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1. What is pragmatics?

Pragmatics is a relatively late comer in linguistics. It enters the linguistic scene at the end of the 1970s. However, to many people, this is a rather new area. As a point of departure, this section gives a briefing of the new discipline and discusses some of the topics of general concerns. 

1.1 A new branch of linguistics? 

Is pragmatics a new branch of linguistics? The answer is both “yes” and “no”.
“Yes”, because to some people, the term pragmatics is a branch of linguistics, and like many other 
branches of linguistics, the term becomes increasingly popular through researchers’ explorations of 
linguistic facts. That’s why some linguistics books include it as a separate and growing discipline 
under the umbrella term linguistics.

“No”, because to some other people, pragmatics involves social as well as individual norms in 
language production and comprehension. In other words, social, cultural and psychological factors 
play important roles in language use. Since pragmatics is related to multi-dimensions or plural 

disciplines, it is better seen as an interdisciplinary study of language in use. 

“No”, also because some other linguists think otherwise. For Verschueren, for instance, pragmatics, 
as well as linguistics, is but a perspective into language use. To him, language use, seen either from 
the speaker or hearer’s point of view, is simply an adaptation. An adaptation to topics, interlocutors, 
situations, purposes, in one word, to contexts. Hence, pragmatics is a theory or perspective of 
linguistic adaptation.

Hence if we take the above three views as three separate sets, then the second set is very much like an 
intersection of sets. In this way, it is both adequate and inadequate in saying that pragmatics is a 
branch or new branch of linguistics. 

1.2 Study of meaning?

Can we say that pragmatics is a study of meaning? Again, the answer can be “yes” and “no”, because 
it is not accurate to merely regard the new discipline as a study of meaning. 

The true thing about pragmatics is that it does look at meaning; however, this is only one part of the story. Semantics, which is defined as the branch of linguistics that studies meaning, cares for meaning, too. In this way, it seems rather confusing. What, then, is the relationship, sameness or difference, between pragmatics and semantics? 

To make things easier, for the present sake, let’s explain it this way: pragmatics caters for a special part or aspect of meaning that semantics overlooks or fails to handle. For detailed explanations about the difference between the two concepts, please refer to the section below. 

1.3 Semantics, grammar, pragmatics and syntax: Division of work
Since pragmatics is a part of linguistics, then in what way or ways is it related to semantics, grammar, and syntax, three other branches of linguistics? 

We can say that though the four are related in the sense that each deals with one aspect of linguistics and they together contribute to the overall picture of linguistics, yet they are different from one another. This is best seen from the division of work between the four. 

Grammar is a branch of linguistics that concerns with the forms of language. To be exact, it is interested in finding out how words, phrases, clauses, sentences, etc are formed in line with specific rules. Accordingly, grammarians are rigid, particular about and sensitive in the forms of people’s language, and correctness is the very criterion in judging language use.

Syntax is that branch of linguistics that also studies the forms of language. However, it specifically deals with the formal relationship between linguistic signs or, to be precise, it is interested in examining into how words, phrases, clauses, and sentences are related to one another.

As another subbranch of linguistics, semantics studies the meanings of linguistic signs. However, it focuses on how linguistic signs are conventionally meant or related with the external world. In other words, it tries to spell out those natural, static or stable meanings of words and sentences. The meanings of words in dictionaries, for instance, are semantic meanings or the outcomes of semantic explorations of words.

Also a subbranch of linguistics, and a subbranch of linguistics that deals with how language users mean by different signs in different speech events or contexts, pragmatics is concerned about those dynamic or contextual or non-conventional meanings of words and sentences articulated by language users. 

Thus, instead of looking at how language users observe linguistic rules, and correctly say things, which are the total contents of grammar, pragmatics aims at finding out those principles that govern people’s speech and how these principles help guarantee them in using language in a proper or appropriate way. And deviant from syntax, which only cares for the sign-to-sign relations, pragmatics always involves three sides or includes a three-side relation, the sign (word), the thing the sign refers to (meaning), and the person who is to interpret the sign. As for the difference between semantics and pragmatics, a working way to set the two apart is to say that “pragmatics studies meaning minus semantics” (Gazdar, 1979; Leech, 1983). In other words, pragmatics caters for all those meanings that are overlooked by established ways of semantic studies.

A very good example to illustrate the discrepancies between the four terms is “This is a book.” Grammarians would say that “this” is a demonstrative pronoun, “is” being derived from “be”, a singular form to match the subject “this”, “a” an indefinite article to appear in front of a noun for the first time, and “book” a singular noun form. Any violation of these rules would be considered as making errors. Syntacticians would describe “this” as the subject in the sentence, “is” the linking verb to bring out “a book” which together makes the predicate of the sentence. And in syntax, this sentence might also be taken as bearing both a pronominal phrase “this”, and a verbal phrase “is a book” in which there contains a noun phrase “a book”. Semanticists might consider this sentence as meaning: As far as we can see, the speaker is referring us by “this” to something near or within the view for “a book” which is not a desk, or a dictionary, or a magazine, etc.. In other words, it is just a book as we see or read every day. However, when “This is a book” comes to the hands of pragmaticians, it is immediately associated with the “who when where and what is meant for by the speaker” issue. To put it another way, uttered by different speakers at different times to different persons, the sentence might mean something entirely irrelevant to the meaning as is literally understood by semanticists. For instance, the sentence might mean: “This is a book. It is even obvious to a child, you idiot!” (hence a blame), or “This is a book” (an alerter) if spoken to a blind man, or “This is a wonderful gift” (an ejaculation) as is articulated at one’s birthday party, etc..

1.4 What on earth is pragmatics? 

There are more than a dozen of definitions about pragmatics, because this field of linguistics has been so charming and appealing to so many people that each one of them seems to claim an interest in it and define it from his own perspective.

Here are some very often cited definitions in literature. We will try to share with you how each definition strikes us, and eventually we will provide our own definition.

(1) Pragmatics studies the factors that govern our choice of language in social interaction and the effects of our choice on others.

                                              (Crystal, 1987:120)

This definition emphasizes the absolute roles that context and language users (speaker and hear) play. The former is instrumental in framing language users’ choices of linguistic means for optimal communication outcomes, while the later are solely responsible for the awareness of context or speech environment in which they are to perform certain functions via language or fulfill specific objectives by utilizing available linguistic means within their capability.

(2) Pragmatics can be usefully defined as the study of how utterances have meanings in situations.

                                              (Leech, 1983:X)

In a way, through this definition, Leech is clearing up the differences between semantics, syntax, and 
pragmatics. What he is trying to say here is like this: Sentences are for syntax, while utterances for 
pragmatics; sentence meanings free from situations are for semantics, while utterance meanings 

bound with situations are for pragmatics.

(3) Pragmatics is the study of how more gets communicated than is said. 

                                              (Yule, 1996:3)

For George Yule, pragmatics belongs to that part of linguistics that tries to probe into those meanings 
over-loaded or beyond what is literally conveyed in concrete speech events and situations. In other 
words, it is often the case that language users are inclined to mean something more by his speech, and 
as to what is exactly meant by this oversaid or communicated message, it is the job of pragmatics to 
figure out. Apparently, Yule is directing us to the conversational analysis of meanings, a tradition of 
meaning study initiated in the 1950s.

(4) Pragmatics is a perspective of linguistic adaptation.

                                            (Verschueren, 1987)

To the General Secretary of IPrA (International Pragmatics Association), pragmatics is nothing more than an epistemological perspective or theoretical framework, such as linguistics, of human cognition. What is more, people are seen as adapting themselves by way of or in terms of language or linguistic means towards things.

(5) There is a distinction between a hearer’s knowledge of her language and her knowledge of the 

world. In this section, I shall argue that it is this distinction that underlies the distinction between 

semantics and pragmatics.

                                      (Blakemore, 1992:39)

To Diane Blakemore, both semantics and pragmatics are related with language and to each other. 
However, each deals with one aspect of language. While the former is restricted to the language 
proper itself, the latter is pertaining to the world knowledge associated with language.

(6) 语用学是语言学的一个崭新的领域，它研究在特定情景中的特定话语，研究如何通过语境
来理解和使用语言。语用学是理解语言、使用语言的学问；语用学是讲究语言合适、得体的学
问。
                                         （何自然，1997：1~8）

(7)语用学研究在不同语境中话语意义的恰当地表达和准确地理解，寻找并确立使话语意义得以
恰当地表达和理解的基本原则和准则。
                                          （索振羽，2000：14）

Both (6) and (7) meticulously choose those few key words that capture the important aspects of pragmatics. “特定情景”, “特定话语” in (6), and “不同语境” in (7) emphasize the contextual element or nature of pragmatics. Besides, “理解和使用语言”, “恰当地表达和准确地理解”, “原则和准则”, etc. are all terms patent to pragmatics.


There are many other definitions of the word. One may not fail to see that researchers all start from 
their own perspectives in defining the word, and in this way, no one seems to agree totally with the 
other’s definition.

To us, pragmatics should be defined by taking into consideration a few dimensions in order to illustrate both the features and functions of the word. Hence our definition:

As a word, pragmatics is synonymous with “being practical”, and as a term, it is epistemologically 

synonymous with pragmatism; and as a subfield of linguistics developed in the late 1970s, pragmatics 

studies how people comprehend and produce a communicative act or speech act in a concrete speech 

situation which is usually a conversation. 
In this way what is really meant by saying that pragmatics is a new branch of learning that studies 
language use is that pragmatics came into being as a separate branch of learning in 1977; by branch 
we mean a perspective, and by language use, we mean the production and comprehension of language.

                                              (Liu, 2000:382)

Careful readers might notice that we have tried to maintain a neutral position in this definition and would like to recommend this definition to our students.
1.5 Pragmatics and job opportunities

Why do we bother to know pragmatics? Practical minds might be asking about the uses of learning pragmatics. We must say that there are many ways to answer this question. One way is to relate it to job opportunities.

As far as our knowledge goes, people who are trained with pragmatics are finding more positions related to teaching, research, editing, advertising, forensics, trade, negotiation, corpus analysis, computer programming, among other things. Indeed, it is related to any work with a touch of language. 

2. Timeline of pragmatics

As a word, pragmatics appeared 2000 years ago. Back there, it was spelt as pragmaticus in Greek) and 

pragmaticos in Latin.
As a term, it was initially employed by Charles William Morris. In 1938, this American professor of 
philosophy published an article entitled The Foundations of the Theory of Signs. This is often referred 
to as the modern use of the word pragmatics.

There have been several boosters to elevate pragmatics towards an independent discipline. These 
includes, among other things, John Austin’s William James Lectures at Harvard University in 1955. In 
1962, his lectures sheets were collected and reprinted as a pamphlet entitled How to Do Things with 

Words. John Searle, professor of philosophy at the University of California at Berkeley, continued 
Austin’s discussion and published Speech Acts (1969) and Indirect Speech Acts (1975). Henry Paul 
Grice who gave a serial of speeches at the William James Lectures at Harvard University in 1967 
about “Logic and Conversation” (which appeared in 1975) was also one of the pioneers that help 
boost the development of pragmatics.  
Pragmatics was established as an independent discipline with the publishing of the Journal of 

Pragmatics co-edited by Hartmut Haberland and Jacob L. Mey in 1977.

Afterward reinforcers or events that helped to strengthen pragmatics as a branch of linguistics include: 
Stephen Levinson’s Pragmatics (1983); Geoffrey Leech’s Principles of Pragmatics (1983); the 
publishing of the International Pragmatics Association’s (IPrA) official organs Pragmatics, and 
Pragmatics and Beyond, under the care of its General Secretary Jef Verschueren; Dan Sperber and 

Deirdre Wilson’s Relevance: Cognition and Communication (1986, 1995); Jef Verschueren’s 
Pragmatics as a Theory of Linguistic Adaptation (1987); Georgiana M. Green’s Pragmatics and 
Natural Language Understanding (1989); Shoshana Blum-Kulka and Juliane House’s Cross-cultural 

Pragmatics (1989); Steven Davis’s Pragmatics: A Reader (1991); Gabriele Kasper, S. Blum-Kulka & 

J. House’s Interlanguage Pragmatics (1992); Jacob Mey’s Pragmatics: An Introduction (1993); Jenny 

Thomas’s Meaning in Interaction: An Introduction to Pragmatics (1995); George Yule’s Pragmatics 
(1996); and Jef Verschueren’s Understanding Pragmatics (2002).

3. Topics in pragmatics
Although pragmatics is relatively young as an established discipline, and although we can not say for sure at this time as to what extent exactly pragmatics should cover, there have been certain topics of wide concern in the landscape of pragmatics. 

2.1 General /theoretical / linguistic pragmatics or micropragmatics 

To begin with, there are topics that address the basic issues in pragmatics, and for clarity’s sake, we usually consider these topics under the umbrella term general pragmatics. Since these topics all are restricted within the linguistic forms or the pragmatic aspects of linguistic forms, hence relatively small in scope, we also customarily mention this as linguistic pragmatics or micropragmatics.

Topics under this pragmatic concern usually consist of deixis, presupposition, conversational implicature, conversational principles, speech acts, and conversational analysis.

2.1.1 Deixis
Deixis is also mentioned as indexicals. By deixis, we mean pointers or something that points to other things. In order words, indexicals are linguistic forms or expressions that refer to other things. In a sense, deixis can be a synonym of language expressions. For that reason, deixis is one of the essential and earliest marking elements of pragmatics, and falls under pragmatic investigation at the very birth of this independent field of learning.

There have been lots of documentations about deixis. The most influential study can be credited to Charles Fillmore’s Santa Crusez Lectures on Deixis in 1971.

According to Fillmore, deixis can be roughly categorized into five types. They are deixis of person (pronominal deixis), deixis of place (spatial deixis), deixis of time (temporal deixis), deixis of discourse (discoursal deixis), and deixis for social purposes (social deixis).

Pronominal deixis refers to a person pointer or assigner. “He”, “I”, etc are typical examples.

Spatial deixis denotes a place pointer. Examples include “here”, “there”, “this”, “that”, “up”, “down”, “north”, “inside”, “top”, “bottom”, etc..

There are many temporal deixis in our language. “Now”, “then”, “from now on”, “last year”, “in the future”, etc. are all examples of this kind. 

A discoursal deixis is self-explicit in that it is used primarily in a discourse unit and for discoursal purposes. We employ discoursal deixis a lot for textual coherence or as procedural indicators. For instance, we use “to begin with”, “first”, “next”, “in the following paragraph”, “last but not the least”, etc. to smooth the transitions or connections between different parts of a textual unit.

Apparently a social deixis is for the sake of politeness in social interaction. An often cited example is the French “tu” and “vous”, the former a plain way of referring to any second person hearer while the latter a polite or indirect way of referring to any second person hearer. Since the Chinese language enjoys a long history of civilization and is associated with rich etiquettes, it is abundant in social deictical expressions. For instance, the Chinese use “您” instead of “你” for politeness purposes, and “我们” instead of “我” for indirectness. Other examples include: “贵姓”, “尊姓大名”, instead of “你姓什么”, “你叫什么名字”, and “玉照”, “大作” respectively for “你的照片”, “拙著”。

Deixis is very sensitive to context, hence it is also depicted as hyper context-dependent in meaning and reasonable enough to be included in pragmatic analysis.

In spite of the fact that deixis is an early topic in pragmatics, detailed and systematic treatments of the topic are still in demand. Especially, it is interesting to provide evidence about the categorization of deixis from different languages and dialects. Besides, crosslinguistic and cultural discussions of deixis are also charming and inviting further efforts.

2.1.2 Presupposition
Presupposition means precondition or a basis for an utterance and its meaning to stand on. In other words, in saying X, we presuppose Y.

For example, if someone says a sentence like “Kepler died in misery”, there is sufficient reason for us to assume 1) that the speaker speaking truth about something, 2) that there once lived a person whose name is Kepler, 3) that Kepler was unfortunate to die in a miserable way.  

As presupposition often suggests more than what is simply said and associates itself with the speaker’s belief system, it is another component of pragmatic analysis.

Many people display interest in presupposition. Semanticists claim a strong interest in presupposition because via entailment they find a relationship between two propositions. Pragmaticians are keen on presuppositions because the latter help them comprehend utterances contextually and deeply. 

There are many sources to turn to know more about presupposition. Most often cited works in presupposition analysis include: G. Frege (1952), E. Keenan (1971), R. Jackendoff (1972), R. M. Kempson (1977), P. Grundy (1995).

2.1.3 Conversational implicature 

Conversations are larger discourse units than words and sentences, which were much explored in 
linguistics. Since pragmatics focuses on natural language (naturally occurring language as in dialogs) 
comprehension, it is just too natural for pragmaticians to turn to conversations.

There are many discoveries in conversation studies. One of the inspiring findings is conversational implicature.

By implicature, we mean what is implied. And by conversational implicature, we mean a meaning or message that is implicated in a conversation. When people oversay (or say more of) or undersay (say less of) something, they produce certain extra meaning or meanings beyond the literal meanings of words and sentences. This extra meaning is conversationally dependent, hence conversation implicature.

In a dialog, if speaker A asks speaker B “Are you going to John’s birthday party?” and speaker B says “I have heard Mary is going”, we may say that speaker B is implying something: he is meaning that Mary is a factor there to affect his decision of whether attending John’s party or not. If speaker knows well speaker B’s relationship with Mary and perhaps Mary with John, he certainly can conclude if speaker B will go or not. Therefore an implicature may also be seen as an indirect way of expressing oneself.

According to Paul Grice (1975), there are two kinds of conversation implicatures. One is generalized or conventional conversation implicature, the other is particularized conversation implicature.

By generalized conversation implicature, it refers to an implicature whose meaning or meanings are inferable without anchoring it in specific contexts. 

In the utterance “John went into a house and found a tortoise in front of a door”, for instance, we may infer that John has gone into a house, which is not his. At least this is the implied meaning of the “a + noun” phrase.

By particular conversation implicature, we refer to an implicature which is deductible only in specific contexts. 

Here is a typical example that will help to illustrate a particularized conversational implicature:

A: Where is the fish?

B: The cat looks very happy.

Why does speaker B say things like this when speaker A asks him the question? What is the relationship between fish and cat? We all know that fish eats fish, and when a cat has fish, it feels satisfied. Speaker B says things this because he assumes that it is commonsensical that all cats eat fish and all cats look happy after eating fish, and that he understands that speaker A has this common sense. 

Conversation implicature was first discussed by Henry Paul Grice in his William James Lectures at Harvard University in 1967. His lecture handouts were later openly printed and widely circulated in 1975. 

2.1.4 Conversational principles

One hallmark feature of pragmatics is to aim at analyses of larger linguistic units such as a conversation. This is of course derived from its commitment to the study of natural language comprehension. Hence pragmatics as natural language comprehension.

Focuses on conversation analysis lead researchers to ask such simple but significant and never-asked questions: How can a conversation go on? What help interactants or people participating in a conversation keep a conversation on the track? 

2.1.4.1 The Cooperative Principle

For Henry Paul Grice (1975), who was born in 1913, formerly a Fellow of St. John’s College, Oxford, and later Professor of Philosophy in the University of California at Berkeley, there must be a conversation logic guiding the conversers, or conversation participants must all abide by certain principles, although such principles are clearly covert or not written out but must have been mutually felt and respected. After much thought, he put forward a cooperation hypothesis, which came to be known as the notorious Cooperative Principle (CP). 

According to Paul Grice, there are four maxims in the CP that all conversers seem to obey. They are the maxim of quality, the maxim of quantity, the maxim of relevance, and the maxim of manner.

By the maxim of quality, it is meant that in a dialog, we all try to make our contribution one that is true or say things that are true. To keep to this maxim, we simultaneously observe two submaxims: 1) we do not say what we believe to be false, and 2) we do not say anything we lack adequate evidence.   

By the maxim of quantity, it is meant that in a dialog, we all try to make our contribution as much as desired. There are two submxims under the quantity maxim: 1) we try to make our contribution as informative as is required for the current purpose of the exchange, and 2) we do not make our contribution more informative than is required.

By the maxim of relevance, it is meant that in a dialog, we all try to make our contribution relevant to the exchange.

By the maxim of manner, it is meant that in a dialog, we all try to be perspicuous (clear and lucid). In line with this maxim, there are four submaxims: 1) we try to avoid obscurity, 2) we try to avoid ambiguity, 3) we try to be brief, and 4) we try to be orderly.

2.1.4.2 The Politeness Principle

Geoffrey Leech (1983), a well-known linguist at the University of Lancaster, believed that, apart from cooperation, there must be something else that interactants all value and follow in conversations. This made him think hard and come to conclude that politeness is a notion that plays a vital role there to help people to smooth a conversation. Accordingly, his ideas were framed under the Politeness Principle (PP).

Imitating Grice, Leech discussed six maxims in his proposed PP. They are the maxim of tact, the maxim of generosity, the maxim of approbation, the maxim of modesty, the maxim of agreement, and the maxim of sympathy.

By the tact maxim, it is meant that we all try to be tactful in a dialog by observing two submaxims: 1) we try to minimize cost to others, and 2) we try to maximize benefit to others.

By the generosity maxim, it is meant that we all try to be generous in a dialog in that 1) we try to minimize benefit to self, and we try to maximize cost to self.

By the approbation maxim, it is meant that we all try to be approbational in a dialog in that 1) we try to minimize dispraise of others, and 2) we try to maximize praise of others.

By the modesty maxim, it is meant that we all try to be modest in that 1) we try to minimize praise of self, and 2) we try to maximize dispraise of self.

By the agreement maxim, it is meant that we all try to be agreeable to one another in a dialog in that 1) we try to minimize disagreement between self and others, and 2) we try to maximize agreement between self and others.

By the sympathy maxim, it is meant that we all try to be sympathetic to one another in a dialog in that 1) that we try to minimize antipathy between self and others, and 2) we try to maximize sympathy between self and others.

2.1.4.3 The Relevance Theory

Dan Sperber and Deirdre Wilson are respectively from the Polytechnic University of Paris and University College London (UCL). In a joint effort to provide cognitive insight into communication, they hypothesized that in comparison with the notions of cooperation and politeness, the notion relevance is perhaps more salient and pervasive, consistent and constant. Hence they proposed to account for human conversations using their Relevance Theory (RT) or the Relevance Principle (1986; 1995).

Sperber-Wilson noticed a very interesting feature and tendency in human cognition, and further assumed that human cognition is gearing at cognitive efficiency. By cognitive efficiency, it is meant that we all try to use less mental cost for more cognitive benefits or aim at the largest cognitive effects with least mental investment or cost.

Sperber-Wilson also observed that in human cognitive endeavors, relevance is the key word. In other words, being relevant is the essential mentality and objective in human cognition.

As language is basically human, relevance (of a piece of information) in essence is always individual or to an individual. To Sperber-Wilson, relevance on the part of individuals are manifest in two ways: 1) A piece of information is relevant to an individual to the extent that its cognitive effects in the individual are large; 2) A piece of information is relevant to an individual to the extent that the effort required to achieve these effects is small.

Based on their conceptualization of cognition and relevance, Sperber-Wilson put forward two principles of relevance that they believe to work in our conversations. One is related with our general cognition tendency, the other is associated with our overall communication patterning.

Principle One, or the first (cognitive) principle of relevance: Human cognitive processes are aimed at processing the most relevant information available in the most relevant way. In other words, there is a presumption of optimal relevance in (even verbal) cognition in that 1) an articulated utterance is always relevant enough to be worth the addressee’s processing effort, and 2) the utterance is the most relevant one compatible with the communicator’s abilities and preferences.

Principle Two, or the second (communicative) principle of relevance: Every utterance conveys a presumption of its own optimal relevance. 

2.1.5 Speech acts
Human inquiry into the nature of language has never stopped. The adoption of interdisciplinary perspectives has no doubt enhanced our knowledge about language.

John Austin, Professor of Philosophy at Oxford University, has enormously contributed to our understanding about human language in that he used a sociological angle to scrutinize language, language users and language activities. For him, we are all social men, and our behavior to each other always turns out as a social act and hence bears a social meaning or effect. Living as social men, we say things not merely for the sake or fun of saying them, but rather possess a behind-the-scene purpose or intent. In other words, in what we normally say, we are simultaneously performing certain acts. And he further distinguished three acts in one single speech act or event we perform. These include 1) an illocutionary act, namely saying things out; 2) a locutionary act, namely encoding an intent in the act of saying things out; and 3) a perlocutionary act, namely response to the saying act of the speaker from the audience. Austin’s ideas were all recorded in the 1955 William James Lectures at Harvard University, which in 1962 were published in a book form with the title Doing Things with Words. Since then, his ideas were referred to as the Speech Act Theory (SAT). 

If we take Austin’s Speech Act Theory for granted, we will then consciously or unconsciously apply the theory to practice. Then three questions of great concern will pop up immediately: 1) How do people in a language say such and such a thing? 2) How do peoples in different languages say the same thing? 3) It is the responsibility of language teachers and researchers to look into these issues and find out, among other things, how our students perform the same thing as is compared with native speakers? 

2.1.6 Conversational analysis

We must point out that conversational analysis and the analysis of conversation implicature are different in the focus of interest. When researchers such as Henry Paul Grice clang to conversation analysis, they were seeking for the semantic logic that strings up separate parts of a conversation or contributing endeavors from participants. However, when linguists such as H. Sacks, E. A. Schegloff and G. Jefferson in the 1970s claimed interest in conversation analysis, they were attaching focus primarily on how such specific discourse units are formed. In other words, they were interested more in the inner structures of a conversation than in the meaningful relatedness of various parts of conversations.

Among the big findings are turn-taking and adjacency pairs in human conversations.

By turn-take, it is meant that all conversers take their turns in conversations. No speaker says the whole thing or speaks from the beginning to the end in a conversation event, though he may be very dominating there. It is observed that when speaker A finishes saying something, Speaker B will take up the chance and say something akin to the conversation topic put forward by Speaker A. Then Speaker C will take over the topic and contribute to it by saying something relevant. During the event, an initiator may either choose to appoint the next immediate speaker or let participants freely take their turns to speak. If no people take over the speaking right, which sometimes happens, the present speaker may continue his speaking, while the other interactants may join in at a succeeding time to respond to the contents that were previously introduced or focused.     

By adjacency pairs, it is meant that conversers always need to keep to theme that is initiated and stick to it, more often than not, within one same round of speech, as is illustrated in this example: 

A: What’s your name?

B: I am Bob, Bob Jones.

Researchers also observe that people may choose to come back to the theme later, but not later than three rounds or turns of speech. There has not been a convincing explanation about why people do this, but limitation of attention retention and memory span may be a sound answer. Here is an example:

A: May I have a bottle of beer?

B: Are you 18?

A: No.

B: No.

The conversation analysis approach is of vital illuminations in our study about the structures of human language. Questions we can raise right away may include: 1) How does a conversation go on structurally in our language? 2) In what way or ways is a conversation structurally different in two languages? 3) Is conversation analysis applicable to all conversations of professional or institutional settings?

2.2 interdisciplinary pragmatics or macropragmatics
Since the above account of pragmatics is unitary in the sense it is discussed only within one separate area, for instance linguistics, thus we may say that the above discussion is a departmental or compartmental approach towards pragmatics. In terms of tradition, this is often referred to as the Anglo-American tradition or perspective of pragmatics.

In this section, we will look at the contents or area of pragmatics by adopting a larger perspective or vision. We are to associate pragmatics with the other fields of learning or envisage pragmatics in relation to the other spheres of studies. Certainly this perspective is somewhat different in the sense it is larger and broader. It is more interdisciplinary in nature and hence more macro instead of being micro. This view of pragmatics is often credited to the efforts of researchers in north European nations such as the Netherlands, Demark, and Belgium. That’s why it is elsewhere mentioned as the Continental tradition of pragmatic treatment.

According to the Continental pragmaticians, language use is not solely confined to language itself, but rather connected with the social and cultural networks, in which social and cultural factors play a huge role in our language production and comprehension.

A macro and cross-discipline approach to pragmatics help to elevate pragmatics as a discipline to address issues such as: 1) a cross-cultural analysis of pragmatics: the Politeness Principle and the realization of a speech act; 2) a pragmatic interface of the learner’s interlanguage, or interlanguage pragmatics; 3) a cognitive analysis of pragmatics: the Relevance Theory; 4) a pragmatic account of literary works, namely literary pragmatics; 5) a developmental examination of the learner’ pragmatic competence, or developmental pragmatics; 6) a pragmatic analysis into language use in society or societal pragmatics.

2.2.1 cross-cultural pragmatics

There are many ways to define culture. To us, culture refers to a patterned way of doing things shared by or identifiable among a specific group of people. 

Pragmatics looks at, among many other things, speech acts and the utilization of the Politeness Principle in conversations. Since speech acts and the politeness are assumed to be discovered linguistic universals, when applying the notion of culture into pragmatics, pragmatics are interested in finding out how people from different cultural and linguistic background perform the speech act such as “inviting” and “suggesting” or what patterns they follow or patterned features they share in realizing such speech acts, and to what extent the notion of politeness is present and even prevalent, and in what way or ways people cross cultures and languages keep to the Politeness Principle. 

Hence, crosscultural pragmatics is a new branch of pragmatics and an interdiscipline that studies culture in pragmatics or language use (production and comprehension) or pragmatics or language use (production and comprehension) in the light of culture. It makes uses of knowledge and expertise in both disciplines. 

2.2.2 interlanguage pragmatics

Interlanguage pragmatics is another branch and interdisciplinary study of pragmatics that surfaced up the scenario of second language acquisition in the 1990s.

Interlanguage was a term coined by Larry Selinker (1972) in an effort to describe the learner’s language. By interlanguage, he refers to the learner’s unique linguistic system developed over time about a target language. Such a system is neither the same as his native language (L1) nor is it the same as the target language (L2). It is an approximative system (Nemser, 1971) or a continuum (Bickerton, 1975) in between the two language systems. 

As a separate linguistic system of its own right, interlanguage can be and has been studied at various levels, phonological, morphological, syntactical, semantical, discoursal, and pragmatic, as have been documented in studies of second language acquisition (SLA). 

Interlanguage pragmatics is a pragmatic approach or perspective into the learner language. It specifically examines into how learners, after certain L2 learning experience, learn to produce and comprehend in L2, among others things, deictical expressions and their contextual meanings, speech acts, and how to abide by the Politeness Principle when realizing a speech act in L2. 

A hallmark difference between interlanguage pragmatics and crosscultural pragmatics lies in the fact that the former focuses on the learner’s L2 performance, and tries to find out how approximative his L2 performance is as is contrasted with the native norm, and what impact his previous or L1 pragmatic knowledge exerts on his L2 performance. The latter, namely crosscultural pragmatics, focuses on how general language users of two or more cultural backgrounds perform or realize a certain speech act. 

Preliminary research findings were recorded in the book entitled Interlanguage Pragmatics co-edited by Gabriele Kasper and Shoshana Blum-Kulka. Spokesmen in the filed, Professors Kasper and Blum-Kulka are respectively from the University of Hawaii at Monoa and Hebrew University of Jerusalem. Published in 1992, this collection of papers reflected the growing interests of many authors in the field in understanding the social and pragmatic aspects of second language acquisition. The book consists of three parts. In Part One, the authors employed cognitive approaches in studying interlanguage pragmatics. Part Two concerns interlanguage speech act realization of a variety of speech acts. Part Three is a discoursal perspective on interlanguage. 

2.2.3 cognitive pragmatics

Apparently, cognitive pragmatics is a cognitive study of pragmatics. It is another new and crossdisciplinary study of language use (production and comprehension).

A cognitive approach or perspective of pragmatics assumes that pragmatics concerns with human verbal communication. It follows certain cognitive paths and reveals certain human cognitive features such as cognitive efficiency in its cognitive efforts of information processing. 

Dan Sperber and Deirdre Wilson (1986, 1995) believed that inferring is an compelling and absolute notion in the process of human cognition and human verbal communication, and relevance is an essential and leading concept that governs human cognition and linguistic communication. Their ideas, known as the Relevance Theory, are recorded in their coauthored monograph Relevance: Cognition and Communication (1986; 1995). Sperber-Wilson were one of those pioneering probings of pragmatics in terms of cognition, and the Relevance Theory is regarded as a fundamental theoretical framework of cognitive pragmatics (He & Ran, 2000).   

2.2.4 literary pragmatics

Another crossdiscipline, literary pragmatics is a pragmatic analysis of literary works. 

Pragmatics can be illuminating discussions in literary works, and hence a new perspective into literary appreciation and criticism. For instance, it is of great help to understand a piece of work by focusing on its deictical expressions. Pragmatic notions such as cooperation, politeness, and relevance, can also shed light to the analysis of development of dialogs in novels, dramas, and poems. 

A preliminary discussion of literary pragmatics is Michael Hancher’s (1978) attempt in using Grice’s implicature in interpreting literature. Hancher was from the Department of English, University of Minnesota, Minneapolis. At the Twentieth Annual Meeting of Midwest Modern Language Association held 2-4 November, 1978, in Minneapolis, Minnesota, he read his paper entitled “Grice’s ‘implicature’ and literary interpretation: background and preface”.

Since Hancher, there appeared numerous discussions. Among the many good sources of pragmatic analysis of literary works is Roger D. Sell’s (1991) Literary Pragmatics. Jacob Mey (1999) has also composed a book on literary pragmatics, and a special issue of the journal Language and Literature is edited by Adrian Pilkington. It is devoted to the Relevance Theory and literary studies (Debra Aarons, 1996).
2.2.5 developmental pragmatics

Developmental pragmatics is another crossdisciplinary study of pragmatics by observing how children develop their pragmatic competence in L1 and how adult learners develop their pragmatic competence in L2. Development of pragmatic competence involves theories of cognitive linguistics, contrastive linguistics and second language acquisition, among other things. It is hence interdisciplinary.

Some of the best works in developmental pragmatics are: Pragmatic Development (collection of essays) co-edited in 1996 by Anat Ninio and Catherine E. Snow, Children’s Pragmatic Communication Difficulties edited by Leinonen Eeva et al in 2000, Talking to Adults edited in 2002 by Shoshana Blum-Kulka and Catherine E. Snow, The Pragmatic Profile of Early Communications Skills (1995) by Hazel Deawrt, and Developmental Pragmatics edited in 1979 by Elinor Ochs.  

Developmental Pragmatics edited by Elinor Ochs was the first book of its kind. Elinor Ochs was past President of the American Association for Applied linguistics. Professor Ochs taught in the Department of Linguistics at Cambridge University, the University of Southern California, the University of California at Los Angeles, etc., and Apart from Developmental Pragmatics Dr. Ochs was the author of many other books, including Acquisition of Conversational Competence (with B. Schieffelin) (1983) and Culture and Language Development (1988).

2.2.6 societal pragmatics

Societal pragmatics describes language use in social contexts and discusses newly appearing language use patterns and remedial pragmatic norms in terms of dynamic pragmatic concepts.   

Initial discussions of societal pragmatics were ignited by, among others, Jef Verschueren and Jacob L. Mey. Verschueren (1986) was addressing the topic of directing and Mey (1993) outlined scope of societal pragmatics. In 1997, a seminar was organized in Guangzhou to examine China’s social language use reality (Liu, 2001).

As social language use is a pervasive concept, language use in social economy, advertisements, speech acts realizations in professions are among the topics of current concern. “Fund-raiser”, for instance, can be a topic of societal pragmatics. “Correcting” in classrooms, for another example, can also be a topic that feature societal use of language.

2.3 Topics in Chinese pragmatics

2.3.1 Pragmatic studies in China

Pragmatic analysis in China almost coincides with that in the Western countries. That in as early as 1980 the journal Linguistics Abroad (today Contemporary Linguistics) issued Hu Zhuanglin’s article entitled “Pragmatics” is a strong evidence. 

Since the 1980s, more and more scholars displayed interest in pragmatics and pragmatic analysis of linguistic facts. While some scholars were active in introducing pragmatic theories and research findings to their Chinese colleagues, others were consciously implementing such theories into use and systematically investigating into Mandarin data, either to provide supports or supplements to foreign theories. He Ziran (1988; 1997), He Zhaoxiong (1989; 2001), Jiang Wangqi (2000), Suo Zhenyu (2001) and Wang Xicheng (1999), among many others, have contributed to the former. Kasper’s (1995) group at Hawaii and Qian Guanlian (1993; 1997), among many others, have also contributed to Chinese pragmatics by applying established pragmatic theories in examining Chinese ways of saying things. 

2.3.2 Events in Chinese pragmatics
It is of great interest to note and mention some academic events in Chinese pragmatics. 

Echoing international efforts in disseminating pragmatic theories and promoting pragmatic research, scholars in China have convened seven national conferences. Each addressed a topic of common concern. The year 2003 will witness the eighth national conference during which participants will address a wide range of topics.

Besides national conferences, which serve as a forum for discussing universal pragmatic issues, meetings concentrating on specific theories and their utilizations were also organized. For instance, two workshops on the Relevance Theory were inaugurated respectively in 1997 and 2002. And a meeting on societal pragmatics was also convened in 1997. All these meetings helped scholars exchange views and research findings that are of interest to each other.

A good way to popularize pragmatics and promote pragmatic development, it seems, is to train more young scholars with professional techniques and skills. For that purpose, since the early 1990s, some tertiary institutions (Guangdong University of Foreign Studies, for instance) began to enroll graduates in pragmatics leading to MA (master of arts) and Ph.D (doctor of philosophy) degrees. At present, almost all MA programs nation-wide are offering courses pertaining to pragmatics.

2.3.3 Current studies in Chinese pragmatics

As is indicated in practically all the language-related journals in China, articles with a pragmatic touch are big welcomes by the editors. Therefore, judging from academic journals, we can see that current interests in Chinese pragmatics roughly contain three directions. One direction is to focus on the basic research by introducing related research findings into China. Another direction is to implement and test exiting research findings. Still another group of scholars are mounting on projects to examine into Mandarin language use, using interdisciplinary perspectives. Here are some examples: “requesting and suggesting” in English and Chinese (Yu Feixia, 1995), Chinese ways in realizing speech acts (Kasper et al, 1995).

3. People in pragmatics 
Although pragmatics appeared on the scene of linguistics relatively late, yet as a separate but promising discipline, it is capturing more and more scholars’ attention and interest. A fact is that increasing number of scholars equipped with various academic expertise attend IPrA conferences and deliver enlightening reports to illuminate discussions. But young as it is, and just like other disciplines of learning, there are some authors that are more influential and internationally distinguished than others. Under this heading, we are presenting some spokesmen in the field.

3.1 Stephen C. Levinson

Stephen C. Levinson is Professor of Linguistics in the University of Nijmegen, Holland. He has taught and conducted researches in Cambridge University, University of California at Berkeley, Stanford University, etc., and is currently a leading scientist at The Max Planck Institute for Psycholinguistics, Nijmegen, the Netherlands, an institution concentrating on fundamental research. 

Professor Levinson is a prolific author and has published widely. His latest works consists of Presumptive meanings: The theory of generalized conversational implicature (MIT Press, 1998). A list of his newly published works is accessible at: 

http://www.mpi.nl/world/persons/private/levinson/publicat.htm. 

However, to many readers, Dr. Levinson is mainly and unfairly recognized as the author of Pragmatics (1983). Here are the main contents of Pragmatics (1983): 1. The scope of pragmatics; 2. Deixis; 3. Conversational implicature; 4. Presupposition; 5. Speech acts; 6. Conversational structure; 7. Conclusions.

Usually referred to as the first textbook of pragmatics, Pragmatics, as mentioned by the editor of Cambridge Textbooks in Linguistics, has provided a lucid and integrative analysis of the central topics in pragmatics: deixis, implicature, presupposition, speech acts and conversational structure. Dr. Levinson has drawn the differences between semantics and pragmatics and shows clearly how a pragmatic approach can resolve some of the problems semanticists have been confronting and simplify semantic analyses. The complexity of these issues are not disguised, but the exposition is always clear ad supported by helpful exemplification. 

Dr. Levinson is reachable at: Stephen.Levinson@api.nl. 

3.2 Geoffrey Leech

Geoffrey Leech has his Ph.D in London and Fil. Dr. in Lund. He was Professor Linguistics and Modern English Language in the Department from 1974 to 1996. Since then, he has been Research Professor in English Linguistics. 

Professor Leech has written, co-authored, or co-edited over 20 books in the areas of English grammar, literary stylistics, semantics, computational linguistics and pragmatics. Mentioned at the same time with Levinson’s Pragmatics (1983), his Principles of Pragmatics (1983) was known as the first textbook of pragmatics. 

At present, Professor Leech is focusing on the use of computer corpora in the analysis and processing of the English Language. He is chair of the University Centre for Computer Corpus Research on Language (UCREL), a University research center shared with the Department of Computing. Before this, Professor Leech was leader of Lancaster's team, as part of the consortium to assemble the British National Corpus (BNC) (1991-1995), a 100-million-word database of modern English written texts and spoken transcriptions (http://info.ox.ac.uk/bnc/). Lancaster was then responsible for the word-class tagging of the whole BNC, and he has recently been engaged, with Nick Smith, in the improvement of the Word-Class tagging of the BNC, ready for a second release as "BNC2".  
Another research project he is working on (with Nick Smith) is a corpus-based study of recent change in the grammar of written English (1961-1991). The project, funded by the AHRB, is a collaboration with Christian Mair and Marianne Hundt at the University of Freiburg, Germany. They are breaking new ground in making a diachronic comparison of two matching corpora: the Lancaster-Oslo/Bergen (LOB) corpus (texts published in 1961) and the Freiburg-Lancaster-Oslo/Bergen (FLOB) corpus (texts published in 1991).
Here are the main contents of his Principles of Pragmatics (1983): 1. Introduction; 2. A set of postulates; 3. Formalism and functionalism; 4. The interpersonal role of the Cooperative Principle; 5. The tact Maxim; 6. A survey of the Interpersonal Rhetoric; 7. Communicative Grammar: An example; 8. Performatives; 9. Speech-act verbs in English; 10. Retrospect and prospect.

Professor Leech is reachable at: G.Leech@lancaster.ac.uk.

3.3 Dan Sperber and Deirdre Wilson

Just like Sapir-Whorf, the names of Dan Sperber and Deirdre Wilson are often mentioned together and written solid as Sperber-Wilson. The reason is simple. The two scholars have joined hands 1970s in looking into how verbal communication works and adopting a cognitive perspective, have come to explain conversations as being relevant.

Dr. Dan Sperber is Directeur de Recherche at the CNRS (the French Centre national de la Recherche Scientifique), and CREA (Centre Recherche en Epistemologee Apliquee), Ecole Polytechnique, Paris. He is author of Rethinking Symbolism (Cambridge University Press, 1975), On Anthropological Knowledge (Cambridge University Press, 1985), Explaining Culture (Blackwell, 1996), and co-author, with D. Wilson, of Relevance: Communication and Cognition (Blackwell, 1986; 1995). Here is Dr. Sperber’s email: sperber@poly.polytechnique.fr.

Dr. Deirdre Wilson, whose email address is Deirdre@linguistics.ucl.ac.uk, is Professor of Linguistics at University College London.

Here is the main contents of their book Relevance: Communication and Cognition：1. Communication (including: the code model and semiotic approach to communication; decoding and inference in verbal communication; Grice’s approach to ‘meaning’ and communication; ostensive-inferential communication, etc.); 2. Inference (including: non-demonstrative inference; strength of assumptions; contextual effects, etc.); 3. Relevance (including: degree of relevance; a choice of contexts; the principle of relevance, etc.); 4.Aspects of verbal communication (the identification of implicatures; literalness and metaphor; echoic utterances and irony, etc.).

3.4 Jacob L. Mey

Jacob L. Mey is Professor Emeritus of Linguistics at the University of Southern Denmark, Odense Main Campus. In 1977, he founded with Hartmut Haberland the Journal of Pragmatics. He was the chief editor. In 1992, he was offered an honorary doctorate from the University of Zaragoza, Spain. His most recent publications include The Concise Encyclopedia of Pragmatics (editor, 1998), and When Voices Clash: A Study in Literary Pragmatics (1999).

Here is the main contents of his monumental work: Pragmatics: An Introduction (1992): Part I: Basic notions (1. Defining pragmatics; 2. Some issues in pragmatics); Part II: Micropragmatics (3. Context, implicature and reference; 4. Pragmatic principles; 5. Speech acts; 6. Conversation analysis); Part III: Macropragmatics (7. metapragmatics; 8. Pragmatic acts; 9. Literary pragmatics; 10. Pragmatics across cultures; 11. Social aspects of pragmatics). Australian Journal of Linguistics rated this book as a “strongly recommended reading for those with an interest in pragmatics, and certainly for those requiring an up-to-date and user-friendly pragmatic textbook”.

3.5 Jef Verschueren

Jef Verschueren is a Senior Researcher Associate of the Fund for Scientific Research, Flanders, Belgium. It is affiliated with the University of Antwerp, where he is the Director of the Research Center of the International Pragmatic Association (IPrA).

Verschueren has written numerously, and Understanding Pragmatics (2002) is a latest work, in which he examines the mental and social processes of verbal communication. The book provides an original and systematic introduction of the theoretical basis of pragmatics.  

Here is the contents of the book: Preface; Part I: The pragmatic perspective (1. Language and language use; 2. Key notions); Part II: Aspects of the meaningful functioning of language (3. Context; 4. Structure; 5. Dynamics; 6. Salience); Part III: Topics and trends (7. Micropragmatic issues; 8. Macropragmatic issues; 9. The pragmatics landscape). 

4. Topics for course projects or degree papers

4.1 Implications of pragmatics in L2 teaching and learning

· Pragmatics is a theory or perspective into language, communication, and cognition. It serves as a perspective or theoretical framework, rather than a solution itself, for teaching performance.

· Learners are of traits and needs. We should identify learner characters, their needs, their persistent difficulties, and reconsider and adjust the main points and hard points in teaching.

· We learn language to do things. We should teach the learners to fulfill individual needs with words. 

· In the light of pragmatics, we should update or revise the current syllabus and rewrite teaching materials, and reconsider formats and contents of evaluations. 
· Deixis and foreign language teaching

· Presupposition and foreign language teaching and learning

· Speech acts and foreign language teaching and learning

· The Cooperative Principle and foreign language teaching and learning

· The Politeness Principle and foreign language teaching and learning

· The Relevance Theory and foreign language teaching and learning

4.2 Pragmatics: Implications to L2 research

· Mandarin speech acts: How do the Chinese do things with words?

· Deixis in Mandarin

· Conversing in Mandarin: Turn-taking analyses

· Conversing in Mandarin: Pragmatic principles

· Politeness in professional language

· A sociopragmatic perspective into language use

· A(n) (interlanguage) pragmatic perspective into the learner’s language

· A (cross-cultural) pragmatic perspective into the realization of speech acts in a target language

5. Reading packages in pragmatics
5.1 Basic Readings in English pragmatics

Blakemore, D. (1992): Understanding Utterances: An Introduction to Pragmatics. Oxford: Blackwell.

Green, G. (1998): Pragmatics and Natural Language Understanding. 
Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Leech, G. (1983): Principles of Pragmatics. London: Longman.

Levinson, S. (1983): Pragmatics. Cambridge: CUP.

Mey, J. (1993): Pragmatics: An Introduction. Oxford: Blackwell.

Sperber, D., & Wilson, D. (1995): Relevance: Communication and Cognition. Oxford: Blackwell.

Thomas, J. (1995): Meaning in Interaction: An Introduction to Pragmatics. London: Longman.

Yule, G. (1996): Pragmatics. Oxford: OUP.

5.2 Pragmatics on the Internet

Shaozhong Liu’s website on pragmatics: http://www.gxnu.edu.cn/Personal/szliu/pragmatics.html 

Pragmatics in China: http://www.pragmaticschina.com/ 

International Pragmatics Association: http://ipra-www.uia.ac.be/ipra/ 

5.3 Readings in Chinese pragmatics

5.3.1 语用学教材
1）何自然 (1988):《语用学概论》，湖南教育出版社。
2）何兆熊 (1989):《语用学概要》，上海外语教育出版社。
3）何兆熊等 (2001):《新编语用学概要》，上海外语教育出版社。
4）姜望琪 (2000):《语用学——理论与应用》，北京大学出版社。
5）索振羽 (2000):《语用学教程》，北京大学出版社。
6）王西成 (1999):《语用学教程》，汕头大学出版社。
5.3.2 语用学专著
1）何自然 (1997):《语用学与英语学习》，上海外语教育出版社。
2）熊学亮 (1999):《认知语用学》，上海外语教育出版社。
3）钱冠连 (1997):《汉语文化语用学》，清华大学出版社。
4）钱冠连 (1993):《美学语言学——语言美和言语美》，海天出版社。

5）陈忠 (1999):《信息语用学》，山东教育出版社。

6）蔡曙山 (1998): 《言语行为和汉语逻辑 》，中国社会科学出版社。

7）彭增安 (1998): 《语用、修辞、文化》，学林出版社。

8）王建华 (2000): 《 语用学与语文教学》，浙江大学出版社。

9）何自然（2000）：《 语用学探索》，世界图书出版社。
5.3.3 语用学论文集
1）（中国社科院）“汉语运用的语用原则”课题组（1994）：《语用研究论文集 》，

北京语言学院出版社。
2）张绍杰、杨忠（主编）（1999）：《 语用、认知、交际》，东北师范大学出版社。
3）何自然、冉永平（主编）（2001）：《 语用与认知——关联理论研究》，外语教学

研究出版社。
4）束定芳（2000）：《 中国语用学论文精选》，上海外语教育出版社。
5）Hichey, Leo (Ed.) (2001): The Pragmatics of Translation（语用学与翻译），Shanghai Foreign Language Education Press.

6）何自然（1998）：《社会语用建设论文集》，广东外语外贸大学。
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