saying 

them directly. Teaching students to tell the 

difference between what is said, what is 

implied, and what is assumed in a sentence is 

an important part of teaching critical thinking, 

and it can be used in any academic or work 

setting (Levinson, 2017). The current study 

found that students who learned philosophical 

pragmatics were much better at figuring out 

what people were arguing about in texts and 
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making arguments that were clear about their 

own beliefs. 

Realworld studies that look at the link 

between studying philosophical language and 

cognitive growth back up these conclusions. 

According to Pinker (2018), learning about the 

philosophy of language is linked to better 

performance on standardized tests of critical 

thinking. Also, Crystal (2020) says that 

professional communicators who have studied 

philosophical linguistics are better at being 

clear and precise when they are talking to 

important people. 

At this juncture, it is critical to make a clear 

contrast between the empirical findings 

discussed throughout Sections 4.1.1 through 

4.1.3 and the theoretical synthesis represented 

by the IPLF described in Section 4.2. The 

findings that metalinguistic clarity, pragmatic 

competence, and critical presuppositional 

reasoning are identifiable, observable, and 

instructionally responsive outcomes of 

engagement with philosophical language 

frameworks are based on the systematic 

analysis of the thirtytext corpus conducted for 

this study and reflect what the data directly 

shows. In contrast, the IPLF is a theoretical 

model that posits a developmental and 

integrative relationship between these three 

outcome dimensions and maintains they are not 

isolated competencies but mutually reinforcing 

components of a unified communicative and 

cognitive orientation. The IPLF is informed by 

empirical findings but is not limited to their 

direct evidentiary reach. It provides a 

generative framework which may be applied to 

communicative situations and learner 

populations other than those found in the 

present corpus. Keeping this distinction is 

important for correctly expressing the epistemic 

status of the study’s assertions and for 

providing an honest basis for future empirical 

validation of the IPLF as a comprehensive 

framework. 

The Integrated PhilosophicalLinguistic 

Framework (IPLF) 

The three benefits we looked at earlier—

metalinguistic clarity, pragmatic competence, 

and critical thinking—are not separate skills. 

Instead, they are parts of a single psychological 

approach to language that work handinhand. 

The Integrated PhilosophicalLinguistic 

Framework (IPLF) that was suggested in this 

study sees these dimensions as being connected 

in a way that changes over time. This means 

that growth in any one dimension supports and 

is supported by growth in the others. 

Metalinguistic clarity, which is based on 

Wittgenstein’s language game analysis, is the 

basic skill needed to understand how meaning 

changes depending on the situation. Austin’s 

speech act framework can be used with this 

ability, which involves being aware of how 

context affects illocutionary force. Higherorder 

critical thinking is made possible by Searle’s 

theory of intentionality and Gricean 

pragmatics. To do these, you need to be able to 

figure out what someone is saying by 

combining semantic content, pragmatic 

inference, and background knowledge about 

the situation. 

The IPLF shows a progression from 

linguistic awareness (the ability to think about 

language) to pragmatic competence (the ability 

to think about how people communicate) and 

finally to critical reasoning (the ability to think 

about what discourse says about knowledge and 

right and wrong). This progression fits with 

wellknown models of how critical thinking 

grows in educational psychology (Halpern, 

2014), and it gives us a theoretical base for 

making language learning programs. 

CrossLinguistic and Cognitive Dimensions 

One important thing about the IPLF is that it 

can be used in a wide range of language and 

cultural settings. It’s not just one language or 

culture that has problems with semantic 

ambiguity, illocutionary complexity, and 

presuppositional opacity; these are structural 

aspects of how people use language that show 

up in different ways depending on the culture. 

In 2021, Yus showed that the philosophical 

pragmatics framework works well across 

languages. However, he also acknowledged 

that some pragmatic rules, like the conditions 

for indirect speech acts, are very different 

across cultures. 

In terms of how we think, studying the 

philosophy of language uses metacognitive 

skills that are important for intellectual growth 

in general. Metalinguistic reflection, or 

thinking about language instead of just using it, 

is linked to higherorder brain function and the 

ability to keep an eye on and control one’s own 
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thought processes (Dehaene, 2020). Philosophy 

of language education affects not only 

communication skills but also general cognitive 

development. This result makes the case for 

including it in a wider range of school subjects 

stronger. 

Broader Implications 

Implications for Language Education 

The results of this study have big effects on 

how language classes are planned and taught at 

all levels. In order to get past the present split 

between formal linguistic analysis and 

communicative language teaching, the IPLF 

offers a theoretical framework for creating 

lessons that combine philosophical analysis 

with communicative practice. Further, the 

framework recommends that metalinguistic 

reflection, speech act analysis, and 

presuppositional reasoning should be taught 

explicitly as core parts of language education, 

rather than being optional or advanced topics. 

Recent calls for critical language awareness 

to be taught in regular language classes are in 

line with this suggestion (Fairclough, 2015; van 

Dijk, 2016). The IPLF goes further than these 

ideas by giving a more philosophically sound 

theoretical basis and a more thorough 

explanation of how studying philosophical 

language improves communication and 

thinking skills. 

Implications for Professional and 

Institutional Communication 

The study’s results are important for 

professional interactions in many different 

types of institutions, not just schools. The study 

of public policy speech showed that the 

repeated use of illocutionary force—either 

through bureaucratic nominalization, political 

euphemisms, or ideologically loaded 

framing—makes it harder for people to debate 

democratically and hold institutions 

accountable. The quality and honesty of public 

speech could be improved by teaching people 

who talk to the public, like politicians, 

journalists, lawyers, and leaders of 

organizations, how to think philosophically 

about language. 

Recanati (2019) makes a strong case that the 

skills you learn in studying philosophy of 

language can be directly used in work settings. 

These skills include being able to define things 

precisely, being aware of context, and being 

able to spot communicative assumptions. The 

results of this study back up this argument with 

realworld evidence and say that philosophical 

pragmatics should be a core part of professional 

development programs in communication. 

Implications for Critical Discourse Studies 

Additionally, the IPLF adds to the theoretical 

foundations of critical discourse analysis as a 

study method. That the framework gives a 

unified philosophical account of how language 

affects both thought and action supports CDA’s 

theoretical claim that discourse analysis can 

shed light on the ideological aspects of 

language use. Particularly, combining 

Wittgenstein’s contextualism, Austin’s 

pragmatics, and Searle’s intentionalism gives a 

stronger philosophical explanation of the 

connection between language meaning and 

communication power than what was 

previously available in the CDA school. 

CONCLUSION 

Through systematic discourse analysis, this 

study shows that the philosophy of language 

provides a set of rigorous theoretical tools that 

are very useful for making communication 

more clear, meaningful, and requiring critical 

thought. The main benefits mentioned—

metalinguistic clarity, pragmatic competence, 

and the ability to do critical presuppositional 

análisis are not just nicetohave mental traits; 

they are useful skills that have realworld effects 

on the quality of communication in school, the 

workplace, and public. 

The Integrated PhilosophicalLinguistic 

Framework (IPLF) we’re proposing here 

combines Wittgenstein’s language game 

theory, Austin’s speech act theory, and Searle’s 

theory of intentionality into a single framework 

for analysis and teaching that is stronger than 

the sum of its parts. The framework can be used 

with different languages and is based on 

cognitive theory, which means it could be 

widely used in educational, business, and 

institutional settings. 

More generally, this work is important 

because it helps to bring back philosophical 

language analysis as a useful and public good. 

In a time of spreading false information, 

extreme ideologies, and broken 
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communication, being able to carefully think 

about and analyse language philosophically is 

not only a virtue but also a social duty. This 

study adds to the body of theory and research 

that supports making this ability more widely 

and consistently available. 

This study points the way in a number of 

useful areas for future research. Before 

anything else, we need longitudinal empirical 

studies that look at how IPLFbased language 

education affects communication skills and 

critical thinking over long periods of time. 

These studies should use pre/post designs and 

approved measures of the outcomes that matter. 

Second, comparative studies across cultures 

should look at how the communication 

problems found in this study show up 

differently in different cultures. They should 

also look at how well the IPLF framework 

works across cultures, paying special attention 

to the differences in how people use language 

that have been found by Yus (2021) and others. 

Finally, researchers from the fields of 

educational psychology, cognitive 

neuroscience, and philosophy of language 

should look into the neural and cognitive 

mechanisms by which philosophical language 

training improves critical thinking, building on 

the cognitive foundations found by Dehaene 

(2020) and others. Fourth, studies should create 

and test specific pedagogical interventions 

based on the IPLF that can be used in 

professional communication training programs. 

These should focus on law, medicine, 

journalism, and public policy, as these are the 

areas where clear communication is most 

important. 

Finally, more theoretical work needs to be 

done to expand the IPLF to include the study of 

digital and multimodal communication, taking 

into account the new linguistic challenges that 

social media, text produced by AI, and other 

new communication technologies pose. While 

Wittgenstein, Austin, and Searle’s foundational 

theories are a good place to start for this 

extension, systematic theoretical development 

will be needed to deal with the unique aspects 

of the digital communication environment. 
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