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Abstract Pragmatics is a new branch of linguistics, but its thoughts have a long history. In ancient China, particu—

larly in the Spring and Autumn Period and the Warring States Period, there were plenty of pragmatic thoughts, for

P 3

instance, in Yijing, in Zhuzibaijia s“ bianxué , “ mingxué ,“ theory of expression and interpretation”, and® theory of
errors are full of pragmatic thoughts. Protopragmatics in Furopeis also one of the important components of the his—
tory of pragmaic thoughts, which is prominantly reflected in Locke s, Kant 5, Humboldts and Wittgenstein s
thoughts. The pragmatic movement in American philosophy is the main factor that hastens the birth of pragmatics.
The thoughts of Peirce, James, Dewey and Morris are pregnant with pragmatic thoughts.

Key words history of pragmatic thoughts; pragmatics in ancient China; protopragmatics in Europe; pragmatism in

the United States
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Abstract This paper is intended to make a study of the pragmatic strategies and their theoretical basis. This paper
begins with Leech $“ means-end analysis” theory and it divides the speech acts into direct and indirect ones. Corre—
spondingly, it divides pragmatic strategies in the frameworks of Austin § and Searle’s speech act theories into direct
and indirect ones. Since the notion of pragmatic strategies focuses on a speaker § indirect ways to attain his commu—
nicative goals via language, it is natural that this paper focuses on the study of indirect pragmatic strategies.

Key words pragmatic strategiesi means—end analysis; speech act; indirect pragmatic strategies
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