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Categorizing Force and Its Theoretical Significance;

Part VI of Studies on Pragmatic Theories

LI Huai-kui
(College of Foreign Studies, Guangxi Normal University, Guilin 541004, China)

Abstract: There are holes in the traditional theories of classifying illocutionary force so that they are not

capable of justifying some cases of human communication. From the perspective of proposition, force is di-

vided into propositional and non-propositional force. Whether propositional content is emphasized or cer-

tain is the criterion to distinguish propositional force from non-propositional force. The two kinds of force,

according to the role of context in their interpretation, can be both divided into literal and contextual force.

The real theoretical significance of the study lies in the fact that new light can be shed on the demerits of

Searle’s definition of indirect speech act.

Key words: force; categorizing; theoretical significance
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