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Abstract: Pragmatics has grown into aflourishing independent academic discipline.
Undefined and unsolved are, nevertheless, such confusing and controversial con-
cerns in its evolution as research boundaries and uncertain definition. Some aca-
demics view Austin᾽s Speech Act Theory to be the birth of pragmatics, which
certainly confines pragmatics to the field of linguistics and hence limits its study
scope. This assertion is incongruous with Morris’ primary objective of proposing the
word pragmatics from the standpoint of semiotics, inspired by Peirce. This research
intends to investigate pragmatics from the perspective of linguistic philosophy and
semiotics and argues that pragmatics derives and develops from Peirce’s pragmatist
semiotics and Morris’ behavioral semiotics. Pragmatics is the exertion of the
“interpretant” in Pierce’s Semiotics. Clearly, it is one of the three branches ofMorris’s
semiotics that investigates the relationship between signs and sign users. The
meaning of signs is derived from the interpretation of sign users. Pierce’s pragma-
tism or pragmaticism is the intellectual foundation of pragmatics. As its research
objective, it focuses on the relationship between meaning and context, i.e., the illo-
cutionarymeaning not covered by the study of semantics. Its primarymethodology is
based on logical reasoning.
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1 Introduction

The formation, development, and prosperity of “pragmatics” have spanned over
nearly a century. It is a relatively perfect discipline with the system of ontology,
epistemology, methodology, and axiology. Many scholars claim that “pragmatics”
originates from “How to do things with words” proposed by John L. Austin
(1911–1960) in 1962. Herbert Paul Grice (1913–1988), John R. Searle (1932–), Stephen C.
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Levinson (1947–), Geoffrey Leech (1936–2014), Avram Noam Chomsky (1928–), and
others have continuously supplemented and expanded speech act theory, which has
developed vigorously and gradually developed to prosperity today. However, the
definition and research scope of pragmatics as a field of study remain contested and
ambiguous. In Section 1.2 Defining Pragmatics in his book Pragmatics (1983), Lev-
inson did not provide a precise definition of pragmatics, but instead addressed a
number of potential definitions. The fact that Chapter I spans 53 pages yet does not
even provide a clear definition of pragmatics is disappointing. Levinson only says
that “Such a definition is, however, by no means easy to provide, and we shall play
with a number of possibilities each of whichwill do little more than sketch a range of
possible scopes for the field” (Levinson 1983: 5). Accordingly, the complex historical
vagaries of pragmatics result in two essential aspects of defining pragmatics and its
research scopes or boundaries: the more specific definition of pragmatics from the
school of Anglo-American analytical philosophy and the broader definition of
pragmatics from the Continental School of Europe. Specifically, the former is rep-
resented by works such as Stephen C. Levinson’s Pragmatics (1983), Leech’s Princi-
ples of Pragmatics (1983), Jean Stilwell Peccei’s Pragmatics (2000), ZiranHe’sA Survey
of Pragmatics (1988), Zhaoxiong He’s An Introduction to Pragmatics (1989), and
Wangqi Jiang’s Pragmatics: Theories and Applications (2000). The latter is repre-
sented by Jef Verschueren’s Understanding Pragmatics (2000) and Jacob Mey’s
Pragmatics: An Introduction (1993). Continental School of Europe prefers to describe
pragmatics in terms of linguistic and multidisciplinary domains, which is attributed
to Saussure’s heritage. The Anglo-American School of Pragmatics attributes its se-
miotic features to the tradition of Peirce. However, “pragmatics” is not confined to
speech act research; it seems that all thoughts, behaviors, ideas, emotions, and mo-
rality run through the theoretical application of “pragmatics” in the process of its
development. It expresses the extraordinarily complex interpretation of signs
arising from the behavioral signification and has a practical influence on human life.
Therefore, it seemsmore appropriate to refer to Saussure’s traditional pragmatics as
“linguistic pragmatics”, while Pierce’s pragmatics within the framework of logic
semiotics can be named “logic pragmatics”. The analysis of the terminological
intension and concepts of pragmatics could help clarify the theoretical and historical
roots of “pragmatics”. This paper attempts to analyze pragmatics from the
perspective of semiotics and philosophy, and to clarify the philosophical foundation,
nature, scope, and methodology of pragmatics in order to examine the genesis,
significance, and value of the field known as “pragmatics”. This study also focuses on
the semiotic analysis of “pragmatics” and clarifies the distinctive research category
of “pragmatics” by explicating its theoretical foundation and research objectives.
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2 The origin and research category of pragmatics

Since the times of ancient Greece, Rome, and Pre-Qin China,1 academics have never
ceased to investigate pragmatic questions. The study subjects of ancient Greek and
Roman pragmatics have emerged with eloquence. The ancient Greek philosopher
Aristotle (384–322 BC) explored pragmatic concerns in the study of philosophy, logic,
and rhetoric, as seen by Aristotle’s De Interpretaione in Organon. In ancient China,
the study of language use by the Pre-Qin scholars reflected a strong pragmatic
tendency of Chinese philosophy since the Pre-Qin period, involving the rich prag-
matic ideas contained in the theories of Confucian school as “Rectification of Names”,
2 Taoist school “Nameless Thoughts”3 and Naming schools “controlling name”4 of
renowned scholars. However, the disciplinary term “pragmatics” as a field of study
did not arise until the 1930s. The birth of this term is not coincidental, but rather the
result of the historical turn of language philosophy, i.e., the “linguistic turn” of the
19th century. The study of linguistic turn from the realm of psychology including
thoughts and concepts to that of language pertaining to sentences and meanings.

1 Pre-Qin period of China: The Pre-Qin Period (2,100 B.C.–221 B.C.) is the period in Chinese history
that comes before the Qin dynasty (221–206). It spans more than 1,800 years and includes three
different historical periods, Xia (2070 B.C.–1600 B.C), Shang (1600 B.C.–1046 B.C.), and Zhou dynasties
(1046 B.C.–221 B.C.), during which the Xia-Shang dynasties’ inscriptions on oracle bones and the
Shang-Zhou dynasties’ bronze wares are examples of the splendid civilization the intelligent and
hardworking ancient Chinese people built during this time. These cultural relics later serve as
historical markers for the ancient Chinese civilization (Retrieved on 14 Oct. 2010 from: https://
ezinearticles.com/?Pre-Qin-Period-in-History-of-China&id=7107054.).
2 This is about correcting names for things so that they accurately reflect what they are, corre-
spondingnamewith reality. A thing’s qualities and relationships to other things are determined by its
name which is what is used to refer to a thing. The term “reality” refers to the entity or object that its
name denotes. An object’s name should accurately reflect its nature. In actuality, however, name and
reality seldom correspond. To address this issue, the name of a thing should not exceed the nature of
the object; in a similar vein, the reality that is being referred to by the namemust not extend beyond
the scope that the term suggests. In order to preserve the social order established by names, the
“rectification of names” plays a crucial role. Diverse schools of thought concur on the importance of
correcting names, but they disagree on the precise meanings of the names to be corrected (Retrieved
on 14 Oct. 2010 from: https://www.chinesethought.cn/EN/shuyu_show.aspx?shuyu_id=3526).
3 The names that can be named are not unvarying names, and theway thatmay be described is not a
constant. Heaven and Earth both originated from the Nameless; The Named is nothingmore than the
mother who raises the ten thousand different animals, each in accordance with its own type.
4 It means that expecting the reality to correspond to the name. During theWarring States period, it
is a school centered on debating the issue of names (calls Ming in Chinese philosophy) and reality
(Shi in Chinese philosophy).
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During this period, philosophers such as Ludwig Wittgenstein (1889–1951), John L.
Austin (1911–1960), John R. Searle (1932–), H. Paul Grice (1913–1988), and Herbert Paul
(1913–1988) used language analysis to address the philosophical issues. The second
turn occurred in the first half of the twentieth century and is known as the “prag-
matic turn”. Its occurrence is a consequence of linguistic philosophy. During this
time, linguists used the concepts of Wittgenstein, Austin, Searle, Grice, Peirce, and
Charles Morris (1901–1979) to tackle language issues, establishing the first real dia-
logue between language and philosophy. When cognitive science and cognitive
psychology were employed to tackle pragmatic difficulties, pragmatics saw the other
turn, being named “cognitive turn” as the third turn of language philosophy. The
pragmatic turn is specifically influenced by the three dimensions of semiosis pro-
posed by Morris in 1938, in which Morris’s semiotic thoughts run through the
beginning of pragmatic turn to the ensuing cognitive turn in the late 1970s. Cognitive
turn centered on Grice’s theory of meaning and communication, i.e., the speaker’s
intention, which forms the basis of pragmatic concepts. We begin to sort out the
historical vagaries of development of pragmatics from the perspectives of philoso-
phy as its theoretical basis and semiotics as its researchmethodology, so as to identify
the specific theoretical origin, conceptual intension, research objects and research
methods of pragmatics.

2.1 Pragmatics with the linguistic theoretical foundations

It is widely accepted that the origin of the term “pragmatics”may be traced back to
the three dimensions of semiosis established in Morris’s essay “Foundations of the
theory of signs” in 1938, namely syntactics, semantics, and pragmatics. To explain
why “pragmatics” is categorized as a branch of linguistics, we must revisit the
content, object, and scope of pragmatic study within the framework of its linguistic
theory. It is notable that Peirce has long pointed out that the word “pragmatics” is
derived from the Greek “pragmatikós”, signifying a clear and definite relationship
between human purposes. The inclusion of Pragmatics within the field of linguistics
is based on the ideas of linguistic framework, which derive from Saussure’s dualism
of signs, i.e., the theory of the relationship between signifier and signified, with
structuralism as its philosophical foundation. In linguistics, language has its own
laws, and the relationship between signifier and signified is essentially arbitrary and
not subject to human logic. In this sense, pragmatics is by definition the science of
language use, which is confined to a narrower register in the category of language.
However, Morris’s proposal of pragmatics as one of the dimensions of semiosis aims
to establish an all-encompassing general semiotics as his initial purpose. Therefore,
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pragmatics, as one of the dimensions of semiosis, is a general pragmatics relevant to
the usage of all signs, not confined to the category of language as one of signs.Wemay
refer to pragmatics grounded on linguistic theory as “linguistic pragmatics”. It is
within the linguistic theoretical context that Pragmatics is thus considered a
branch of linguistics in this appellation. From the perspective of disciplinary history,
“Linguistic pragmatics” as a discipline not only carries the rational intension of a
discipline, but also possesses the information of the historical development of the
discipline (Jia 2019: 75), which has obvious language characteristics, and its research
scope is naturally restricted to the level of speech acts. Linguistic pragmatics is
concerned with the forms of language expression in relation to utterances in a
specific context. Therefore, “linguistic pragmatics” belongs to the category of
“descriptive pragmatics”, which does not include “formal pragmatics”, in terms of
the research contents and objectives. The implications of the 1983 book Pragmatics
by Levinson reinforce this assertion. The book presents the five components of
pragmatic study, including “indexicals” or “deixis”, the distinction between which
is that “indexicals” is a philosophical and logical notion, but “deixis” is a linguistic
concept; Conversational implicature, which relates to illocutionary meaning;
Presupposition, which indicates the common knowledge or common ground
(Peirce’s term) between the speaker and the hearer in communication; Speech act,
the fundamental unit of verbal communication, which is not words and phrases, but
the performance of certain actions, including locutionary act, illocutionary act, and
perlocutionary act; conversational structure, which refers to the structure of
communication at the level of language users. The fundamental unit is turn-taking,
which includes presequence, speech sequence, parenthesis sequence, and correction
sequence, among others. From the analysis of the five aforementioned research
aspects, it is easy to deduce that the contents of pragmatic research listed by Levinson
are restricted to the verbal dimension, which belongs to the category of descriptive
pragmatics, and that its research methodology is the code mode of descriptive
pragmatics. Thus, the research content of “linguistic pragmatics” study is primarily
“language meaning” research. Whether it’s conversational structure, presumption,
deixis, or speech actions, it’s for the effectiveness of communication. In order to
accomplish comprehension and transmission of meaning, utterance meaning is
effectively conveyed in the turn-taking between the speaker and the hearer. The
disciplinary intension of “linguistic pragmatics” in the linguistic dimension seems to
be narrower than that of Morris’s proposal of “general pragmatics”. Taking the
speech in a specific context as the research object, with a focus on the forms of
language expression, is the tradition of the Saussurean school of linguistics, in terms
of origin.
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2.2 Morris’s pragmatics as the real origin of pragmatics

If “linguistic pragmatics” is essentially concerned with the appropriateness of
particular communicative actions and their utterance usage in context, then
“pragmatics” as developed byMorris emphasizes a broader perspective onmeaning.
Morris focuses on the general meaning of semiotics, i.e., his research is not confined
to the pragmatic research at the levels of speech and specific contexts. His “prag-
matic” research focuses on the relationship between signs and sign users
(Morris 1938: 6), indicating the general pragmatic system involving the signs used in
the process of communication (verbal or nonverbal signs, tangible or intangible
signs), with no distinctiveness ofmorphological structure (Jia 2019: 269). He prefers to
characterize semiotics as an axiomatic system, which has an initial form of
expression as “X accepts A”.

Linguistic pragmatics focuses on the content of descriptive pragmatics, i.e., the
application of language in specific context, whereas Morris’s pragmatics embraces
the representation of the biological level of semiosis, i.e., the representation of the
psychological, biological and sociological phenomena in the signifying process
(Jia 2019: 80). Morris’ pragmatics comprises the research contents and objects of
formal pragmatics, descriptive pragmatics, and even applied pragmatics, and its
research scope encompasses all references to “linguistic pragmatics”. Grounded on
pragmatism as one of its philosophical fundamentals, Morris’s pragmatics studies
the relationship between signs and sign users. Therefore, pragmatics here belongs to
Peircean tradition from the source.

Pragmatics is closely related to William James (1842–1910) and Charles Peirce
(1839–1914). The former points out the practicability of pragmatics, while the latter
regards pragmatics as an experimental, empirical, and purposeful thought under the
influence of Kant’s pragmatism (Jia 2019: 293). Pragmatics is also often associated
with the Greek “prăgma” with the meaning of “action”, “guidance”, or “utility”
(Bublitz and Hübler 2007). Actually, pragmatics is inseparable from the core of
pragmatism. Pragmatism, especially the theory of pragmaticism, could be regarded
as the parental source of pragmatics. As early as the 1870s, when Peirce founded
pragmatism, he made it abundantly apparent that pragmatism was a philosophy
that investigated the relationship between people’s thoughts and their language
expressions in their acts. Therefore, pragmatic maxim established by Pierce is a
method of “belief fixation” and “concepts clarification” per se. As a result of the
intimate relationship between human behavior and the use of language, pragmatism
is inescapable in the process of ideas clarification. Accordingly, pragmatism as a
methodology consists of two primary theoretical components: one is the theory of
“acts” and the other is the theory of “meaning”. Actually, it is inferred in the practical
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study of pragmatism with two major problems: The first is the object in our minds,
which is related to the external world by virtue of our acts and activities; the second
is the relationship between the meaning of our ideas, signs and human minds, acts.
The former emphasizes the relationship between acts, ideas, and the external world;
The latter focuses on revealing the relationship between linguistic signs and the
ideas and acts of their users, i.e., the linguistic semiotics of pragmatism (Pragmatics),
short for “linguistic pragmatics” (Kha 2017: ii). Grounded on the logicism, pragma-
tism and behaviorism in Pierce’s thought, pragmatics focuses on the pragmatical
dimension of the signifying process of signs. Consequently, pragmatics based on logic
also analyzes human communicative language; its central focus is the human
thinking concealed in the forms of language expression, with sentences serving as an
example of exposing their true value. The formalized system pursued by pragmatics
is excluded by linguists.

The proposal of Morris’s pragmatics is actually an extension of Pierce’s prag-
matic thought. Morris’s semiotic trichotomy grounded on logic positivism, empiri-
cism and pragmatism is inseparable from the influence of Pierce’s trichotomy of the
theory of signs, but Pierce’s semiotic triads cover a broader field: (1) speculative
(or formal) grammar, (2) logic, and (3) pure, formal, or speculative rhetoric. Specu-
lative grammar is the predecessor of Morris’s syntactics, which studies the rela-
tionship among signs themselves and explores “the general conditions for signs
being signs” (CP 1.444). It is “the general theory of the nature and meanings of signs,
whether they be icons, indices, or symbols” (CP 1.191); Logical ontology is the second
subfield of semiotics and the originator of Morris’s semantics, which includes lin-
guistic semantics. According to Peirce, semantics is concerned with the connection
between signs and their objects. “It is the science of what is quasi-necessarily true of
the representamina of any scientific intelligence in order that they may hold good of
any object, that is, may be true. Or say, it is the formal science of the conditions of the
truth of representations” (CP 2.229). Speculative rhetoric is the antecedent ofMorris’s
pragmatics and the originator of linguistic pragmatics, which investigates the
interaction between signs, sign-makers, and interpreters, as well as the effects
produced by signs in semiosis with the man. “It is the doctrine of the general con-
ditions of the reference of Symbols and other Signs to the Interpretants which they
aim to determine […]” (CP 2.93). Speculative rhetoric, also of the laws of the evolution
of thought, is “[…] the study of the necessary conditions of the transmission of
meaning by signs from mind to mind, and from one state of mind to another, […]”
(CP 1.444). Speculative rhetoric seems to covermore thanMorris’ pragmatics. Firstly,
it studies how signs “change from one state of mind to another”, which means that
pragmatics as one of three branches of semiotics studies not only signs in commu-
nication, but also signs in mind that have not been communicated to any other
interpreter. Secondly, speculative rhetoric is also regarded as “a rhetoric of fine art”,
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“a rhetoric of practical persuasion”, “a rhetoric of science” (EP 2.329). Therefore, from
the perspective of semiotics, the intension and nature of Peirce’s pragmatics seems to
be broader than that of linguistic pragmatics, which is precisely why Morris has
always been committed to the study of Semiotics: to determine the theories of
“general semiotics and its branches”.

In this case, the conceptual properties and research scope of Peirce and Morris’
pragmatics exceed those of “linguistic pragmatics”. Morris and Peirce’s pragmatic
philosophy tends to include the theoretical tendency of contemporary pragmatics
that academic circles are concerned with. As semiotic theory is more abstract and
less popular than linguistic theory, which makes the “linguistic pragmatics” more
popular and acceptable, so that many scholars take for granted that Austin’s
“pragmatic thought” with apparent linguistic characteristics is the origin of prag-
matics, despite the fact that linguistic pragmatics is actually confined to the signs at
the level of verbal communication. The pragmatics of Peirce and Morris is seldom
concerned and investigated by semiotics specialists.

2.3 Peirce’s pragmaticism as the parental source of pragmatics

The term pragmatics can be traced back to the work of American semiotician and
behaviorist CharlesMorris and his distinction between three dimensions of semiosis:
Syntactics, semantics, and pragmatics. Since pragmatics as a linguistic discipline is
established, ordinary language philosophers and speech act theorists, such as
Ludwig Wittgenstein, John L. Austin (1911–1960), John R. Searle (1932–), and
H. Paul Grice (1913–1988) are considered to have laid the groundwork for pragmatics.
This assertion, however, does not adequately address the philosophical foundations
and parental source of pragmatics. Despite the fact that Peirce and Morris’s prag-
matics overlaps with “linguistic pragmatics” in terms of the meaning and usage of
speech acts and language signs, the name “pragmatics” has philosophical signifi-
cance and semiotic characteristics. Pragmatists such as Austin, Searle, Grice, etc.,
define pragmatics primarily from the discipline of linguistics, whereas Peirce and
Morris interpret pragmatics based on the philosophy of logic positivism, empiricism,
and pragmatism, connecting closely with semiotics, as well as analytical philosophy
as its development in the post-semiotic period. As such, the term “pragmatics” is
conducive to highlight the significance of semiotic accomplishments of Peirce, James,
Dewey, Mead, etc. In addition, as a particular semiotic academic term, “pragmatics”
must set its own norms and rules. It is vital to differentiate between the terms
“pragmatical” and “pragmatic” when discussing the science of the interaction
between relevant signs and their interpreters. Consequently, the majority of sym-
bols, like their interpreters, are composed of living organism, allowing pragmatics to
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correctly represent the object. Pragmatics can represent the biological level of the
semiosis, i.e., the psychological, biological and sociological phenomena in the
function of sign reference. Pragmatics also has its pure theoretical and descriptive
aspects. The former derives from the pragmatic feature of semiosis, whereas the
latter relates to the use of language in certain contexts. The scope of “pragmatical”
is, accordingly, broader than that of “pragmatics”, as Peirce’s pragmatism is more
closely related to the category of “pragmatic”, as demonstrated by the definition of the
relationship between signs and their sign users in Morris’s proposal of pragmatical
dimension of semiosis. The acknowledged term “pragmatics” seems to be more
congruent with Peirce’s pragmaticism in terms of their research boundaries. For
further expounding the distinction between “pragmatical” and “pragmatic”, it is
necessary to make clear the substantial distinction between the two terms “prag-
matism” and “pragmaticism”. The term “Pragmatical” is based on “pragmatism” of
James et al., whereas the term “Pragmatic” is the product of “the ugly word prag-
maticism” created by Pierce, with pragmaticism as its foundation. Fundamentally,
Peirce’s pragmaticism differs subtly from the pragmatism of James, Dewey, etc. As
Pierce’s word ‘pragmatism’ is “[…] abused in the merciless way that words have to
expect when they fall into literary clutches” (CP 5.414), it inevitably results in “the
degradation of pragmatism to behaviorism” (Nadin 1993: 219). In 1905, Peirce replaced
the word “pragmatism” with the neologism “pragmaticism”. Pierce commented that
this is a word “ugly enough to be safe from being kidnapped” (CP 5.414). Although the
appellation has been changed, its theoretical essence and intension have not
fundamentally been changed, but their emphasis is different. The “pragmaticism” of
Peirce emphasizes on the connection between human experience and action, from
which it derives themeaning of action. At the semiotic dimension, it is advocated that
the intension and extension of terms and concepts originate from the trichotomy of
theory of signs: sign-object-interpretant (Jia 2019: 83). Albeit, the nature and intension
of Peirce’s pragmatism are not substantially different from those of his replaced
neologism “pragmaticism”, but they are different from the pragmatism developed by
pragmatists as James and Dewey in the same period. James’s and others’ perspectives
increasingly diverge from Pierce’s pragmatism, which is a one-sided misrepresen-
tation of pragmatism as a way for people to achieve effects. The initiating intention of
Pierce’s partial pragmatic thinking has been weakened and neglected, as seen by
James’s “absolute empiricism” and Dewey’s “Instrumentalism”, which specifically
diminish the notion of “effects” in Pierce’s pragmatic theory, i.e., the “meaning” in the
Pragmatic Maxim. Therefore, pragmatism’s bounds are broader than those of
Peirce’s pragmaticism. In conclusion, the word “pragmatical” corresponds to the
“pragmatism” of James, Dewey, etc., while the research object, scope, and nature of
pragmatics are consistent with those of Peirce’s pragmaticism and its Pragmatic
Maxim, all of which are concerned with the study of “meaning” and “effect”.
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3 Pragmatism, pragmaticism and pragmatics

James and Dewey have adopted and developed pragmatism since its founding by
Pierce in the 1870s. The primary objective of pragmatism is not to solve the “meta-
physical issue” pertaining to what the nature of the world is. It defends the philo-
sophical concepts of the precedence of “action and effects” on the foundation of
Pierce’s habitual thinking approach, which was cultivated and developed in the
laboratory over a lengthy period of time. As a methodology, pragmatism is distin-
guished by the fact that the notions it generates and derives are grounded in ordinary
life and behavior. Thereby, it can be generalized that pragmatism focuses on expe-
rience and behavior. This term, “pragmatism”, was invented by Peirce to describe his
pragmatic philosophy, “a conception, that is, the rational purport of a word or other
expression, lies exclusively in its conceivable bearing upon the conduct of life; so
that, since obviously nothing that might not result from experiment can have any
direct bearing upon conduct, if one can define accurately all the conceivable
experimental phenomena which the affirmation or denial of a concept could imply,
one will have therein a complete definition of the concept, and there is absolutely
nothingmore in it” (CP 5.412). Later, James andDewey adopted and extended Peirce’s
pragmatism, but in the process, the pragmatism of James and others increasingly
diverged from Peirce’s purport of pragmatism, resulting in the emergence of a
diversified degree of pragmatism after Peirce (Murphy, 1990). The unification of
belief, sign, and action, which is favorable to producing a pragmatic construction, is
at the heart of Pierce’s pragmatism. Belief, sign, action, and logic produce a unity
relationship in the execution of action and the use of language, which seems to be the
precise reason why Pierce’s philosophy has such a clear blend of pragmatism and
pragmatics. In Peirce’s 1905 essay “What Pragmatism Is”, many kinds of possible
tendencies in the development of pragmatic thought are the very key to the char-
acteristics of pragmatism itself and the study of the basic properties of Peirce’s
pragmatism and pragmatic thought. In conclusion, this article suggests a range of
complicated components inside the pragmatist thinking system and the potential for
their differentiation. Peirce’s pragmatism is primarily comprised of three elements:
First, the relationship between thought conceptions, beliefs, and actions; Second, the
relationship between thought actions and linguistic symbols. Third is the trans-
mission of thought and mediation of acts between the subjects of thinking and
actions. Peirce’s “sign” (derived fromGreek “sema”) may also be analyzed from three
other perspectives: first, the relationship between signs themselves; second, the
connection between signs and their objects; and third, the interaction between signs
and their interpreters. Such a concept of signs inevitably results in the coincidence of
pragmatism and pragmatic thought (Niu 2022: 85). However, James and others
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believes that the category of Peirce’s pragmatism is too restrictive, so they propose
the revised pragmatic maxim, “[T]he effective meaning of any philosophical prop-
osition can always be brought down to some particular consequence, in our future
practical experience, whether active or passive; the point lying rather in the fact that
the experiencemust be particular, than in the fact that it must be active” (James 1920:
412; cf. Jia 2019: 81). James broadens the scope of pragmatism and no longer confines
it to the investigation of the meaning of ideas and propositions; instead, he applies it
to all aspects of life. In reality, this has distinguished pragmaticism from pragmatism
in terms of their intension and nature. The inherent meanings of “pragmatism” and
“pragmaticism” in “pragmatics” seem to be awoken, and pragmatic thinking is
thereby fragmented into different dimensions. Accordingly, there is a divergence of
views between James’ psychology-based study on meaning and Peirce’s research on
experimental thought and behavior habits. James and Dewey only focus on the
meaning of ideas and propositions, advocate the truth, emphasize the “instrumen-
tality” of thinking, and attach much importance to the effect of action, with no
consideration of “language” as a mediator, which is what actually distinguishes
Peirce’s pragmatism frompragmaticism. Their conceptions ofmeaning have evolved
into amarrow style of thinking and doing that is hungry for rapid success and instant
gain. This is a methodology of utilitarian behavior with a strong purpose. This
divergence of views ismost evident in the evolution of James’s “absolute empiricism”

and Dewey’s “instrumentalism”.
It is important to emphasize the main differences between Peirce and James’

contrasting approaches to pragmatism in order to comprehend what makes Peirce’s
pragmaticism so unique and compelling. Although the pragmatic maxim serves as
a theory of meaning in Peirce’s works, it is converted into a theory of truth by
James’s application. Here is where Peirce and James most diverge from one another.
James’ core philosophical convictions are exposed in his concept of pragmatism,
which cannot be reduced to a singlemeaning criterion. Peirce and James differ on the
use of a pragmatic approach in philosophy. They all have diverse beliefs. It is well-
known that James’s philosophy is anti-intellectual. He is very doubtful that a solely
scientific and materialist view of the world and humanity’s purpose will address
all of humanity’smost urgent problems. The pragmatism of James has characteristics
with moral and theological views. For Peirce, especially in his later works, the
pragmatic maxim is the essential premise of his philosophical worldview, and he
views everything of philosophy as nested inside a scientific framework. Peirce
believed that philosophy, and the pragmatic maxim in particular, should remain in
close agreement with empirical study. The pragmatic maxim suggests that the best
locations to look for answers to the big philosophical concerns it raises are in the
fields of science and philosophy. James argues that pragmatism begins when our
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scientific explanations begin to break apart, in contrast to Peirce’s restriction of
pragmatism to the world of scientific senses. As a result of their divergent philo-
sophical and pragmatic worldviews, these two groups see pragmatism in quite
different ways. For Peirce, pragmatism is an underlying concept of logic. The maxim
is an analytical device that helps us crystallize our thoughts and bemore exact in our
reasoning. A philosophical stance, in James’s view, pragmatism is a philosophical
approach that shifts the focus away from science-based philosophy and instead
considers the effects of one’s beliefs and the choices people make. These divergent
worldviews give rise to some further philosophical differences that are worth
exploring. William James’ brand of pragmatism emphasizes the need of considering
how one’s own belief affects one’s own life and the lives of others. On the other hand,
Peirce’s pragmatism seems to take a more progressive attitude given its emphasis
on experience and the effects it has on persons. Peirce finds “practical upshots”
interesting not because of individual action and reaction but because of the for-
mation of habit across people and communities.

According to the above analysis on the difference between pragmatism and
pragmaticism, we can discover more clearly that the essence of pragmatics is more
inclined to Peirce’s pragmaticism, both of which focuses on the inquiry of meaning.
“Pragmatism and pragmatics are, thus, not ordinary bed-fellows” (Kasher 1981: 53).
In contrast to pragmatics, which is a subfield of the philosophico-linguistic inquiry
for an explanation of natural language, pragmatism is an all-encompassing school of
thought that takes on the classic philosophical issues from a new perspective.
However, semiotics is typically assumed to provide the missing connection between
pragmatism and pragmatics (Kasher 1981: 53). Pragmaticism is distinguished by its
belief that meaning and action are intricately intertwined, such that the nature of
meaning can be understood only by reference to action. This is because pragmatists
think that actions are the bestmeans throughwhich to grasp the essence ofmeaning.
The idea that actions have inherent significance lends credence to this school of
reasoning (Morris 1970: 17). Therefore, pragmatics may be traced back to the study of
behavioral semiotics. Pragmatics as an independent discipline, concerns with the
relationship between verbal and non-verbal signs and their sign users in a specific
context. Its major research objects are meaning and context. Albeit pragmatics is
coined from pragmaticism, its major research scopes are narrower than those in
pragmaticism which is the foundation of semiotics. Put in a nutshell, pragmaticism
attaches importance to all the practical and potential effects of the objects as signs
within the framework of the scientific experiments, which researches on all the
significances of signs involving verbal and non-verbal signs as well as tangible and
intangible signs.
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4 The analysis of the semiotic framework of
“pragmatics”

The origin, nature, intension and disciplinary classification of “Pragmatics” display
semiotic features. The assertion that “Pragmatics” is synonymouswith “pragmatical”
narrows down the scope of research object, reference and intension of “pragmatics”,
which is confined to the category of the research on language use. In truth, as early as
1983, the pragmatist Levinson proposed semiotics–how the study of the universality
of signs is recognized as the standard explanation of the basis of Linguistic Prag-
matics (Levinson 1983: 1–5). In contrast to modern Linguistic Pragmatics, Morris’s
“semiotics of science” (1938[1970]: 6) is both wide and restricted in its study focus.
This seems to be a paradoxical assertion, yet in terms of research scope, it is not
contradictory within itself substantially. In the broad sense, the research scope of
Morris’s “semiotics of science” is not confined to language communication alone, but
also “Semiotic has for its goal a general theory of signs in all their forms and man-
ifestations, whether in animals or men, whether normal or pathological, whether
linguistic or nonlinguistic, whether personal or social. Semiotic is thus an interdis-
ciplinary enterprise” (Morris 1964: 1). In other words, the senses of hearing, sight,
smell, touch, and taste may serve as signs. Morris’ conception of pragmatics
encompasses the language study of various disciplines, including “psycholinguistics,
sociolinguistics, neurolinguistics, etc.” (Levinson 1983: 2). In a narrow sense, Morris
investigates scientific semiotics within the context of biology-based behavioral sci-
ence, particularly the paradigms of logic positivism, psychology, and social behav-
iorism (Morris 1946: 80). According to Levinson, “within analytical philosophy, the
term pragmatics is subject to a successive narrowing of scope” (Levinson 1983: 2).
As Bar-Hillel claims that pragmatics is concerned with the indexical representation
of language usage (Bar-Hillel 1954: 359–374), Montague contends that pragmatics is
founded on the context theory of truth condition, which is based on intensional logic
(Montague 1970: 68–94). Carnap, influenced by these beliefs, restricts his pragmatic
research to the logical analysis of language use (Carnap 1975). In conclusion, Peirce’s
semiotics addresses pragmatic concepts in Linguistic Pragmatics, and Morris finally
determines the concept, intension, nature and significance of pragmatics. Pragmatics
as a term is coined with the reference to Peirce’s “pragmatism” and “pragmaticism”.
The word “pragmatic” has a Latin root “pragma-” which means “act and do”. In the
broad sense, pragmatics refers to the study of the meaning produced by human
purposeful behavior. In terms of disciplinary history, Peirce’s “pragmaticism” is the
parental source of “pragmatics”, that is, “pragmatics” is “pragmaticism” to some
extent, but the scope covered by “pragmaticism” is broader and more general than
“pragmatics”.
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5 Meaning in pragmatics and semiotics

Peirce’s semiotics is related to Linguistic Pragmatics, involving the relationship
between semantics and pragmatics and their respective scopes, the distinctions
between the speaker, the hearer and the meaning of the utterance, the deixis and
indexicality in language, and the speech act theory. Even the idea of pragmatics has
its origin in Peirce’s works. In reality, pragmatics relies on the ideas of “meaning”
and “context”, which correspond to Peirce’s conceptions of “interpretant” and
“common ground”, respectively. The meaning and reference of “pragmatics” are
closely related to the meaning and indices of Peirce’s semiotics. Comparing the
nature and intension of pragmatics and semiotics with pragmaticism as one of its
philosophical foundations, the research object, content, and boundary of “prag-
matics” appear to be included in the study of semiotics, i.e., the scope of reference,
research object, and nature of pragmatics are more in line with Peirce’s “Pragmatic
Maxim” and his study on “meaning” and “acts” from a semiotics perspective.

5.1 Pragmatics in Anglo-American analytical philosophy

According to pragmatics in Anglo-American analytical philosophy, pragmatics is
derived from Morris’s semiotic theory. Morris divides semiotics into three distinct
branches: Syntactics is the study of the relationship between signs; Semantics studies
the relationship between signs to their objects; Pragmatics studies the relations
between signs and their sign users. In other words, pragmatics is a linguistic disci-
pline, but has its origin of semiotic. More specifically, pragmatics is a linguistic
discipline juxtaposed with language sciences like syntax, semantics, phonetics,
phonology and sociolinguistics. Context andmeaning are two essential ideas that are
crucial to Pragmatics. Pragmatic study focuses on the meaning of the speaker’s
intention, i.e., the meaning not covered in semiotics. Pragmatics does not investigate
the static meaning that only exists in words and phrases, but rather the context-
specific meaning of actions. The two types of meaning distinguished by linguistics
are sentence meaning and utterance meaning. Given that the same phrase might
have distinct meanings or have different communication roles in different settings,
utterance meaning is emphasized in pragmatic study. As such, the meaning in
pragmatics as one of linguistic disciplines has its origin in Peirce’s focus onmeaning.
One of the main purposes of pragmatism is to avoid of the dualism between thought
and action (Colapietro 1992: 430). Peirce describes the specific application of this
“Pragmatic Maxim” as “Pragmatism is the principle that every theoretical judgment
expressible in a sentence in the indicativemood is a confused form of thought whose
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only meaning, if it has any, lies in its tendency to enforce a corresponding practical
maxim expressible as a conditional sentence having its apodosis in the imperative
mood” (CP 5.18). Parret believes that pragmatism has three main implications for
Linguistic Pragmatics, “the ‘pragmatic attitude’ is characterized by three features:
meaning is context-bound, rationality is discourse-bound, signifying should be seen
as understanding. Therefore, the ‘pragmatic attitude’ is inspired by pragmatism”

(Parret 1983: 3). The enlightenment of Linguistic Pragmatics from the traditional
thought of pragmatism is the importance of the effect of language on human
behavior. The normalized communicative method is one of the foundations shared
by Peirce’s semiotics and language pragmatics. Pierce’s contribution to Linguistic
Pragmatics is often credited to Searle’s “expression principle”. Searle expresses that
“this principle by saying that for any meaning X and any speaker S whenever
S means (intends to convey, wishes to communicate in an utterance, etc.) X then it is
possible that there is some expression E such that E is an exact expression of or
formulation of X” (Searle 1969: 20). However, Peirce defines the “expression princi-
ple”more simply and earlier than Searle. i.e., “for thought and expression are really
one” (CP 1.349). Searle points out that “meaning is more than a matter of intention, it
is also at least sometimes a matter of convention” (Searle 1969: 45). Conversational
implicature is thus grounded on the assumption of the difference between meaning
and expression per se.

5.2 Peirce’s pragmatic theory of meaning

The meaning of a concept is not determined by the meaning it reflects, but by the
effect it has on action, according to Peirce’s meaning theory of pragmatism. This
concept is connected to Austin and Searle’s speech act theory since they proposed the
speech act triads: Locutionary actions, illocutionary acts, and perlocutionary acts.
Perlocutionary acts are the effects caused by speech. Peirce’s theory of meaning is,
therefore, pragmatic throughout (cf. Hilpinen 1995: 297). Meaning is the idea which
the sign “attaches to its object” (CP 5.6), but not all the signs havemeanings inherently
andmeanings are not inherent priori in the signs;meanings can only be revealed and
produced in the process of semiosis (Pape 1996: 308).Words only havemeaning “in so
far as we are able tomake use of it in communicating our knowledge to others and in
getting at the knowledge that these others seek to communicate to us” (CP 8.176).
Therefore, no “semantic” or “conventional” meaning can be found in Pierce’s
assumptions. According to the Pragmatic Maxim, the meaning of an utterance is
disclosed not only by its process of interpretation, but also by its actions and habits as
its effects or consequences. In one of his late definitions, Peirce sumsup “themeaning
of any [assertion] is the meaning of the composite of all the propositions which that

68 Niu



[assertion] would under all circumstances empower the interpreter to scribe” (MS5

280; cf. Pietarinen 2005: 1769; cf. Nöth 2011: 188). As utterances have no intrinsic
meaning apart from their employment in speech actions, Peircemakes no distinction
between utterance and speaker meaning. In addition, he distinguishes many other
kinds of meanings. Some aspects of meaning are connected to the object of the sign,
as the sign presupposes the collateral knowledge of its object and the common
ground of knowledge shared by the speaker and the listener. Other analysis of the
kinds of meanings related to the interpretant and the effect of the meaning created
by signs could be available in “Reflections on the role of the communicative sign in
semeiotic” of Bergman (2000: 234 for both). In the above-discussed theory of inter-
pretant, we find that the intentional interpretant as a term in Peirce’s semiotics
corresponds to the speaker’s meaning in Linguistic Pragmatics, while the effective
interpretant as a term corresponds to the Grice’s listener’s meaning in linguistic
pragmatics; however, Peirce distinguishes other types of interpretants (cf. Johansen
2002: 48). His immediate interpretant which is the interpretant as it is revealed in the
right understanding of the Sign itself, and is ordinarily called themeaning of the sign
(CP 4.536), i.e., the meaning indicated by a sign that is interpreted before itself, is
closer to Searle’s conventional meaning, but the interpretant is not always the
meaning of a sign in the linguistic sense. Pierce also recognizes the potential of
discrepancies between utterance and its meaning, as described in Linguistic Prag-
matics, but his assertions about how to communicate meaning in the interaction
between the speaker and the interpreter are based on alternative premises.
According to Searle, meaning is not determined by rules, conventions and speaker’s
intention, but by habits, common ground and the collateral experience of the objects
of signs (1969: 43–45). Meaning is not only vague by exception, but it is essentially
vague (Nöth and Santaella 2009, cf. Nöth 2011: 189). Themeaning of language is vague
to some extent because of the properties of generality and vagueness in words.
Provided that the emotion, desire, and inner conflict are given consideration
between the speaker and the listener while they are communicating, the meaning
of words is to be much vaguer, specifically, more proliferated or more degenerative.
For instance, emotions are never definite and distinct entities; theymust be nebulous
and can only be conveyed and explained via allusions, conjecture, intuition, and
communicative negotiation. Therefore, “no communication of one person to another
can be entirely definite, i.e., non-vague. […]Wherever degree or any other possibility
of continuous variation subsists, absolute precision is impossible. Much else must be
vague, because no man’s interpretation of words is based on exactly the same
experience as any other man’s. Even in our most intellectual conceptions, the more
we strive to be precise, themore unattainable precision seems” (CP 5.506). Vagueness

5 MS refers to Peirce (1979).
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and generality are the two main causes of indeterminacy in conversation. This
vagueness will not only lead to misunderstanding and even communicative failure.
However, indeterminate signs are the source of creativity of interpreters and
speakers. The interpreter must use his own imagination to determine the meaning
symbolized by vague or general signs. This is also the source and drive of semiosis
ad infinitum aswell as the growth of signs. The nature of interpretant is the extension
and effect of illocutionary force caused by linguistic vagueness in the linguistic
pragmatic field, as the interpretation of the hearer is differentiated in accordance
with his evaluation of the words sent by the speaker, which have been processed in
his mind as a sign, so as to be further interpreted as a new sign of another round of
semiosis, ad infinitum.

In addition, the hearer integrates the words as signs supplied by the speaker
with his own unique knowledge system to discern the ambiguous meaning of words.
The speaker who utilizes ambiguous signs might indicate the meaning of his utter-
ances without being held accountable for his remarks. Therefore, ambiguity not only
poses a threat to communication, but also challenges the imagination of the listener
in order to comprehend the intention of speakers. As Nöth comments that “Peirce
develops these ideas of the advantages and risks of taking and giving freedom of
semantic choice with an example of a generality and one of referential vagueness”
(Nöth 2011: 189).

5.3 The research contents in pragmatics

Both Linguistic Pragmatics and Peirce’s pragmatic theory are concerned with the
investigation of meaning. The study contents of linguistic pragmatics are concen-
trated on meaning and context, which correlates precisely to Peirce’s theories on
meaning and the notion of common ground or common knowledge, since context in
Pragmatics includes both linguistic and extra-linguistic information. The subsets of
linguistic knowledge are the mastery of language and the comprehension of lan-
guage communication. Background knowledge (encyclopedic knowledge, social
norms and conversation rules of a specific culture), situational knowledge
(communication time, communication theme, communication formality, and the
relationship between communication participants), and common knowledge are
subcategories of extralinguistic knowledge. As Pietarinen argues that “many of the
pragmatic notions that are commonly attributed to H. P. Grice, or are reported to be
inspired by his work on pragmatics, such as assertion, conventional implicature,
cooperation, common ground, common knowledge, presuppositions and conversa-
tional strategies, have their origins in C. S. Peirce’s theory of signs and his pragmatic
logic and philosophy. Both Grice and Peirce rooted their theories in normative
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rationality, anti-psychologism, and the relevance of assertions. With respect to the
post-Gricean era of pragmatics, theories of relevance may be seen to have been
geared, albeit unconsciously, upon Peirce’s pragmatic agenda” (Pietarinen 2004:295).
Accordingly, Pietarinen generalizes explicitly the study topics in modern pragmatics
that derive from Peirce’s theory of signs and his pragmatic concept.

The term “deixis” refers to the study of the relationship between language and
context, including personal, temporal, and spatial deixis.

The concept of “conversational implicature” presents the Gricean cooperative
principle and its four maxims. It assumes that the objective of human communica-
tion is to developmutual understanding, which requires cooperation. Even though it
violates the cooperativemaxims outwardly, it still has the desire to cooperate. At this
time, it is necessary to deduce the discourse violating the maxims according to the
context so as to discover the meaning indicated in it.

As with conversational implicature, “Presupposition” is an activity of pragmatic
inference that infers the prerequisites of utterances based on the meanings involved
in the real language structures by examining logical concepts, semantics, and
context, etc. The fundamental premise of speech act theory is that “words imply
action”. Speech Act Theory was established by Austin in 1962, and then developed by
Searle, resulting in the formation of the triads of speech acts as “locutionary act”,
“illocutionary act” and “perlocutionary act”. Speech Act Theory describes and eval-
uates the indirect speech acts in language communication by means of reasoning.
Two dimensions are used in the examination of conversational structure: the local
framework and the integral structure. The local framework consists of turn-taking
and the composition of adjacent pairs, among other elements. The integral structure
refers to the composition of a conversation activity, including the beginning,
development, and ending of the conversation. The investigation of the integral
structure is static. In the 1990s, conversational research transitioned into a dynamic
state pertaining to the purposes of interlocutors, the devices and methods used to
attain those purposes, and the interaction between the two interlocutors in
conversational activities. Therefore, it is straightforward to conclude that “conver-
sational implicature” and “linguistic conduct” are the primary subjects of investi-
gation in Pragmatics based on Anglo-American analytic philosophy. The primary
study method is logical reasoning, which is the individual behavior of language
users, and the context of reasoning is the actual context of individuals.

5.4 Peirce’s semiotics as the parental source of pragmatics

It is not by chance that pragmatics exists as a distinct field of study; rather, it is the
history and evolution of its growth that propels pragmatics toward progressive
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perfection and prosperity from the “wastebasket”, to which its theoretical origins
make a vital contribution. Pragmatics has its parental source in Peirce’s semiotics
grounded on pragmaticism. In his essay titled “Charles Sanders Peirce, Pathfinder in
Linguistics”, Winfried Nöth, a famous semiotician and the author of the authority of
semiotic works named Handbook of Semiotics (1990), wrote:

“Peirce’s contributions to linguistic pragmatics have so far remained largely unexplored
(Pape 1996: 316). Long before Austin and Searle, Peirce studied speech acts and their conse-
quences for the speaker and hearer (cf. Brock 1981; Martens 1981). He shows, e.g., in how far
“taking an oath […] is notmere saying, but is doing” (CP 5.546) and that “to assert a proposition is
to make oneself responsible for it” (CP 5.543), whereas “conventional utterances, such as ‘I am
perfectly delighted to see you’” are speech acts “upon whose falsehood no topics punishment at
all is visited” (CP 5.546). The consequences of lying, denying, or judging, the strategies of
questioning, commanding, or teaching, the pragmatic characteristics of fiction, and the stra-
tegies of dialogic communication are other topics of Peirce’s studies in the theory of speech acts
which deserve closer linguistic study” (Hilpinen 1995; Thibaud 1997; Nöth 2000: 9–10).

In fact, with the exception of Peirce’s notion of the meaning of effects, the other
three components are intimately connected to pragmatics. The first aspect pertains
the things as the effects of empiricism; the starting point of Pierce’s theory is
comparable to subjective empiricism. He denied the objective existence of the
material world. He argues that “things are effects”, which, in essence, is identical to
the classic subjective empiricism emphasizing the whole external universe and the
human cognitive process. Peirce’s modes of signs significantly reflect his beliefs on
objects and consequences. A sign consists of its representamen, object, and inter-
pretant. In the process of human cognition, the representamen does not fully
represent the meaning of the object (the objective world). The meaning is obtained
by means of interpretation from human, i.e., the judgement of subjective experi-
ences of human. This idea is also brought into play in the field of pragmatics,
specifically, in the information communication; meaning is determined by the
relationship between the sign and its users involving the addresser and addressee.
Peirce provided a pragmatic explanation of the nature of meaning (cf. Gentry 1952;
Alston 1956: 82–85) when he described the interpretant as “the proper significate
outcome” or “effect of the sign” (CP 5.474–475), or as “something created in the
Mind of the Interpreter” (CP 8.179). Peirce characterized the interpretant as a sign
in line with his theory of thought as a sign and his view of interpretation as a
process of semiosis. He defined interpretant that “A sign addresses somebody, that
is, creates in the mind of that person an equivalent sign, or perhaps a more
developed sign. That sign which it creates I call the interpretant of the first sign”
(CP 2.228). In other words, the meaning expressed by the addresser is the outcome
of the interpretation (interpretant) of the addressee, and the logical reasoning of
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the addresser’s utterances from the addresser in a particular context, which is the
most essential theoretical foundation of pragmatics. The second aspect is his bio-
logical behaviorism. Pierce equates human cognition and action with the instinctive
activity of biological adaptation to the environment. The belief of human action is
not built on the recognition of objective laws and inevitability; rather, it is only a
biological instinct. Biological behaviorism is the most significant aspect of Morris’s
philosophy. He developed the idea of biological behaviorism, which is related to
Austin and Searle’s speech act theory per se since they promote “doing things with
words” and think that using language is a kind of action and speech is acts. This
concept is also related to the functionalism of language, as it is to perform a social
function if the action is connected to human social life. The third aspect is on his
theory of modern logic. In Pierce’s view, Semiotics “extends logic”. In a sense, logic
is just an alias of semiotics. Sign activity (the process of sign generation) is the
application of his logic. Peirce divides the signs into the firstness, the secondness
and the thirdness. This kind of classification is actually the sign process (the process
of sign generation). Each stage is a sign from representamen to object, and then to
interpretant. The representamen signifies the object, but it does not fully represent
the meaning of the object. This referential relationship has to be interpreted so as
to determine the actual meaning indicated in the sign. Peirce’s theory of infinite
semiosis, in which an interpretant derives its meaning not from itself, but from
what it is not, i.e., from another interpretant, and so on ad infinitum (CP 2.303).
Thereby, interpretation is to make logical reasoning. As such, Peirce’s notion of
infinite semiosis is the methodology of pragmatics. Conversational implicature
entails pragmatic inference on words that violate the cooperative principle based
on a given context in order to determine their inferred meaning. As with
conversational implicature, presupposition is also pragmatic inference. It deduces
the preconditions of utterances based on the meaning of the actual language
structure and logical concept, semantics and context. Speech acts theory explains
the indirect speech acts that often occur in language communication. The main
method of interpretation is also pragmatic reasoning. In general, Pragmatics
studies the relationship between meaning and context. Meaning is the result of the
addressee’s logical reasoning of the addresser’s words in accordance with a certain
context.

6 Conclusion

Morris formalized the word pragmatics in his article “Foundations of Theory of
Signs” (1938). Inspired by Peirce, he subdivided semiotic into the three fields of
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syntactics, semantics, and pragmatics, the proposal of pragmatics being Morris’s
most significant contribution to the theory of semiotics. The term pragmatics is
obviously proposed with the reference to Peirce’s term “pragmatism” and “prag-
maticism”. Morris’s triads of semiotics are actually the extension and specific
application of Peirce’s trichotomy of theory of signs. As a field of study, “pragmatics”
adheres to Pierce’s “pragmatic theory”, which has a larger scope than linguistic
pragmatic research. The intension, meaning, nature, and pertinent theories of
pragmatics, such as speech act theory, cooperative principle, relevance theory,
conversational implicature, face theory, reference, discourse analysis, and vague-
ness, which all reflect Peirce’s theories of semiotics and pragmaticism. The primary
research objective of pragmatics is consistent with that of Peirce’s pragmaticism,
both of which take the research on “meaning” as their research focus. Therefore,
pragmatics is the embodiment of the specific application of Peirce’s semiotics and
pragmaticism. Mr. Hu Zhuanglin argues that the theoretical framework of contem-
porary pragmatic is derived from Peirce’s semiotics with the foundation of his
pragmaticism. He argues that “Pragmatics is the application of pragmatics in signs in
the field of linguistics” (Hu 2013: 6–10). The “pragmatics” referred to by Mr. Hu in his
essay really refers to Morris’s “pragmatics”, and Morris’s semiotics, which was
heavily inspired by Pierce, is not confined to language signs but also includes verbal
and nonverbal signals, animal and biological signs, etc.

In sum, pragmatics originates from the semiotics of Peirce and Morris. In his
theory of signs, Peirce’s “interpretant” relates to pragmatics. It is consistent with
Morris’s suggestion that pragmatics is one of the three semiotic dimensions that
investigates the relationship between signs and sign users. Signs communicate their
meaning via the interpretation of their users. Pragmatics is a branch of linguistics.
Pragmatism, or pragmaticism, is the philosophical cornerstone of pragmatics. Its
primary methodology is based on logical reasoning. It investigates the relationship
between meaning and context, specifically the illocutionary meaning of speech
actions that are excluded in semantics. The study of language pragmatics focuses on
dynamic speech acts in which the meaning of language is directly associated with
human intention. Therefore, pragmatics offers opportunity for cognitive and
dynamic growth. Pragmatics has the trend of scientism of modern western philos-
ophy and Peirce’s semiotic system of scientific tendency. The sign users that prag-
matics refers to is biological individuals, not the members in the society; the context
that pragmatics refers to is an actual context of the sign users, not the social and
cultural context. Thereby, the application of Peirce and Morris’s pragmatic theory is
greatly confined to the field of humanities and social sciences. It is the so-called
“pragmatics in the broad sense advocated by the European continent” that remedies
this defect, which attempts to expand the research scope of pragmatics to the field of
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social culture. Nonetheless, this expansion of the research scope is contradictory to
the original objective of pragmatics, divorced from the tradition of pragmatics, and
incapable of using the fundamental theories and methodologies of pragmatics. Its
study focus encompasses “language in use” in its entirety. In fact, this is what
Saussure called the “parole” category. Peirce’s pragmatic theory refers to a broader
dimension beyond the social and cultural context, which is why scholars take it as a
given that pragmatics belongs to the linguistic field and prefer to accept and
comprehend pragmatics from the perspective of Saussure’s tradition, as Peirce’s
pragmatic theory refers to a broader dimension. In doing so, pragmatics will be
inevitably overlapped and confused with sociolinguistics, discourse analysis and
many other linguistic disciplines, which is not conducive to the research and
development of linguistic disciplines. The difficulty of pragmatic research lies not
only in “pragmatism (here, referring to pragmatics) has a variety of interpretations”,
but also in “the relationship between its historical views and methodology”, i.e., the
methodology of pragmatics advocated by some scholars is inconsistent with that of
traditional pragmatics. Substantially, pragmatics and cognitive linguistics are
homologous, as they both are the exertion of Peirce’s theory of “interpretant”. In the
three correlates of Peirce’s theory of signs, the representamen (sign) represents its
object, but it cannot completely represent the meaning of the object. The repre-
sentamen must be interpreted by sign users, i.e., after the interpretant has been
formed in order to convey the whole meaning. In other words, in the cognitive
process of sign use by humans, the representamen (sign) cannot completely repre-
sent the meaning of its object (objective reality); the sign user’s interpretation is
required to produce the full meaning. Therefore, different people interpret the same
sign differently, which is the theoretical foundation of cognitive linguistics. When
this concept is used to information transmission, the meaning stated by the speaker
must also be interpreted by the hearer in light of his context at a given moment in
order to comprehend the speaker’s true intention, which is the theoretical basis of
pragmatics. Incorporating the two disciplines for considerations may be conducive
to understanding the research scope of the two disciplines. The natural combination
of semiotics and pragmaticism enables us analyze “pragmatics” from the perspective
of semiotics, and clarify the historical and theoretical origin of “pragmatics” as an
independent discipline, from “wastebasket” to the prosperity of today, so as to be
conducive to predicting its future trend of development accurately. In conclusion, the
recognition of the nature, scope, andmethods of pragmatics from the perspectives of
the philosophical foundation of pragmatics and the source of semiotics could help
maximize the exercise of its benefits and the avoidance of diversions, thereby
resolving the problem that pragmatics cannot determine its definition and research
scope.

Semiotic development of pragmatics 75



Acknowledgements: This paper is regarded as one of the achievements of 2022
Guizhou Educational Science Planning Program in 2022, project number is 2022B033.

References

Alston, William P. 1956. Pragmatism and the theory of signs in Peirce. Philosophy and Phenomenological
Research 17. 7988.

Bar-Hillel, Yehoshua. 1954. Indexical expressions. Mind 63. 359–374.
Bergman, Mats. 2000. Reflections on the role of the communicative sign in semeiotic. Transactions of the

Charles S Peirce Society 36(2). 225–254.
Brock, Jarrett E. 1981. Peirce and Searle on assertion. In Ketner Kenneth L., Ransdell Joseph M.,

Eisele Carolyn, Max H. Fisch & Hardwick Charles S. (eds.), Proceedings of the C. S. Peirce Bicentennial
International Congress, vol. 23, 281–287. Lubbock: Texas Tech Press (=Graduate Studies Texas Tech
University.

Bublitz, Wolfram & Axel Hübler (eds.). 2007. Metapragmatics in use. Amsterdam: Benjamins.
Carnap, Rudolf. [1942/43],1975. Introduction to semantics and formalization of logic 2 vols. in 1. Cambridge:

Harvard University Press.
Colapietro, Vincent. 1992. Purpose, power, and agency. The Monist 75. 423–444.
Gentry, George. 1952. Habit and the logical interpretant. In Philip P. Wiener & Frederic H. Young (eds.),

Studies in the philosophy of Charles Sanders Peirce, 7590. Cambridge, Mass: Harvard Univ. Press.
He, Ziran. 1988. A survey of pragmatics. Changsha: Hunan Education Press.
He, Zhaoxiong. 1989. An introduction to pragmatics. Shanghai: Shanghai Foreign Language Education

Press.
Hilpinen, Risto. 1995. Peirce on language and reference. In Kenneth Laine Ketner (ed.), Peirce and

contemporary thought: Philosophical inquiries, 272–303. New York: Fordham University Press.
Hu, Zhuangling. 2013. The study of cognitive semiotics in China. Contemporary Language Studies 2. 6–10.
James, William. 1920. Collected essays and reviews. London: Longmans Green & Co.
Jia, Hongwei. 2019. Pragmaticism and translation semiotics. Soochow: Soochow University Press.
Jiang, Wangqi. 2000. Pragmatics: Theories and applications. Beijing: Beijing University Press.
Johansen, Jørgen Dines. 2002. Literary discourse: A semiotic-pragmatic approach to literature. Toronto:

University of Toronto Press.
Kasher, Asa. 1981. Pragmatics, semiotics and pragmatism. In A. Lange-Seidl (ed.), Zeichenkonstitution.

Akten des 2. Semiotischen kolloquiums regensburg 1978, 53–60. Berlin, Boston: De Gruyter.
Kha, Saen-Yang. 2017. Pragmatism and pragmatic. Shanghai: Shanghai Jiaotong University Press.
Leech, Geoffrey. N. 1983. Principles of pragmatics. London: Longman.
Levinson, Stephen C. 1983. Pragmatics. Cambridge: University Press.
Martens, Ekkehard. 1981. C. S. Peirce on speech acts. In Ketner Kenneth L., Ransdell Joseph M.,

Eisele Carolyn, Max H. Fisch & Hardwick Charles S. (eds.), Proceedings of the C. S. Peirce Bicentennial
International Congress, vol. 23, 289–292. Lubbock: Texas Tech Press (=Graduate Studies Texas Tech
University.

Morris, Charles W. 1938[1970]. Foundations of the theory of signs (Foundations of the unity of science:
towards an international encyclopedia of unified science, vol. 1.2.) Chicago, IL: University Press.

76 Niu



Morris, CharlesW. 1964. Signification and significance: A study of the relations of signs and values. Cambridge,
MA: MIT Press.

Morris, Charles W. 1946. Signs, language, and behavior. New York: Braziller. (Quoted from the reprint in
C. W. Morris 1971).

Montague, Richard. 1970. Pragmatics and intensional logic. Synthese 22. 68–94. http://www.jstor.org/
stable/20114750 (Accessed on 13 March 2022).

Murphy, John P. 1990. Pragmatism from Peirce to Davidson. Boulder, CO: Westview Press.
Mey, Jacob. 1993. Pragmatics: An introduction. Oxford, UK: Wiley-Blackwell.
Nadin,Mihai. 1993. Semiotics in action: The pragmatic level. In Stachowiak Herbert (ed.), Spachphilosophie,

Sprachpragmatik und formative Pragmatik, 219–250 (Pragmatik: Handbuch des pragmatischen
Denkens, vol. 4). Hamburg: Meiner.

Nöth, Winfried. 1990. Handbook of semiotics. Bloomington: Indiana University Press.
Nöth, Winfried & Lucia Santaella. 2009. Die Relevanz der Peirceschen Semiotik des Vagen für die Theorie

der Kommunikation. In: Siegfried J. Schmidt (ed.), Die (Un)möglichkeit der Kommunikation. Frankfurt
am Main: Peter Lang (Special Issue SPIEL: Siegener Periodicum zur Internationalen Empirischen
Literaturwissenschaft 26.1 [2007], 73–96).

Nöth, Winfried. 2011. Semiotic foundations of pragmatics. In: Wolfram Bublitz & Neal R. Norrick (ed.),
Foundations of pragmatics, vol. 1. Berlin: De Gruyter Mouton.

Nöth, Winfried. 2000. Charles Sanders Peirce, Pathfinder in linguistics. In Mats Bergman & João Queiroz
(Eds.), The commens encyclopedia: The digital encyclopedia of Peirce studies, New Edition. Pub. 121017-
1105a. Available at: http://www.commens.org/encyclopedia/article/n%c3%b6th-winfried-charles-
sanders-peirce-pathfinder-linguistics.

Niu, Min. 2022. Chinese translation of ‘pragmatics’ based on semiotics. Journal of Yichun University 44(5).
81–88.

Parret, Herman. 1983. Semiotics and pragmatics. Amsterdam: Benjamins.
Peccei, Jean Stilwell. 2000. Pragmatics. Beijing: Foreign Language Teaching and Research Press.
Pape, Helmut. 1996. Charles Sanders Peirce. In Tilman Borsche (ed.), Klassiker der Sprachphilosophie,

307–324. München: Beck.
Peirce, Charles S. 1931–1958. In Charles Hartshorne, Paul Weiss & Arthur W. Burks (eds.), Collected papers,

vols. 1–8, 7–8. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press (quoted as CP).
Peirce, Charles S. 1998. In Peirce Edition Project (ed.), The essential Peirce: Selected philosophical writings,

vol. 2. Bloomington and Indianapolis: Indiana University Press (quoted as EP 2).
Peirce, Charles Sanders. 1905. What pragmatism is. The Monist 15(2). 161–181.
Peirce, Charles Sanders. 1979. The Charles S. Peirce papers, 30 reels, 3rd microfilm edition. Cambridge, MA:

The Houghton Library, Harvard University, Microreproduction Service (quoted as MS).
Pietarinen, Ahti-Veikko. 2004. Grice in the wake of Peirce. Pragmatics and Cognition 12(2). 295–315.

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/233692682_Grice_in_the_wake_of_Peirce (Accessed on
23 March 2022).

Pietarinen, Ahti-Veikko. 2005. Relevance theory through pragmatic theories ofmeaning. In BrunoG. Bara,
Barsalou Lawrence & Monica Bucciarelli (eds.), Proceedings of the XXVII Annual Conference of the
Cognitive Science Society, 1767–1772. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Searle, John R. 1969. Speech acts: An essay in the philosophy of language. Cambridge: University Press.
Thibaud, Pierre. 1997. Between saying and doing: Peirce’s propositional space. Transactions of the Charles

S Peirce Society 33(2). 270–327.
Verschueren, Jef. 2000. Understanding pragmatics. Beijing: Foreign Language Teaching and Research

Press.

Semiotic development of pragmatics 77

http://www.jstor.org/stable/20114750
http://www.jstor.org/stable/20114750
http://www.commens.org/encyclopedia/article/n%c3%b6th-winfried-charles-sanders-peirce-pathfinder-linguistics
http://www.commens.org/encyclopedia/article/n%c3%b6th-winfried-charles-sanders-peirce-pathfinder-linguistics
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/233692682_Grice_in_the_wake_of_Peirce


Bionote
Min Niu
School of Foreign Languages, Guizhou Minzu University, Guiyang, China
niumin810@163.com
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8936-6452

Min Niu (Guiyang, China; 1981.01), Asst. Prof. Dr. Niu Min works at the School of Foreign Languages,
GuizhouMinzu University, Guiyang, Guizhou, China. Her research interests include semiotics, pragmatics,
applied linguistics, and EFL teaching. Her publications include “Semiotic Analysis of Pragmatics” (2020),
“The Semiotic Dimension of Contemporary Pragmatics” (2022), “The Development of Pragmatics in
Morris’s Behavioral Semiotics: Semiotic Perspective” (2022), Translation of “Pragmatics” from the
Perspective of Semiotics (2022), “Translation semiotics and semiosic translation: clarification of
disciplinary intension and concept” (2022).

78 Niu

mailto:niumin810@163.com
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8936-6452

	The origin and development of pragmatics as a study of meaning: semiotic perspective
	1 Introduction
	2 The origin and research category of pragmatics
	2.1 Pragmatics with the linguistic theoretical foundations
	2.2 Morris’s pragmatics as the real origin of pragmatics
	2.3 Peirce’s pragmaticism as the parental source of pragmatics

	3 Pragmatism, pragmaticism and pragmatics
	4 The analysis of the semiotic framework of “pragmatics”
	5 Meaning in pragmatics and semiotics
	5.1 Pragmatics in Anglo-American analytical philosophy
	5.2 Peirce’s pragmatic theory of meaning
	5.3 The research contents in pragmatics
	5.4 Peirce’s semiotics as the parental source of pragmatics

	6 Conclusion
	Acknowledgements
	References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (Euroscale Coated v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.7
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 35
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 10
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 600
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1000
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.10000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError false
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /DEU <>
    /ENU ()
    /ENN ()
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName (ISO Coated v2 \(ECI\))
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /ClipComplexRegions true
        /ConvertStrokesToOutlines false
        /ConvertTextToOutlines false
        /GradientResolution 300
        /LineArtTextResolution 1200
        /PresetName <FEFF005B0048006F006800650020004100750066006C00F600730075006E0067005D>
        /PresetSelector /HighResolution
        /RasterVectorBalance 1
      >>
      /FormElements true
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MarksOffset 8.503940
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /UseName
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [595.276 841.890]
>> setpagedevice


